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PREFACE 

This document is a PL-566 Watershed Plan with an incorporated Envi
ronmental Impact Statement. 

The watershed Plan has been developed by the local sponsors with t.he 
assistance of t.he u.s. Department of Agriculture and is the basis 
for t.he authorization of federal assistance tn implement t.he propos
ed project in accordance with the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act, Public Law 83-566, as amended (16 USC 1001-1008). 

The Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared by the u.S. 
Department of Agriculture in oampliance with Section 102(2)(C) of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, Public Law 91-190, as 
amended (42 USC 4321 et seq). 

This docLDnent presents the resource related problems and needs in 
the Blind Brook Watershed. It then describes the formulation 
process utilized in selecting a plan of action to address the 
problems. Finally, it states the impacts of the proposed project 
actions. Appendices have been added, as appropriate, to support the 
main doclll\ent. 
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BLIND BRIX>K WATERSHED PLAN 
WESOCHESTER CXXJNTY, NEW YORK 

FAIRFIEill CXXJNI'Y, CCNNECTICur 

SlMMARY 

Blind Brook Watershed, located in southeastern New York and south
western Connecticut, has a drainage area of 6,980 acres. The Spon
soring Local Organizations are the westchester County Soil and Water 
Conservation District SWCD, the county of westchester, and the city 
of Rye. 

The major soil and water resource problan is urban flooding. Esti
mated average annual losses of $287, 770, due to property damage and 
reduced services, are occurring in t.he watershed. 

The plan provides for the installation of land treatment measures, 
two floodwater retarding structures, and four dikes. (See Appendix 
E, Figure E-l, Project Map). '!be land treat.rnent measures and struc
tural measures will be installed during a 4-year installation per
iod. (See Appendix A, Agreement). 

Installation of sediment control measures as part of the land treat
ment will reduce erosion rates on construction sites. Installation 
of structural measures will reduce average annual floodwater damages 
to urban areas by 72 percent fram floods up tn the magnitude of the 
100-year frequency. Sediment concentration at the mouth of the 
watershed will be reduced from 43 to 39 milligrams per liter. 

About 117 acres of land will be oommitted tn the installation of the 
structural measures. Present land use includes open land formerly 
cr<JR)ed, forest land, urban land, other land, and water. Additional 
commitments will include 6,800 feet of perennial stream. Acreage 
committed to structural measures will become permanent grassland, 
concrete dikes, water, wetland, or retain existing cover. 

The westchester County Soil and Water Conservation District will be 
responsible for planning land treatment measures with technical 
assistance provided by the Soil Conservation Service, and the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation in cooperation 
with the Forest Service. Landowners and operators, with assistance 
furnished by the Soil Conservation Service, Department of Environ
ment~l Conservation, and the Forest Service, will be responsible for 
establishing and maintaining these practices. '!be Blind Brook Snall 
Watershed Protection District will obtain landrights. The Soil 
Conservation Service will provide PL 566 engineering services re
quired for the installation of the structural measures. The Blind 
Brook Small Watershed Protection District will let and administer 
construction contract~. However, at a later date, the Sponsors may 
request the Service to perform this function. The Sponsors and the 
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Service will bear project administration costs ~~at each incurs. 

Total installation cost of the oambined land treatment and struc
tural measures is estimated at $3,175,760. Of this amount 
$2,644,180 will be paid by PL 566 funds am $531,580 will be paid by 
other funds. Total land treatment cost is $43,200, to be paid by 
SCS aoo landowner funds under the engoing program. Total structural 
measure cost is $3,132,560 including $2,637,980 from PL 566 funds, 
and $494,580 fran other funds. '!he structural costs are preliminary 
and subject to change based en detailed geologic investigations. 

The average annual operation and maintenance cost of $4,300 for the 
structural measures will be borne and financed by the Blind Brook 
Small Watershed Protection District. '!he average annual cost of the 
structural measures is estimated toO be $219,910. '!hese measures are 
expected ~oO produce average annual benefits of $230,210. The ratio 
of ~~e total average annual benefits toO t~e average annual cost of 
structural measures is 1.05 ~oO 1.0. 

All inDormationand data, except as otherwise noted by reference to 
source, were collec~~ during the watershed planning investigation 
by the Soil Conservation Service, and Forest Service. 
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PROJECT SETl'I~ 

Blind Brook Watershed, approximately 6,980 acres or 10.91 square 
miles in size, is located an the New York-Connecticut state line. 
Approximately 96.7 percent (6,750 acres) is in Westchester County, 
New York and 3.3 percent (230 acres) is in Fairfield County, Con
necticut. It includes p:>rtions of t..hree towns and of the city of 
Rye, New York. '!he watershed is located awroximately three miles 
east of White Plains (p:>pu1ation 50,220) and 10 miles northeast of 
New York City (p:>pu1ation 6,343,219). See Watershed Location Map 
(Figure 1) for details. 

The land use of the Blind Brook Watershed is reflected in Table A. 

TABLE A: PRESENl' lAND 15E IN '!HE BLIND BRCOK WATERSHED 

IAND USE 

Urban Land 
Wetland and ~n Water 
Ot..her Land 
Orchards 
Open Land F'ormerly Crq;:ped 
Forest Land 

'IDI'AL 

3 

PRESENT USE 

Acres Percent 

3,974 
38 

593 
33 

1,271 
1,071 

6,980 

57 
1 
8 
1 

18 
15 

100 



NEW YORK BLIND BROOK 
WATERSHED 

10 0 10 20 30 40 Mil,. e,.;; I 

Figure 1 - Watershed Location Map 

The watershed is part of the New York City Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (SMSA) which includes New York City and Nassau, 
Suffolk, lbckland, VEstchester, am Putnam Counties. '!he SMSA had a 
population of about 10,060,800 in 1970. 

The lower fOrtion of the watershed, which includes Jrost of the city 
of Rye (fOpulation 15,869) and a small section of the village of 
Port Chester (fOpulation 25,803), is urban in character; the upper 
portion of the watershed is suburban. 

The watershed is located within t~e Water Resources Oouncil's Middle 
Atlantic Region, which includes most of eastern and southern New 
York; the Lower Hudson subregion, which includes the New York City 
MetrofOlitan area of southeastern New York State; and northeastern 
New Jersey. '!he watershed, subregion, am region are all dominated 
by the northeast megalopolis. The hydrologic unit number is 
02030102. 

The watershed is located in the Long Island Coastal Plain Physio-
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graphic (physical geography) Province. It lies within the New 
England and Eastern New York Upland Resource Area of tne Northeast
ern Forage and Forest Region. Its t.o~raphy is gently rolling witn 
elevations ranging from 490 feet mean sea level (m.s.l.) at its 
n()r.tjlf:~ast~rn edge tn sea level at its confluence with Long Island 
Sr)um. 

An extensive assessment of resources was conducted in the planning 
process. The assessment included inventories of plant, animal, 
socio-economic, soils, water, and other physical resources. The 
data served as a base for the plan and E. I. S • . 

The invent.ory information is not totally displayed in tnis document; 
however, it is on file in the SCS State Office in Syracuse, New York 
and is open tJ) public review. 

POOBLEMS AND NEEffi IN THE WATERSHED 

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENl' 

The primary land and water management concerns are problems associa
ted wi tn improper upland developnent (i.e., greater induced peaks as 
grass and trees are replaced with asphalt and buildings). As land 
use change occurs, retention of existing vegetation and installation 
of measures such as onsite stormwater control structures could 
compensate for possible increased runoff. 

ERa; ION J:lP.MAGE 

Total gross sheet erosion is estimated to be 3,749 tons annually. 
Approximately 59 percent of this total is from urban land under 
construction. 

Erosion on building sites stripped for construction is estimated to 
be 22 tons/acre/year. All other erosion rates in tne watershed are 
within SCS tolerance standards. 

SEDIMENl' Ilt\MAGES 

Sediment from tne watershed is primarily deposited near tne Irouth of 
the watershed where stream velocity slows considerably and the 
stream is within the area of tidal influence. Average annual 
sediment yield at tne Irouth of the watershed is approximately 679 
tons. This is equivalent to an average annual sediment concen
tration of 43 milligrams per liter. This average sediment concen
tration does not represent conditions that are present within the 
stream system throughout tne entire year. Very high sediment con
centrations occur during limited periods of spring runoff or intense 
summer storms. Sediment concentrations during tne remainder of the 
year are very low due tJ) limited flow. Deposition of tne average 
annual sediment yield at tne Iroutn is equivalent tJ) approximately 
0.3 acre feet. 
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Any sediment damage t.hat is occurring in MiHon Harbor is a resul t 
of sediment from both Blind Brook and tidal currents. However, 
identification of t.he exact source is difficult if not ~ssible tn 
ascertain. As the sediment yield fran Blind Brook is quite low, it 
would be reasonable to assume that the majority of any sediment 
damage would be attributable to tidal influence. 

PrANl' AND ANIMAL PRCBIEMS 

There is a lack of q:>en areas wit.h tall grass, weeds, and fruiting 
shrubs which provide habitat for a greater variety of bird species. 
This is due to extensive development and a lack of management of 
formerly open areas. Existing open fields need tn be mowed at least 
once every three years to prevent invasion of hardwocrls. 

Plant succession, without man's influence is gradually converting 
brushy areas to forest land. There is a need for additional ever
green trees (i.e., Norway spruce and white pine) to provide diverse 
cover for wildlife. A large percentage of tbe forest land is in tbe 
sapling and pole size with many oak and beech that provide mast 
(food) for squirrels; however, t.he trees are not mature enough to 
have nest cavities. 

There are few wetlands in t.he watershed. Most are small in size and 
have little open water. These remaining wetlands are threatened by 
filling as tbey are small and are not protected by t.he New York 
State Freshwater Wetlands Act. 'lhe loss of these wetlands resul ts 
in t.he loss of diverse songbird, amP1ibian, reptile, and waterfowl 
habitat as well as floodwater storage. 

unsuitable water temperatures (mid-seventies) have eliminated trout 
from Blind Brook where suitable P1ysical habitat occurs. Development 
of a warm water sport fishery is restricted by the lack of suitable 
physical habitat. 

FUX)[WATER rnMAGE 

The primary floodwater damage in the Blind Brook Watershed occurs in 
t.he developed urban flood plain in tbe city of Rye, which encompass
es Reaches 1 tbrough 5. (See Appendix E, Figure E-6, Reach Map) 
This damage results from overbank flow created by high runoff. High 
tides from IDng Island Sound increase the flood levels in Reaches 1 
and 2. 

Urban floodwater damages include damages tn structures and contents 
of residential, commercial, and public buildings. (See Appendix E, 
Figure E-6A thru E-6C, Urban Floodplain Maps.) These damages are 
stated in 1979 prices; however, damage totals reflect an analysis of 
projected future conditions. Other urban damages are those tn roads 
and bridges, am to lawns and yards. 
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Estimated average annual damages for the 100-year evaluat ion period 
under present cond itions are presented in Table B. 

TABLE B - FLOOD J1l'\MAGE 'ill RESIDEm'IAL AND CG1MERCIAL PROPERrIES Y 

Residential Commercial 
Beginning 
Damage 
Frequen- Number Dollar Number Dollar 

Reach cy (%) Houses Damages Buildings Damages 

1 6.5 177 58,810 
2 9.7 35 71,690 
3 9.3 21 7,500 
4 11.4 83 61,490 
5 1.5 14 750 

ROeD and Bridge 
Indirect 
Lawns and Yards 

Total 200,240 
Y Average annual dollars. 

8 
9 

19 
11 
o 

6,740 
30,840 

9,720 
3,710 

o 

51,010 

Total 

Dollars 

65,550 
102,530 

17,220 
65,200 

750 
2,120 

20,100 
14,400 

287,870 

Approximately 330 residences am 47 canmercial establishments would 
be affected by t.he lOO-year frequency flood event. Such an event 
would flood approximately 178 buildings at t.he first floor elevation 
and cause damages of $ 3, 760, 265. 

INDIRECT FLOOD J1l'\MAGE 

An estimated $20,100 in average annual indirect flood damages will 
occur in t.he watershed. These damages reflect losses caused by 
flooding but not represented by P'1ysical loss. 'lllese losses include 
delays due to rerouting of traffic, inconvenience, and time lost by 
evacuation of residences am loss of market~. 

FLOODPROOFING Ca>TS 

Federal Insurance Administration regulations coming in force will 
require floodproofing of all new structures and of significant im
provement~ tn existing structures within the 100-year flood plain. 
The average annual floodproofing oosts for development t~king place 
in t.he flood plain have been projected to the year 2020 and are 
estimated to be $14,030. These oosts relate to both existing and 
undeveloped properties. 

HISTORIC FLOOD EVEm'S 

Three historic flood events, each associated wit.h a hurricane, have 
been evaluated. '!he first flood event, which occurred on September 
14, 1938, (unnamed hurricane) resulted in high tide flooding, as 
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well as out-of-bank flc)(xHng. 'Ibe flood events of June 19, 1972, 
(Hurricane Agnes) and of September 26, 1975, (Hurricane Eloise) 
occurred in t~e absence of high tide conditions; consequently, 
floodwater damages were relatively limited in Reach 1. Table C 
shows peak discharges (in cubic feet per second) that were recorded 
at Gaging Station 01300000, located upstream from the Blind Brook 
br idge on 'Ibeodore Prerod Avenue (See Welter Quality Map, Append ix E, 
Figure E-7). 

TABLE C - PEAK DISCHARGES AT srATION "01300000" 

Peak Estimated 
Storm Date Discharge Prequency 

(cfs) (% chance) 

June 19, 1972 2,320 60 years (1. 7) 
September 26, 1975 2,280 55 years (1. 8) 

EC<Nl'1IC AND SCX::IAL PRCBIH1S 

The unemployment in Westchester County in August 1978 was 6.7 
percent. 'Ibis county was designated as a Title IV redevelopment 
area under The Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 as 
amended in August 18, 1976 because of substantial unemployment. 
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PROJECT FORMUIATION 

PmJECT PURPa3ES AND GO.lU.S 

The intent of the Water Resources Council's Principles am Staooards 
served as the basis for project formulation. ux.al <pals were con
sidered under the two broOO objectives of National Econanic Develop
ment (NED) aoo Environmental Q.lality (EQ). 

At a public meeting of the Blind Brook Watershed Planning Committee 
on March 2, 1976, t~e oammittee aM the public presented protection 
and environmental goals. The goals were presented for SCS 
consideration in plan formulation. 

The following summarizes major items initially agreed to as goals 
between the Sponsoring Local Organizations and t~e Service and 
subsequently refined during project formulation. The Sponsors 
recognize t~at canpeting or confl ic ting uses of the same areas may 
occur in meeting the stated goals aM t~at the planned proj ec t may 
not provide for all of tbese stated goals. 

1. Provide watershed protection to: 

a. Reduce streambank erosion and protect against existing 
wall failure. 

b. Protect tbe quality of the high school at~letic field. 
c. Protect tbe harbor and marina from sedimentation and the 

hydraulic force of a freshwater crest. 
d. Preserve existing floodwater retention areas. 
e. Permit reasonable developnent of vacant lam. 
f. Uniformly regulate onsite stormwater retention in new 

developnent. 
g. Provide cutoff and drainage control for existing office 

parks aM large developnents. 

2. Reduce present urban flooding to: 

a. Protect all habitable structures, including basements. 
b. Protect business establishments. 
c. Protect the elderly living in high risk areas. 
d. Protect against petroleum storage tank rupture and fire 

at service stations. 
e. Maint~in adequate traffic circulation for emergency vehicles 

on p,lblic roajs. 
f. Provide protection for long term parking of cars in 

pub 1 ic lot.s. 
g. Maint~in gas aM electrical services. 
h. Achieve minimal damage to yards, gardens aM outbuildings. 
i. Preserve t.he capacity of the Bl ind Brook sewage treatment 

plant. 
j. Minimize tidal damages. 
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3. Areas of Critical Envirorunent Concern 

a. Tidal wetland at Disbrown Park. 
b. Cemetery ~si te Rich's Greenhouse. 
c. Rye High School Athletic Field. 
d. MiltDn Fine House. 
e. Rye Nature Center. 
f. Library. 
g . Square House. 
h. YMCA. 
i. Fire House. 
j. DJffy Building. 
k. Curve in brook at Elm Street am Fremd Boulevard. 
1. q;>en space below Purchase Street on west side ofBlind Brook. 
m. Wildlife area in t.he city of Rey flood control area behind 

Bowman Avenue dam. 
n. Geigy wetlam. 
o. Residential landscaping. 
p. Waterfalls behind Ridge Street School. 
q. Price's Pond. 

PLANNING CONSIDERATICNS 

The Sponsoring IDeal Organizations am the Soil Conservation Service 
encouraged t.he participation of interested public agencies and t.he gen 
eral PJblic in the planning process by keeping them informed of plan
ning progress and providing t.hem wit.h forums to discuss t.heir respect
ive concerns. The diverse interests expressed by t.he public agencies
and private citizens were considered in the formulation of the proj
ect. 

Authorized by the Westchester County Board of Supervisors, t.he Depart
ment of Public Vhrks filed an awlication for assistance under PL 566 
in OctDber 1964. The Division of Water Resources, New York State 
Department of Envirorunental Conservation, awroved t.he aWl ication in 
OctDber 1964. The Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service 
authorized planning in May 1976. 

Periodic meetings were held between 1976 am 1978. Represent.at.ives of 
the Soil Conservation Service met. with t.he Blind Brook St.eering Com
mitt.ee, t.he Westchester Count.y Soil and Water Conservation District., 
t.he Westchester Count.y Planning Board, Representatives of the cit.y of 
Rye, town of Harrison, and interested persons. Meet.ings were held 
both in Rye and Whit.e Plains. Many of the meetings were open to t.he 
public and bot.h oot.ices of t.hese meetings and summaries of the pro
ceed ings aweared in t.he local newspapers. 

The sponsoring local organizat.ions were fully involved in the decision 
making necessary during project. formulation. Several alt.ernatives 
based on NED and EQ objectives were evaluated during planning in order 
t.o det.ermine a feasible plan accept.able to t.he Sponsors. Represent.a-
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tives of tlle Soil Conservation Service presented Iilysical and ec.onanic 
data relative to tllese alternatives tn tlle Sponsors and other interes
ted agencies, groups, arrl iIXHviduals as they were developed. 

A number of coordination meetings involving representatives from the 
U.S. Fish & WilcUife Service, tlle New York State Department of Envi
rormental Conservation, am tlle Soil Conservation Service were held 
during project formulation tn assess ~tential environmental issues. 
Subsequent discussion arrl field reconnaissances were made to coordin
ate tlle fish and wildlife aspects of the project. Included was a 
field evaluation of the tidal wetlands of Blind Brook to identify 
values arrl mitigation ~teritials. 

The planning of tllis watershed has been coordinated witll tbe New York 
State Office of Parks arrl Recreation regarding historical and archeo
logical investigations. The National Register of Historic Places was 
reviewed to locate listed properties in the watershed that are sig
nificant tn American hisbory, architecture, archeology, or culture. 

The National Weatller Service was consul ted in the evaluation of tlle 
flood warning system for tlle city of Rye. 

The U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. D:!partment of tlle Interior, has pro
vided an assessment of water quality and advised Soil Conservation 
Service personnel during project formulation. 

The following is a brief summary of tlle chronological planning 
sequence: 

1. PL 566 aWl ication filed Dc tnber 1964 

2. PL 566 aWl ication awroved Dc tnber 1964. 

3. Prel iminary Evaluation comuc ted by OCS March 1973. 

4. Interagency Field Reconnaissance - September 1973. 

5. Environment~l Assessment initiated 1974. 

6. IDeal objectives st~ted March 1976. 

7. Planning authorization granted by OCS May 1976. 

8. AI ternati ves presented to local sponsors January 1978. 

9. Plan prepared for review February 1979. 

ALTERNATIVES AND POOPCSED ACTIOO 

The developnent of planning alternatives was primarily devoted tn con
trolling floodwater damage. This was tlle main local objective and tlle 
impetus for tlle planning effort. The alternatives and, finally, the 
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selected plan were developed with an NED related purpose in full ob
servation of EQ goals and constraints. 

Various alternatives including a "No Project" alternative were consid
ered in the planning process. Alternatives evaluated included: 

1. FWRS 1 and 2 with Laurel Street and Boston Post Road Dikes (NED 
Plan) • 

2. FWRS 1 and 2 only (EO Plan). 
3. Fl(X)(]water Retarding Structures (FWRS) 1 and 2 with Barbara Court, 

Laurel Street, B~kdale, and Boston Post Road Dikes (Selected 
Plan) • 

4. FWRS 1 and 2 with nonstructural measures to control remaining 
damages. 

5. FWRS 1 and 2 with a tidal control structure and pump plant at 
Oakland Beach Avenue. 

6. FWRS 1 and 2 with Barbara Court, Laurel Street, Brookdale, Boston 
Post, School Track, Crescent Avenue, oakland Beach, and Hewlett 
Avenue Dikes. 

7. No Project. 

Other alternatives such as channel modification, diversions, and re
tention basins were considered during planning and eliminated pri
marily for econanic and environmental reasons. 

During project formulation, floodwater retarding sites (FWRS) I and 2 
became basic to the selected plan. The sites demonstrated economic 
and physical justification with environmental ~cts which were con
sidered relatively minor. Dikes and a tidal control structure with a 
pump plant were considered to supplement sites 1 and 2. 

Dikes eliminated from the selected plan were deleted primarily for 
economic reasons; however, environmental concerns also influenced the 
formulation. The tidal control structure with pump plant was consid
ered as an alternative to diking, but was eliminated primarily for 
economic reasons. 

All selected structural increments were economically justif ied except 
Brookdale and Barbara Court Dikes. Brookdale and Barbara Court were 
not justified as economic increments, however, were included in the 
plan as the last incranents added under total project justification. 
The unjustified dikes were added to maximize protection from upland 
fl(X)(]ing in the lOO-year storm. 

Alternative 4 was considered the oonstructural alternative. Nonstruc
tural Jreasures in conj unction with FWRS 1 and 2 were assessed. The 
nonstructural Jreasures evaluated were primarily floodproofing. The 
alternative considered floodproofing of 244 homes and 2 commercial 
buildings, and purchase of 13 homes. Other oonstructural techniques 
such as fl(X)(]warnings, ~ning, and flood insurance were oot. emphasized 
because they have already been ~lemented and will continue in effect 
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locally. Nonstructural floodproofing as an increment was found to 
economically feasible. 

Table D outlines relative economic and environmental impacts for al
ternatives 1 through 7. 

There is no known awroved or proposed federal, sta te, or local land 
use plans ~lich will conflict with the proposed project measures. The 
proposed project lneasures conform with the objectives of the Clean Air 
Act and the Federal water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. 

A floodwarning system and evacuation plan is currently in operation in 
the city of Rye, and will continue to be used in conjunction with this 
plan. 
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TABIE D SlloIMARY (XloIPARISClI OF ALTERNATIVES fOR BLIND 8R(X)K WATERSHED 

Economic, Environmental 
or Social Factors 

Installation Oosts 

Annual O&M Oosts 

Annual Oost 

Annual Benefits 

Annual Net Benefits 
Floodwater Reduction 

Erosion 

Sed imentation 

Water Ouality 

Wetlard" 
Tidal 

Freshwater 

Land Use (acres) 
Forest lard 
Urban lard 

Goals 

N.A. 

N.J\.. 

N.J\.. 

N.J\.. 

Red~tion of flood dam
ages to all habitable 
structures including 
baserrents. 

Reduce erosion on urban 
construction sites. 

Reduce sedimentation 
in Milton Harbor. 

N. J\. . 

Miniml.ln damage to 
tidal wetlards. 

N.J\. . 

Open lard formerly crowed 
Other 

N. J\.. 
N. J\. . 
N.A. 
N.A. 

N. J\.. 

NED-Alternative 1 
Site 1, Site 2, 
B:lston fQst Rl . 
Dike, Laurel St. 
Dike , Land Treat
ment 

$2,235,240 

2,850 

156,700 

205 ,850 

+49,150 
66% 

Provide assistance 
for erosicn control 
on 500 acres on new 
construction. 

Reduce sediment 
yield at the TlVUth 

by 61 tons annually . 

Temporary increase 
in sediment con
centrations . 

JIb Effect 

Increase types 
4 & 5 by 3.1 
acres. 

-21.5 
- 2.8 
- 6.6 
+30.9 

JIb Effect Prune Agricultural Lard 

Archec10gical and Historical J\.void damage to JIb Effect 
exist ing re-
sources 

BO-Alternative 2 
Lard Tre atment , 
Site 1, Sit e 2 

$1 , 585,100 

2,000 

111,100 

149,150 

+38,050 
48% 

Select Plan-Al ternat ive 3 
Lard Treatment, Site 1, 
Si te 2 , B:lston fQst Ri . 
Dike, Barbara Ct., Laurel 
St. Dike, Brookdale place 
Dike 

$3,132,560 

4,300 

219,910 

230,200 

+10,290 
72% 

Same as alterna- Same as alternative 1 
tive 1 

Same as alterna- Same as alternative 1 
tive 1 

Same as alterna- Same as alternative 1 
tive 1 

JIb Effect 

Same as alte rna
tive 1 

-21.5 
- 1.8 
- 6.6 
+29.9 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

Reduce type 1 by 0.4 acre 
increase type 4 ard 5 by 
3.1 acr es. 

-21. 8 
- 3 . 5 
- 6.6 
+31.9 

JIb Effect 

Nollstructur;Jl -Al ternattve 4 
Lard Treatment, Site 1, 
Site 2 , Nonstructura1 
Measure" 

$3,421,620 

2 , 100 

235,510 

236,440 

+ 930 
82% 

Same as al t e rnative 1 

Same as alternative 1 

Same as alternative 1 

JIb Effect 

same as alternative 1 

Same as alternative 2 

N~ Effect 

NO Effect fQss ible effect to archeo- JIb Effect 
log ica1 site 

Alternative 5 
Lard Treatment, 
Site 1, Site 2, 
Oakland Beach 
Punp Plant 

$3 ,432,220 

12,000 

236,240 

191,190 

-45 , 050 
59% 

Same as alterna-
tive 1 

Same as alterna-
tive 1 

Same as alterna-
tive 1 

Reduce type 18 
by 0.6 acre. 

Same as alterna-
tive 1 

Same as alterna
tive 2 

JIb Effect 

May distribute 
known historic 
archeo1og teal 
depo,;its 

Al ternative 6 
Lard Treatment, 
Site 1, Site 2 
Eight Dikes 

$5,209,070 

9,600 

368,140 

293,480 

-74 , 660 
87% 

Same as al ter-
native 1 

Same a1terna-
tive 1 

Same a1terna-
tive 1 

Reduce type 18 
by 0 . 1 acre ard 
type 16 by 3.6 
acres. 

Same as al ter-
native 3 

- 24.5 
- 4.1 
-10.4 
+39.0 

JIb Effect 

Al ternative 7 
JIb Project 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
JIb reduction 
of flood dam-
ages. 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

JIb Effect 

Same as a1terna- JIb Effect 
tive 5 



Economic, Environmental 
or Social Factors 

Wildlife 

Fishery 

Mitigation 

Goals 

N.lI. 

N.lI. 

N.lI. 

N.lI. 

N.lI. 

TIIBLE D SlJoIMARY cn1PARISCJl OF ALTERNATIVES FOR BLI ND BROJK WlITERSIII:D 

NED-Alternative 1 
Site 1, Site 2, 
Ibston R)st R:l. 
Dike, Laurel St. 
Dike, Land Treat
ment 

Reduce quality of 
44.3 acres forest
land, 25.8 acres 
openland for wild
life by temporary 
inundation. 

Quantity of open
land habitat in
creased by 18.6 
acres, forestland 
habitat decreased 
21.5 acres. 

BQ-Alt~rnative 2 
Land Trea tmen t , 
Site 1, Site 2 

Same as alterna
tive I 

Select Plan-Alte rnative 3 
Land Treatment, Site 1, 
Site 2, Ibston R)st R:l. 
Dike , Barbara Ct., Laurel 
st. Dike, Brookdale Place 
Dike 

Same as alte rnative 1 

Same as alte rna- Quantity of openla nd 
tive 1 habitat increased by 

18.9 acres, forestland 
habitat decreased by 
21.8 acres. 

Quantity of terres- Same as alterna- Same as alte rnative I 
trial habitat de- tive 1 
creased by 3.1 acres, 
aquatic habitat in-
creased by 3.1 acres. 

COnvert 400 ft. of Same as alterna- Same as alternative 1 
stream with minnows tive 1 

Landscape dikes none Landscape dikes 

Nons truc tural -Al t e rnat ive 4 
Land Treatment, Site 1, 
Site 2, Nonstructural 
t1easure s 

Same as alte rnative 1 

Sa.-"e as alte rnative 1 

Same as alte rnative I 

Same as al ternative I 

Same as al ternat ive 1 

none 

Alte mative 5 
Land Trea bnent, 
Site 1, Site 2, 
oakl and Beach 
I'Ill1p Plant 

Alte rnative 6 
Land Treatment, 
Site 1, Site 2 
Eight Dikes 

Al ternative 7 
No Project 

Same as alte rna
tive I 

Same as alterna- No Effect 
tive 1 

Same as alte rna
tive I 

Same al terna
tive 1 

No Effect 

Same as alte rna- Quantity of No Effect 
tive I openland habi

tat increased 
by 21.6 acres, 
forestland habi
tat decreased by 
24.5 acres 

Same as alterna- Same as alterna- No Effect 
tive I tive I 

Same as alterna- Same as alter- No Effect 
tive I tive 1 

none Landscape dikes 
replace 3.7 acres 
of tidal wetland. 

none 



PlANNED PRQJECT 11 

LAND TRFA'!MElI1l' MEASURES 

The westchester SWCD, as a result of the project, is ~lrlng that 
all subdivision plot plans be submitted to the SWCD for review. The 
district intends to require land treatment and runoff control meas
ures to be installed as needed. The following Westchester County 
agencies will assist t.he SWCD in reviewing the plot plans: Environ
mental Managanent Council, Planning, Healt.h, and the Department of 
Publ ic w:>rks. The SCS and N. Y. S Department of Environmental Conser
vation in oooperation with the FOrest Service will assist inreview. 

It is estimated that 30 additional plot plans will require review 
during t.he establishment of the project. SCS will accelerate assis
tance during establishment, using its oogoing program. The N.Y. S. 
Department of Environmental Conservation in cooperation with the 
Forest Service will provide assistance t.hrough the Forest Service 
ongoing program and wi t.h state and PL 566 funds. 

STRUC'IURAL MEASURES 

Planned structural measures include two floodwater retarding struct
ures and four dikes. The two floodwater retarding structures will 
control 3.73 square miles of drainage area which is approximately 34 
percent of the total watershed area. The design life for all struc
tural measures is 100 years. The location of the structural meas
ures is shown 00 t.he Project Measure Map, Appendix E. 

FLCX)I:WATER RETARDING S1'ROC'IURES Y 

The floodwater retarding structure, site No.1, with a drainage 
area of 1.83 square miles will be located north of Anderson Hill 
Road and east of the State University of New York (SUNY) campus. 
The structure will be a 24-foot high earthfill dam with a single 
stage reinforced concrete drop inlet principal spillway with energy 
dissipator and two vegetated earth emergency spillways. It will 
provide capacity for a total of 2.9 acre-feet of submerged sediment, 
and 438.3 acre-feet of floodwater storage. (See Table 3 of Engi
neering and Accounting Tables for Structural Data.) 

1/ The planned Project is in compliance with Executive Order 11988. 
Y The two Floodwater Retarding Structures are toth "Class CIt dams. 

Class C is defined as dams located where failure may cause loss 
of life, serious damage to homes, industrial and commercial 
buildings, importAnt public utilities, main highways, or rail
roads. This requires that the rrost stringent criteria be used 
in the engineering design of these dams. The potential for 
earthquakes in this area has been investigated and determined toO 
be low. The dams are designed such that 24.5 ' inches of rain in 
6 hours will not overtop them. 
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Flow will be controlled through an ungated reinforced concrete con
duit, which incorp:>rates a single stage principal spillway system 
that controls runoff resulting from storms up to the lOa-year, 
lO-day storm. Flow resul ting fran storms greater than the 100-year 
frequency event will be routed safely around the dam through the 
emergency spillways (See Appendix E, Figure E-2, Typical Cross 
Section of Floodwater Retarding Structure.) 

Preliminary investigation indicates that the foundation for the 
structure is glacial till and metamorphic bedrock. The emergency 
spillways are located on both abutments and are designed tn permit a 
velocity of 4.2 feet per second during passage of the peak of the 
emergency spillway design stnrm. The material excavated from the 
emergency spillway is glacial till (SM) and is suitable for use as 
eartbfill for tbe dam. 

The foundation has no critical earthquake hazard. '!he characteris
tics of the borrow material will be considered in the final design 
of tbe embankment to minimize earthquake hazards of t~ structure. 

Minimum land area required will include 49 acres for tbe temporary 
floodpool; 2.5 acres for the sediment storage; 17 acres for the 
embankment, emergency spillway, outlet channel, and access area; and 
12 acres for the borrow area. 

The sediment pool surface area will be awroximately 2.5 acres and 
have a maximum initial depth of 3 feet. This area will gradually 
decrease as sediment accumulates over the life of the proj ec t. The 
floodpool area will be subject to short term t:emPJrary flood ing and 
will experience normal vegetation successional trends over the life 
of tbe project. 

A westchester County sewerline runs parallel tn and on tbe west side 
of tbe brook at this site. It will be within the floodpool and 
under tbe floodwater retarding structure. Where tbe line would pass 
under the dam the pipe would be replaced with stronger pipe and 
adequately designed tn protect both tbe integrity of the sewer and 
the dam. Where tbe sewer would be submerged with floodwaters the 
manholes would be made watertight. These modifications to tbe 
sewerline have been estimated to cost $40,000. 

Floodwater retarding structure No.2, with a drainage area of 1. 9 
square miles, will be located north of the Hutchinson River Parkway 
and west of Lincoln Avenue. '!he structure will be a 40-foot high 
earthfill dam witb a single stage reinforced concrete drop inlet 
principal spillway witb an energy dissipator and two vegetated eartb 
emergency spillways. It will provide capacity for a total 3.5 
acre-feet of submerged sediment, and 366.4 acre-feet of floodwater 
storage. (See Table 3 of the Engineering and Accounting Tables for 
structural data.) 

Flow will be controlled tbrough an ungated reinforced concrete con-
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duit, which incorporates a single-stage principal spillway system 
that controls runoff resulting fran storms up to the 100-year, 10-
day storm. Flow resulting fran storms greater than the 100-year 
frequency event will be routed safely around the dam through the 
emergency spillways. (See Appendix E, Figure E-2, Typical Cross 
Section of Floodwater Retarding Structure.) 

Preliminary investigations indicate that the foundation for the 
structure is glacial till and metamorphic bedrock. The emergency 
spillways are located on both abutments and are designed to permit a 
velocity of 5.1 feet per second during passage of the peak of the 
emergency spillway design storm. The material excavated from the 
emergency spillway is rock and glacial till (SM) and the till is 
suitable for use as eart~fill for t~e dam. 

The foundation has no critical earthquake hazards. The characteris
tics of the borrow material will be considered in the final design 
of t~e embankment tn minimize eart~quake hazards of the structure. 

Minimum land area reqL:ired will include 28 acres for the temporary 
floodfX)Ol; 1.4 acres for t.he sediment stnrage; 10 acres for the errr 
bankment, emergency spillway, outlet channel, access areas; and the 
12 acre borrow area at site 1. The sediment p:x>l surface area will 
be approximately 1.4 acres and have a maximum initial depth of about 
5 feet. This area will gradually decrease as sed iment accumulates 
over t~e life of t~e project. The floodp:x>l area will be subject tn 
short term temporary flooding and will experience normal vegeta
tional successional trends over the life of t.he project. 

A Westchester County sewerline also runs parallel to the brook at 
this site. The same nnHfications as used on site No. 1 will also 
be used here, but because I10re of the line will be mod ified it is 
estimated tn cost $59,000. 

DIKES 

See Appendix E, Figure E-3, Typical Dike, and E-4, Typical Pump 
Plant. 

The Brookdale Place Dike location is just north of Playland Parkway 
and extends north t-n t.he south property 1 ine of Rye High School. 
This dike will consist of about 570 feet of reinforced concrete 
dike, 940 feet of earth dike, and will have a pumping plant. 

The average height of t-.he concrete dike will be about 8 feet. Th is 
system will control runoff resulting fran storms up to t.he 100-year 
frequency flood event. Foundation of t~is structure is a combina
tion of alluvial or marine sediments, primarily sil ts underlain by 
sands. A drainage system will be provided tn carry water t.hat seeps 
along the dike tn t-~e pumping bay. The pumping plant will consist 
of one 50 horsepower electric I1Otnr, a reduction gear, and a 24-inch 
diameter pump. 
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Minimum land required will be about 2 acres. 'Ibe construction area 
will be used intensively CNer the installation period, and all dis
turbed areas will be seeded to grasses and legumes. Trees and 
shrubs will be planted to break the uniform appearance of the 
concrete dike. 

The Laurel Street Dike location extends from the south property 
line of the YMCA downstream to Central Avenue on the west side of 
Blind Brook. 'Ibis dike will consist of about 1,020 feet of reinfor
ced concrete dike, and a p..unping plant. 

The average height of the concrete dike will be about 8 feet. This 
system will control runoff reSUlting fram storms up to t~e 100-year 
frequency flood event. The foundation for this structure is a 
combination of alluvial or marine silts and sands underlain by 
glacial till. A drainage system will be provided to carry water 
that seeps along t~e dike t.o t~e p..unping bay. The pump plant will 
consist of c.ne 30-horse~r electric rotor, a reduction gear, am a 
24 inch diameter pump. 

Minimum land area required will be about .5 acre for the construc
tion area; the temporary construction area will be used intensively 
over t~e installation period, and all disturbed areas will be seeded 
to grasses and legumes. Trees and shrubs will be planted to break 
tJhe uniform appearance of t~e concrete dike. 

The Barbara Court Dike location extends south of Central Avenue to 
the Rye Nature Center property on the west side of Blind Brook. 
This dike will consist of about 470 feet of reinforced concrete 
dike, 750 feet of earth dike, and a p..unping plant. 

The average height of the concrete dike will be about 8 feet and t~e 

earth dike 9 feet. 'Ibis system will control runoff resulting from 
storms up t.o t~e 100-year frequency flood event. 'Ibe foundation for 
this structure is a combination of alluvial or marine silts and 
sands underlain by glacial till. A drainage system will be provided 
to carry water that seeps along the d ike to the pumping bay. The 
pump plant will consist of c.ne 25-horsepower electric motor, a re
duction gear, and a 24 inch diameter p..unp. 

Minimum land area required will be about 0.5 acre for the construc
tion area; the t~mporary construction area will be used intensively 
over t~e installation period, and all disturbed areas will be seeded 
to grasses and legumes. Trees and shrubs will be planted to break 
tJhe uniform appearance of t~e concrete dike. 

The Boston Post Road Dike location is just north of Orchard Avenue 
and west of Boston Post Road. 'Ibis reinforced concrete dike will be 
about 260 feet long witJh an average height of about 8 feet. This 
system will control runoff resulting fram storms up t.o the 100-year 
frequency flood event. 'Ibe foundation for this structure is a com-
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bination of fill material underlain by alluvial or marine sands. The 
temp::>rary construction area will be used intensively during the in
stallation period and all disturbed areas will be seeded to grasses 
and legumes or paved as necessary. 

ornER 

Tb minimize the impacts on the landscape resource, construction 
techniques will be employed such as: (1) selective and minimum 
clearing, (2) minimum disturbance of onsite vegetation, (3) over
building of earthen structures to disrupt geometrics (if excess 
material is available), and (4) variation of heights of earthen 
structures rn avoid uniformity (if excess material is available). 
Also, r~e access roads and r~p::>rary construction areas that will be 
used intensively during construction will be revegetated to desir
able grasses and legumes. 

Each contract will require that contractors adhere rn strict speci
fications for minimizing soil erosion, and water, noise, and air 
pollution during construction. The specifications will include 
provisions for measures, such as sediment basins and temporary 
vegetation and mulching, rn protect exposed areas until permanent 
vegetation is established. Adherence to state and local health 
requirements will be required regarding vecrnr control, and noise, 
and air p::>llution. Suppressors will be used to keep dust within 
tolerable limits Pollution of surface areas or ground water by 
chemicals, fuel, lubricants, sewage, and or~er pollutants will not 
be permitted. Clearing and disposal of brush and vegetation will be 
carried out in accordance with the New York Fbrest Practice Act and 
applicable state and local laws. 

There is no storage of water in rne floodwater retarding structures 
specifically provided for recreational uses. Adequate provisions 
will be made rn exclude rne public to prevent the creation of un
sanitary corrlitions. If public use is allowed in the future, the 
sponsors will provide adequate sanitary facilities to service the 
use contemplated. Requirements for safety and healtn,in conformance 
wir~ rne Federal Construction Safety, Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-54), will 
be incltrled in each construction contract. Design and construction 
will comply wir~ applicable sr~te laws. 

The plan has been coordinated wir~ the Division of Historic Preser
vation, New York State Parks and Recreation. If artifacts or other 
items of archeological or historic significance are uncovered by tne 
Soil Conservation Service, or brought to its attention by or~ers 
prior rn or during construction, the State Gammission of Parks and 
Recreation and tne National Park Service will be notified. Con
struction will not begin or continue until appropriate arrangements 
for surveyor salvage have been made. 

The city of Rye, and tne towns of Rye and Harrison, New York have 
been identified bythe Federal Insurance Administration of the u.s. 
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Department of Housing and Urban Developnent as having special flood 
hazard areas. 'lhese carmunities are participating in the National 
FlOOd Insurance Program and have adopted adequate land use controls 
and enforcement measures. 

Studies to identify the flood hazard areas began in 1975 for the 
towns of Rye and Harrison, and in 1976 for the city of Rye. 

The New York Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan has objectives 
which proroote the development of land and water resources • This 
project will rot oontravene these oojectives. 'lhe project proposes 
land treatment for tile control of runoff and erosion and is 
complementary to the oojectives of flood prevention. 

The U.S. Corps of Engineers provides a flood plain management ser
vice. A flood plain information report was prepared by the Corps of 
Engineers for the Blind Brook watershed and published in January 
1965. 

In June 1976, the city of Rye, with assistance from the National 
Weather Service, installed a flood warning system for the city. It 
consists of a resistance-type steam gage on Blind Brook at the 
Bowman Avenue Dam which can be read at the city police station, a 
staff g~e at the dam for back-up, and an indoor-reading rain gage 
at the flre station. 'lhe system provides 24-hour IlOnitoring of the 
water level upstream of the city and an advance warning of flood 
stages. 'lhe city is also planning to obtain a radio monitor to pick 
up the National Weather Services' Tidal Floodwarning broadcast. Two 
floodwarning horns have been installed in the city: one at the 
Locust Avenue Fire station and one at the Milton Fire Station. The 
city has developed a flood evacuation plan and an emergency 
preparedness plan. 

Project sponsors have indicated that nonstructural floodproofing 
measures would be a satisfactory approach to reduction of remaining 
damages rot controlled by structures. The sponsors have reserved 
active application of the nonstructural approach because of the 
nonavailability of funding for implementation. Should funding 
becane available, the agreement will be supplemented. 

INSTALLATIOO CXl>TS .y 
The total installation cost of the works of improvement is estimated 
to be $3,175,760 for the 4 year ir\stallation period. 'Ibtal instal
lation cost includes $43,200 for establishing land treatment meas
ures on private land, and $3,132,560 for structural measures. Table 
1 oontains further cost information. 

The total land treatment program cost of $43,200 for review and 
treatment of subdivision plot plans will be included in the ongoing 
and accelerated progr~n. 

The two floodwater retarding structures and the four dikes serve the 
purposes of flood prevention. Their installation costs are 
allocated to that purpose. 

'lhese costs are preliminary and subject to change based on a de
tailed geologic investigation. 
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The tntal installation costs of structural measures include costs 
for construction, engineering services, landrights, and project 
administration. 

construction costs include estimated contract costs plus a contin
gency allowance of 12 percent. All costs are based on estimated 
quantities and current (1979) unit costs. The unit costs were ob
tained fran actual bid pr ices for similar \ooOrks construc ted in the 
state and from costs submitted by material supply firms. Construc
tion costs include such items as excavation, seeding, concrete, and 
earthfill. The estimated construction cost is $2,028,780. 

Engineering services costs include the direct cost of engineers and 
other technicians for surveys, engineering and geologic investiga
tions, and preparation of plans and specifications for structural 
measures, including associated vegetative \ooOrk. The costs for en
gineering services are estimated at $294,100. 

Relocation payments include rroving and related expenses for a d is
placed perS::>n, business, or farm ~ration. In cDdition, financial 
assistance is available for replacement housing for a displaced 
person ~o qualifies and ~ose dwelling is acquired because of the 
project. N:> relocations are anticipated. 

Project cDministration costs include the costs incurred for layout, 
inspection, relocation assistance cDvisory services (~en relocation 
occurs), administration of contracts, and other administrative and 
clerical services necessary to install the project. Project admin
istration costs are estimated tn be $351,000. 

Landrights costs are estimated tn be $458,680 and include all experr 
ditures tn be made in acquiring land and/or easements, needed per
mits, changing existing utilities, and constructing access roads. 
These costs include $99,000 for sewerlines, treat.ment, and $359,680 
for survey, legal fees, land, installation of fences, value of trees 
to be remOlled, and other costs. Landrights costs were determined 
with the cooperation of the local Sponsors. 

The cost for each major structural measure has been determined indi
vidually as shown in Table 2. 

Actual cost sharing between P.L. 566 cost and other cost can be 
found in the Watershed Agreement in ApPendix A. 

ECCNJotIC BENEFITS Y 

The total average annual benefits from the project amount to 
$230,200. When compared wit~ the average annual costs of $219,910, 
this yields a benefit ratio of 1.05:1 • 

. !/ All monetary values are stated in average annual amounts based 
on 1979 dollars. 
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Table E reflects an incremental analysis of tbe structural works of 
improvement. Benefit categories considered in tllis analysis inclooe 
direct and indirect flood damage reduction, yard and lawn damage 
reduction, road and bridge damage reduction, floodproofing costs 
foregone, ard employment. 

Direct flood damage reduction benefits result from improved 
floodwater protection to residential, public and commercial 
buildings in the flood plain and to their contents. Reduced 
irdirect damages result from lowering losses attributed to flooding, 
but not represented by rnysical loss such as rerouting of traffic. 

Yard and lawn damages are not severe in the flood plain and consist 
primarily of debris removal and minor repair following larger 
storms. 

Floodproofing costs refer tn tbose costs required under the federal 
flood insurance program for newly built or substantially improved 
structures in the flood plain. lDwer flood levels with the project 
in place translates t.o lower flodproofing costs and the difference 
fran what tllese costs v.ould be without tlle project is claimed as a 
benefit or cost foregone. 

Employment benefits refer to the use of otherwise unemployed or 
underemployed labor resources during construction of tbe project and 
for operation and maintenance after installation. 

The Brookdale and Barbara Court Dikes are not justified as economic 
increments. They were included in the plan as the last added 
increments under t.otAl project justification. The Brookdale and 
Barbara Court Dikes were ooded t.o maximize protection from upland 
flooding in tbe lOa-year storm. 

The project provides complete protection fran tbe lOa-year storm to 
114 residences and 20 businesses. In addition, 216 residences and 
27 businesses will receive partial protection and thus have reduced 
floodwater damages. 'n1e average residences inundated are reduced by 
40 percent from 30 to 18, and tlle average businesses inundated are 
reduced by 50 percent from 6 t.o 3. 
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'mBLE E - INCREMENl'AL EX:CI'OHC mrm REFINED 
BY Sl'RUC'lURE AND BENEFrr CATEOORY 

1979 Y 

3/ 3/ 
Average Annual FWRS Boston Laurel St. Barbara Brex>kdale 
Benefits and Costs 2/.. Site 1&2 Post Dike Dike Ct. Dike Dike 
Direct Flood Damage 

Reduction $124,470 $ 9,980 $37,590 $ 5,880 $ 8,410 
Indirect Flood Damage 
Reduction 9,750 1,040 2,890 450 910 

Yard am Lawn Damage 
Reduction 2,910 730 900 1,270 
Ro~ am Br idge Damage 
Reduction 390 

Fl00dproofing Costs FOregone 3,800 240 380 500 690 
Employment 7,830 590 3,260 2,450 2,890 

Tot.al Benefits $149,150 $11,850 $44,850 $10,180 $14,170 

Total Costs 111,100 5,690 39,910 28,480 34,730 

Net Benefits $ 38,050 $ 6,160 $ 4,940 $18,300 $20,560 

Benefit:Cost 1. 34: 1 2.08:1 1.12: 1 0.36:1 0.41:1 

Residences Protected 
from 100-year storm 64 0 12 13 25 

Businesses Protected 
from 100-year storm 18 2 0 0 0 

1/ 1979 Dollars 
2/ Amortized at 6-7/8 percent for 100 years 
II '1hese dikes were ~ded to maximize protection from upland flooding in 

the 100-year storm. 

INSTALI.ATIrn AND FINAOCING 

Federal assistance, financial am otller, to be furnished by the Soil Con
servation Service and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, in cooperation witll t.he FOrest Service in carrying out the 
project, is contingent on the appropriation of funds for this purpose. 
Before federal funds are made available, the sponsors will be responsible 
for: 

1. Giving assurances that all necessary landrights have been secured. 

2. Providing for crlministering the contracts. 

3. Executing an Operation and Maintenance Agreement. 
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4. Executing a project agreement. 

Obtaining t~e funds needed tn apply the land treabment measures will 
be tbe responsibility of tbe individual landowners and operators, 
utilizing cost-sharing assistance as may be available for approved 
practices through the ongoing program. Complete program inplementa
tion is, however, contingent upon the availability of associated 
funding. The funds for technical assistance will be provided by the 
Department of Envirorunental Conservation, PL 566, and t~rough the 
ongoing program of t~e Soil Conservation Service and the Soil and 
Water Conservation District. 

The \'Estchester County Soil and Water Conservation District will be 
responsible for providing assistance tn landowners and operators to 
help tbem plan, establish, and maintain land treatment measures. 
The land treabment measures will be inst~lled at approximately uni
form annual rates over the 5-year inst~llation ~riod. Installation 
of similar measures required tn meet the total conservation needs 
will be continued t~ereafter. 

The \'Estchester County Soil and Water Conservation District will 
petition the County of \'Estchester to establ ish a small watershed 
prot2ction district, in accordance with New York State's enabling 
legislation (Article 5-D of the County Law). Upon approval by the 
county government, the Blind Brook Small Watershed Protection 
District will become the Sponsor and bear the landrights cost 
associated with t~e installation of the structural and nonstructural 
measures. Funds for tbese establishment expenses and landrights 
costs will be provided through procedures prescribed in New York 
State's enabling legislation (County Law). Under provisions of 
County Law, up to 50 percent of the costs of land rights needed for 
flood prevention may be reimbursable through New York State funding. 
The schedule of obligations for structural measures is shown on 
Table H. 

The Blind Brook Watershed project will have to be built considering 
the effects of the individual structures on the whole project. 
Specifically, bot~ dams will have to be c.anpleted before the dikes 
are started. This is because t~e design of tbe dikes considers the 
effects of tbe dCl1\s being in place. A construction schedule would 
be to build site No. I t~e first year at a tntal cost of $695,700, 
to build site No. 2 t~e second year at a cost of $889,400, to bui ld 
Brookdale Place Dike, Boston Post Road Dike and Barbara Court Dike 
the t~ird year at a cost of $978,520, and to build Laurel Street 
Dike tbe fourth year at a cost of $568,940. 

Expenses incurred in t~e formation of t~e Blind Brook Small Water
shed Protection District will be provided for by the county of 
Westchester and city of Rye. The district will have legal authority 
and it will: 
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1. Provide the necessary landrights includ ing all needed permits 
for all structural and oonstruc tural measures. They will obta in 
landrights t~rough negotiation or condemnation, if necessary. 
Appraisals will be obt~ined as a prerequisite to securing land
rights in accordance with provisions of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894), and any other applicable 
laws. 

2. Provide for t~e administration of construction contracts and for 
such inspection and other administrative services as it requires 
for t~e installation of structural measures without P. L. 566 
cost sharing assistance. The sponsors, at a later date, may 
request t~e Soil Conservation Service to administer contract~. 

Prior to entering into agreements that obligate funds of the 
Soil Conservation Service, t~e sp:msors will a:Jree t.o a code of 
conduct governing the performance of its officers, employees, or 
agents in contracting with or expending P.L. 566 funds; and a 
financial management system for control, accountability, and 
disclosure of P.L. 566 funds received and for control and 
account~ility for property and other assets purchased wit~ P.L. 
566 funds. Program incane earned during t~e grant period will 
be rep:>rted on the sp:>nsor's request for allowance or reimburse
ment fran the Service. 

3. Request t~e assistance of the Cooperative Extension Service, 
through their agents and specialists, in developing and carrying 
out t~e watershed information and education program. 

4. Request the cooperation of lending a:Jencies, such as local banks 
and t~e Federal Land Bank t.o provide loans to help cooperating 
landowners and operators install needed treat.lT\ent measures. 

5. Provide relocation assistance crlvisory services, \tklen necessary, 
to include providing current and continuing information on the 
availability prices, and rentals, of comparable decent, safe, 
and sanitary sales and rent~l housing; supply information con
cerning federal and state housing programs, disaster loan pro
grams, and ot~er federal or state programs offering assistance 
to displaced persons in order t.o minimize hardships t.o such per
sons in crljusting t.o relocation. These services will be provid
ed wit~ut P.L. 566 cost sharing assistance. 

6. As part of project administration, provide personally, or by 
certified or registered first class mail, written ootice of dis
placement, at least 90 days before displaced persons have to 
move, and appropriate application forms t.o each individual, fam
ily, or business, to be displaced; assist in filing applications, 
review, and t~e action on applications for relocation assist
ance; review and process grievances in connection wit~ displace
ment~; and make relocation payments. 
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7. Provide for operation and maintenance of structural measures. 
This is discussed in t.he next section. 

The Soil Conservation Sl~rv ice will: 

1. Under the Westchester County Soil and Water Conservation Dist
ricts' MemorandLrn of Understanding with t.he U.S. Department of 
Agricult.ure, provide tEchnical assistance for planning, install
ing, and maintaining conservation measures. 

2. Furnish engineering services for the surveys, layouts, design, 
and preparation of plans and specifications for the structural 
measures. 

3. Provide for project OOministration services, including a govern
ment representative to administer the expenditure of federal 
funds, and ensure that all structural measures are installed in 
accordance wit~ plans and specifications. 

4. Will, if cultural values are discovered during construction, 
dispatch an appropriate notice to t~ Secretary of the Interior 
in accordance wit~ Section 3 of P.L. 93-291. 

The Forest Service will provide assistance to the Westchester Soil 
and Water Conservation District, other sponsors and cooperators, for 
planning and installing conservation measures. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENAOCE 

Land treabment measures will be operated and maintained by t~e land
owners and operators. Technical assistance will be provided by the 
Westchester County Soil and Water Conservation District, subject to 
availability of resources. 

The Blind Brook sponsors will operate and maintain all structural 
works of improvement. Annual operation and maintenance cost for the 
structural measures is estilnated to be $4,300. This is broken down 
int.o $1,000 for site No.1, $1,000 for site No.2, $750 for Laurel 
Street Dike, $750 for Barbara Court Dike, $100 for Boston Post Road 
Dike, and $700 for Brookdale Dike and includes the costs for the 
operation of t~e pumps and mot.ors and, also, an annual payment to 
replace t~ese pumps am mot.ors after 50 years. This cost will be 
borne by t~e sponsors by t~ing tbe beneficiaries. 

Operation and maintenance t.o be performed by the sponsors includes, 
but is not limited t.o, mCMing t~e vegetated areas, remov ing debris 
fran tbe structures, am repairing dikes. Scheduled routine maint
enance of t.he pump plants will be required to keep the pumps, mo
tors, and controls in good operating condition. Maintenance 
activities will be tilned t.o minilnize damage to wi.ldlife. Mowing of 
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vegetated areas will be scheduled to follow the spring nesting per
iod of ground nesting birds and mammals. Debris removal and channel 
maintenance will be scheduled to avoid spring and fall fish spawning 
periods. 

The sponsors will make inspections annually, after unusually severe 
floods, and after the occurrence of any other unusual conditions 
that loic3ht adversely affect the structural rneasures. They will de
termine what maintenance measures are needed. These inspections 
will continue annually for the evaluated life of the project. The 
Soil Conservation Service may assist the sponsors with their in
spections at the discretion of the State Conservationist. Sponsors 
will prepare an inspection report and send a copy to the Service. 

There is no storage of additional water in the floodwater retarding 
structures specifically provided for recreational use. Adequate 
provisions will be made to exclude the public to prevent the crea
tion of unsanitary conditions from concentrations of litter and 
human waste. If p..1blic use is allowed in the future, the sponsors 
will provide adequate sanitary facilities to serve the use contem
plated. 

An cperation and maintenance agreement, between the Soil Conserva
tion Service and the Blind Brook Small Watershed Protection Dis
trict, w~ll be executed for each structure prior to the signing of a 
project agreement. It will include specific provisions for reten
tion and disposal of property acquired or improved with P.L. 566 
financial assistance. '!he agreement will contain a reference to the 
SCS State watersheds Operation and Maintenance Handbook. An opera
tion and maintenance plan will be prepared for each structure in 
accordance with guidelines contained in the Handbook. 

The city of Rye recognizes the will maintain the floodwarning systen 
to ensure proper functioning. 
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IMPACIS OF SElECTED PLAN 

The impact.s of the selected plan are displayed in t.his section. 'llle 
sect.ion has been organized to insure compliance with t~e Water 
Resource Council's Principles and Standards Guidelines and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. of 1969, as ameooed. 

The following outline reflects the organization of this section: 

I • EXISTING ENVIR<N1ENl'AL CCNDITICNS 

I I. ENVIRCN1ENl'AL QJALITY ACC<XNl' Y 

A. Impacts on Areas of Natural Beauty. 
B. Quality Considerations of Wat.er, Lam, am Air Resources. 
C. IITq)acts on Biological Resources and Selected Ecosystems. 
D. Irreversible or Irretrievable Resource Comnit.t.ments. 
E. Adverse Environmental IITq)acts Which Cannot Be Avoided. 
F. IITq)acts on Short-Term Vs. IDng-Term Productivity. 

III. ECCNCMIC IEVEIDIMENl' IMPACT ACCOUNT 

A. National am Regional Econanic Developnent 
B. Incremental Econanic Impacts of Structures. 

IV. SOCIAL WEIL-BEING IMPACT ACCOUNT 

V. ALTERNATIVES 

This section includes the Water Resource Council's 4-account 
displays am discusses impacts on sediment, erosion, lamuse, water 
quality, floodwater, prime farmland, wildlife, fisheries, t.hreatened 
and endangered species, archaeological and historic resources, and 
wetlands. 

y Cultural Resources Survey am Evaluation, Appendix C; Wetland 
Definitions, Appemix D. 
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I. EXISTING ENVIRCNMENl'AL CCNDITIONS 

Most of tl1e watershed was cultivated at one time, however, tl1ou
saoos of tones have since been built am hardwood forests have 
developed on a majority of the idled fields. Shade trees and 
shrubs have been planted around the homes creating the appear
ance that most of tl1e watershed is forested. 

The southern am eastern portions of the watershed are residen
tial and C01111lercial. '!be residential portion is characterized 
by landscaped Inne lots. '!bey vary in size fran 1/10 acre to an 
acre, but are fairly consistent in size for the neighborhood. 
The Innes have groomed lawns and are surrounded with many large 
trees, foundation, am ornament.al plantings. 

The remainder of t.he watershed is characterized by large wooded 
estates, vacant lots, and ext.ensive open areas, including the 
State Universit.y Campus, golf courses, and the Westchester 
County Airport.. The estates have large lawns with ornamental 
plantings and are generally separated by sizeable forest, tall 
grass-perennial weed idle area, and/or shrubby areas. 

Hard~ forest occupy 1,071 acres or 15 percent of the water
shed. Fbrested areas vary in size fran !:everal hundred square 
feet around rock outcrops and along streams in the residential 
areas to sizeable portions of the 20-50 acre estat.es. 

Short mowed grass associated witl1 lawns, playfields, parkways, 
etc., canpramise most. of the open areas. Scatter areas of tall 
grass-perennial weed fields also provide diversity. 

There is no prime or unique farmland in t.he watershed. 

'!'No tidal and five snall inland freshwat.er wetlands have been 
identified in tl1e watershed. 

Their oomposition and size by type is listed in Table F in ac
cordance with the USDI Fish a'nd Wildlife, "Wetlands of the 
United States," Circular 39, 1971, and the New York Tidal Wet
lands Act. (Wetland Definitions, Appeooix D.) 
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TABLE F - WEl'I.ANIl3 OF 'mE WATERSHED BY 'IYPE 
WeHam Type (Acres) 

Wetlaoo Upland Freshwater wetlams Tidal wetlams 'Ibtal 
No. 1 2 3 4 6 16 18 19 Acres 

HM 1M SM & LZ Y 

1 1.0 2.1 0.3 1.4 4.8 
2 13.7 0.7 2.4 16.8 

* 3 0.8 0.8 
4 0.8 0.2 1.0 
5 0.3 0.1 1.0 0.3 1.7 
6 0.1 0.1 0.2 

* 7 1.1 1.8 2.9 
Total 0.8 2.3 0.1 1.0 2.4 14.7 2.8 0.3 3.8 28.2 

l:l Types as listed by the New York State Tidal wetlams Act. 

WeHands 1 and 2 are located along Blind Brook between the mouth am 
Playlam Parkway in the area considered for diking. Vegetation in 
these weHams include smooth cordgrass (Spantina al terniflora) , 
salt hay (Spantina patens) and cammon reed (Phragmities sp.). 

Wetland number 3 is located in the vicinity of the proposed 
Brookdale Place dike. This type 1 wetland contains common reed 
(Phragmities sp.). 

Wetlams 4, 5 and 6 are rot impacted by any alternative. 

Wetlam 7 is located in the floodp::>Ol of structure No.2. The type 
2 is primarily sedges, rushes am some cattail. The type 6 is alder 
and dogwood. 

The American osprey (Pandion haliaetus) an endangered species nests 
along tbe ocean and is found in tree tops, dead trees, and on util
ity pJles feeding 00 fish in nearby waters. The proximity of Long 
Islam Sound creates a pJtential for osprey to rest, feed, or nest 
near tbe mouth of Blind Brook; however, the large population of 
people in tbe area may discourage osprey fram using tbe area. 

The Blanding turtle (Emdoidea blanding), a threatened species, 
occurs in tbe Lower Hudson River Region in lakes, marshes, am small 
streams. 

The "sea or march pink" (Sabatia stellaris), New York State 
protect~ plant, may occur in the saline marsh. Similarly, the 
"wild pink" (Silene caroliniana) may occur on the dry gravelly or 
rocky ~s am openings of tbe watershed. None have been observed. 

* Only wetland numbers 3 am 7 are impacted by tbe selected plan. 
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~illll r:oPUlations of deer, squirrels, raccoons am a low r:oPUlation 
of grouse occur in the central am oorthern r;ortions of the water
shed. 'llie mature forest of t.he large estates support these densi
ties. A generally high crown density of mature mast producing 
trees (oak, beech, hickory, maple) and dense understory exists. 

Local r:oPUlations of pheasants exist where suitable open areas are 
found adjacent to woody cover. 

Songbirds are c.omnon t..hroughout t.he watershed am t.he ITOst signifi
cant wildlife species in t..he residential area. The small undevel
oped forest and overgrown areas of the southern portion of the 
watershed support moderate populations of squirrels with a lower 
abundance of rabbits am woodchucks. Pigeons, English sparrows, 
nighthawks, am chimney swifts are common in the highly urbanized 
areas. 

Approximately 16 ponds are scattered throughout t..he watershed, the 
previously mentioned wetlands and Blind Brook provide localized 
habitat for waterfowl, marsh am shorebirds, am muskrats. 

Blind Brook, in the vicinity of Barbara Court, Laurel Street, and 
Boston Post Road dikes has a channel gradient of about 10 feet per 
mile, causing t.he water t~ be fairly uniform in depth with only a 
few gent~e riffles (10 percent). 'llie stream has an average widt.h of 
about 14 feet and is 30-36 inches deep in the downstream end, 
shallowing to about 12-18 inches in the upper end. The bottom 
materials are primarily sands am silts. The banks are walled in 
many areas. About 85 percent of t..he water area is shaded. The 
majority of t.his section is in residential areas with only several 
hundred feet flowing t.hrough a oommercial area. 

In t.he vicinity of t..he Brookdale Place dike and south t~ Milton 
Harbor, Blind Brook has little gradient, and is affected by tides 
which oormally vary the water levels several feet. Ebb tides reduce 
the dept..h of the lower section from 3-6 feet to 8-16 inches deep. 
Three t~ 12 feet of mudbanks are exr:osed to low tide. '!he stream is 
primarily riffles above oaklaM Beach Avenue. 

Little Brook, in t.he vicinity of site 2, has a steeper gradient with 
7 percent r:ools am 93 percent riffles. The riffles are approxi
mately 11 feet wide am 4 inches deep, with pockets behind rocks 
12-14 inches deep. The stream flows through dense forest land 
providing 90-100 percent shade over t..he water. 

Blind Brook, in t.he vicinity of site 1, is 7-8 feet wide, flowing 
mainly t.hrough semiopen wooded areas which prov ide shade to 54 and 
more percent of t.he water. The gradient is low, creating a high 
amount of r:ools (86 percent). 'Ihe average depth of t.he pools is 13 
inches wit..h maximum depths of about 24 inches. Along t..he sandy 
bottom, some roots provide cover for fish. Riffles consist of 14 
percent of the stream, averaging 11 inches deep. 
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There is 00 sport fishery in Blind Brook or its tributaries. Herring, 
smelt, white perch, and striped bass may use tne half mile of stream 
as a feeding area. White suckers, golden shiners, blacknose dace, and 
c)oLdfish are found in the remainder of the stream. 

A detailed archeological and historical stLrly has been conducted for 
the watershed. This data is displayed in Appendix C. 

The water quality t.esting program initiated by OCS consisted of tnree 
sampling stations which were operated during tbe sumner of 1975. The 
usa; Bl ind Brook stream gage location at Rye, New York was used as one 
sampling station, one was located on Blind Brook at Port Cllester, and 
the otber on Bl ind Brook Tributary at Port Cllester. (See Append ix E, 
Figure E-7). 

Water samples were taken JOC>I1tnly at tbese stations from 5/75 to 10/75 
and analyzed by tne u.S. Department of Interior Geological Survey Cen
tral Laboratory, Albany, New York. In addition, stream flow data was 
taken fran USGS gage records fran the stream gage cperated at Rye, l'€w 
York since 1943. Additional random water quality samples have been 
analyzed by USGS in 1971, 1971, and 1976. 

Of tbe 44 parameters analyzed only those concerning the present and 
future water use were included in this refX)rt. 

Select.ed WQ Parameters (Median Values) 

Parameters STA-l STA-2 STA-3 

Total Alkalinity ~/L 65. 76.5 54.5 
Bicarbonate r-K;/L 79. 93.5 66. 
Chloride ~/L 32. 19. 22. 
Fecal Col iforms /lOOML 17550. 470. 170. 
Fecal Strep /lOOML 14270. 465. 200. 
Conductivity 330. 292. 253. 
Total Hardness r-K;/L 90.5 105. 81. 
Total Nitrogen r-K;/L 1.5 1.3 1.4 
Dissolved Oxygen r-K;/L 8.4 8.7 8.5 
pH 7.25 7.4 7.3 
Total Phosphorus (P)~/L .09 .06 .05 
Dissolved Solids MG/L 178. 149. 153. 
SodiLro ~/L 17. 10.5 12.5 
Turbidity JTU 2.0 2.0 1.0 
Suspended Solids ~/L 5.5 3.5 3.5 
Temp. °c 20.8 19.5 18.8 
'l'emp. OF 69.6 67.2 66. 
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I I. ENVIRCNMENl'AL OOALITY ACCOONl' Y 

Measure of Beneficial and Adverse Effects: 

A. Areas of Natural Beauty 

1. The construction of structural measures will alter the 
natural aesthetics of the watershed because open land will 
be created by dikes and dams. 

2. The access t.o and view of Blind Brook will be reduced by 
the dikes. Dikes averaging 8 feet in height will impede 
access toO and observation of Bl ind Brook. There are 57 
residences behind t~e dikes. 

3. Construction of t~e dikes could impact historic archaeo
logical remains in t~e vicinity of Old Rye FOrt and along 
the eastern bank of Bl ind Brook above Mil ton Harbor. (See 
Apendix C). 

4. Construction is proIX>sed in t~e vicinity of the Old Rye 
Fort and Square House. However, construction will not 
physically impact t~ose buildings. (See Appendix C). 

B. Quality considerations of water, land, and air resources. 

1. The floodwater retarding structures will trap 105 tons of 
sed iment per year. 

2. The annual sed iment yield at the rrout~ of Bl ind Brook will 
be reduced from 679 tons to 618 t.ons. 

3. The average annual sed iment concentration at t~e mouth of 
Blind Brook will be reduced from 43 mg/l t.o 39 mg/l. 

4. Dollar damages to residential lawns and yards will 
decrease by 40 percent. 

5. Noise and dust IX>llution as well as sediment delivered to 
the stream will increase during the construction period, 
but levels should return to normal after installation of 
the proj ec to 

6. Construction related energy consumption will increase 
during tne installation period, but should decline after 
completion of t~e project due to a lower level activity 
needed for repair of flood plain structures. 

7. Table G outlines t~e land and water resources ccmnitted to 
the proj ec t. 

Y Cultural Resource Survey and Evaluation, Appendix C; Wetland 
Definitions, Appendix D. 
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TABLE G - IAND AND WATER RESOURCES cx:MMITl'ED '10 '!HE PROJECT 

Land Use 
By Site 

TOtal Area 
Coornitted By 

Project 

Perennial Stream (Ft.) 
FWRS Site 1 
FWRS Site 2 
Total 

Open Lam Formerly 
Cr~ (Ac.) 

FWRS Site 1 
FWRS Site 2 
Total 

Forest LaM (Ac.) 
FWRS Site 1 
FWRS Site 2 
Brookdale Dike 
Barbara Court -
Laurel Street Dike 
Total 

Urban Lam (Ac.) 
FWRS Site 2 
Brookdale Dike 
Barbara Court -
Laurel Streek Dike 
Total 

Water (Ac.) 
FWRS Site 2 
Total 

Wetland (Ac. )(Types) 
FWRS Site 1 (II & VI) 
Brookdale Dike (I) 
Total 

Golf Cburse (Ac.) 
FWRS Site 1 
Borrow Area 
Total 

Summary for 
Project 

4,200 
2,600 
6,800 

8.0 
2.0 

10.0 

37.6 
28.2 
0.7 

0.3 
66.8 

6.0 
0.9 

1.7 
9.6 

0.8 
0.8 

2.9 
0.4 
3.3 

15.5 
12.0 
27.5 

Perennial Stream (Ft.) 6,800 
Land & Water (Ac.) 117.0 

Area Directly Area IntenTIlttently 
Irrpac ted By Impac ted By '!he 
Construction 1/ Flood Pools ~ 

1,200 
500 

1,700 

6.6 
o 

6.6 

12.1 
9.4 
0.7 

0.3 
22.5 

1.2 
0.9 

1.7 
4.8 

0.8 
0.8 

o 
0.4 
0.4 

0.8 
12.0 
12.8 

1,700 
46.9 

3,000 
2,100 
5,100 

1.4 
2.0 
3.4 

25.5 
18.8 

o 

o 
44.3 

4.8 
o 
o 

4.8 

o 
o 

2.9 
o 

2.9 

14.7 
o 

14. 7 

5,100 
70.1 

!I Areas directly irrpacted by construction include acreages where 
earth will be moved am land use altered. 

~ Areas intermittently ilnpacted include acreage where vegetative 
cover will not change, but which will be subject to periodic 
inundation by the functioning of the dams. 
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8. Construction of the floodwater l:etarding structures will 
result in the conversion of 0.6 acres of open land 
formerly cropped, 18.6 acres of forest, 0.8 acre of golf 
course, and 1 acre of urban land to grassed spillways, 
dams, and oonstruction areas. 'IWo and nine-tenths acres 
of woods, 0.2 acre urban land, and 0.8 acre water will be 
converted to sed iment p.:>Ol. 

9. Construction of the dike will convert 2.6 acres urban 
land, 0.4 acre type 1 wetland, and 1 acre torest to 2,000 
square feet of ooncrete dike and 172,240 square feet of 
open land planted to grass, legumes am shrubs. 

10. Temporary disturbance will occur on 12 acres of golf 
course for borrow and 2.6 acres of urban land for dike 
construction. 

11. Approximately 150 feet of Blind Brook and 250 feet of 
Little Brook will be converted to concrete pipe by dam 
construction. Also, 1,050 feet of Blind Brook and 250 
feet of Little Brook will be inundated by the sediment 
pool. 

12. The natural landscape will be altered by earthen dam 
construction. The construction will alter existing native 
vegetation and natural topography. 

13. Water quality will not be adversely impacted by the 
project. 

14. No prlme and un i que farmland will be impacted by the 
project. No agricultural land will be removed from 
production by the project. 

C. Biolog ical resources and selected ecosystems. 

1. Temporary inundation of 70.1 CK:res of land by FWRS Sites 
will decrease its suitability for ground nesting species 
while increasing its suitability as waterfowl habitat. 
Inundation will eliminate eggs and immobile young of 
ground and low shrub nesting species. 

2. The conversion of 28.4 acres of land through site construc
tion to permanent grass will increase nesting habitat for 
ground nesting birds and mamnals and increase forage for 
deer and rabbits. 

3. Three and one-tenth acres of water suitable for existing 
minnow p:>pulation, waterfows, marsh type songbirds, and 
muskrats will be created by dam construction. 

4. Nine acres of forest land providing squirrel habitat and 
13.5 acres of forest land providing songbird and small 
marrmal habitat will be oonverted to 19.6 acres of grass
land and 2.9 acres of water. 
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5. Four-tenths acre of type 1 wetland will be converted to 
terrestrial habitat. Three and one-tenth acres of 
terrestrial habitat will be converted to aquatic habitat. 

6. There will be no impacts on threatened or endangered 
species. 

7. Existing habitat for miru~ species will be lost in 400 
feet of stream. 

D. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

The structural measures will occupy approxlinately 117.0 acres 
of land, consisting of 10.0 acres of open land formerly 
cropped, 66.8 acres of forest land, 27.5 acres of other land, 
8.6 acres of urban land, 0.8 acre of water, 3.3 acres of 
wetland, and 6,800 feet of perennial stream. 

Other commitment of resources includes labor, materials, and 
energy required for the construction of the project. 

Commitment of the land and water areas to features of the 
project will preclude these areas from other uses for a period 
to exceed the life of the project. The committed acreage will 
become an open space area used by upland wildlife. The 
sediment pool areas will be used by minnows, waterfowl, and 
furbearers. 

The storage volume in the reservoirs allocated to sediment 
will be filled during the life of the project. However, the 
structures will be operational for flood reduction for many 
years. 

Four hundred feet of minnow habitat will be lost by dam 
construction. 

E. Adverse Environmental Impacts Which cannot ~ Avoided. 

The following in the judgment of the Soil Conservation 
Service are the most important environmental amenities that 
would be lost if the selected plan is installed. 

1. Floodwater Retarding Structures 1 and 2 will eliminate 
3.1 acres of terrestrial habitat, and 1,700 feet of per
ennial streams. 

2. Twelve acres of land presently being used as a golf course 
will be altered by borrow activities. 

3. The Brookdale Place Dike will el imina te O. 4 acre of Type 
1 VEtland. 
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4. The dikes will reduce the view of the stream and impede 
access to t.he stream. 

5. '!be structures will al t.er the aesthetics of t.he watershed. 

F. Short Term VS. Long Term Use of Resources 

The most obvious trends in land use change is open land 
formerly cropped being converted to urban land. Table H 
summarizes the present and expected future (2000) land use. 
Anticipated future land use will not be influenced by in
stallation of the project. 

TABLE H - PRESENl' AND Fl1I'URE (2000) LAND U)E 

LAND USE PRESENl' USE FU'IURE USE 

Acres Percent Acres Percent 

_Urban Land 3,974 57 5,707 82 
Wetland and Open Water 38 1 38 1 
Other Land 593 8 593 8 
Orchards 33 1 0 0 
Open Land Formerly Cropped 1,271 18 171 2 
Forest Land 1,071 15 471 7 

'IUl'AL 6,980 100 6,980 100 

Structural measure installation will restrict options for 
future use on land t.o be occupied by the measures, or about 
2.5 percent of the watershed. On the remaining 97.5 
percent, opportunities for use will be maintained or 
enhanced. 

The project is designed to meet the immediate need for 
flood prevention, and t.o continue t.o satisfy t.he need, with 
adequate maintenance for at least 100 years. The plan is 
canpatible with t.he long t.erm uses of the natural resources 
and will mesh readily with known water and related land 
resource plans of a wider scope. 

The plan was reviewed by appropriate state and federal 
agencies and is compatible with other water resource 
proj ec ts in t.he reg ion • . 

An accumulated effect outside the watershed is the 
reduction of sediment delivered to the mouth of the 
watershed by 61 t.ons annually. 

38 



III. OCrnG1IC IEVErDR-tENl' IMPACT ACCOONT 11 

A. National and Regional Econanic Developnent 

Beneficial Effects: (Average Annual) £/ 

The value tD users of increased outputs 
of goods and services. 

1. Flood Prevention 
Direct Damage Reduction 
Indirect Damage Reduction 

2. Flood Proofing Cost Savings 

3. Employment 

$192,530 
15,040 

5,610 

17,020 

TOTAL BENEFIC~ EFFOCTS ••••••••••••••••••••••••• $230,200 l! 

1/ Combines National and Regional Econanic Accounts 
2/ 100 Years at 6-7/8 Percent Interest 
~ Direct national benefits are accrued in New York State 
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Cooponents Measures of Effects 
State of Rest of 
New York Nation 

Incane (Average Annual) Y 

Adverse Effects: (Cost) 

The value of resources contributed 
to achieve the outputs. 

1. Project Installation 

2. Project Operation and 
Maintenance 

3. Project Administrtion 

$31,570 $159,880 

4,300 0 

2,470 21,690 

TOTAL ADVERSE EFFECTS •••••••.••••••••••••••••••• $38,340 $181,570 
TOTAL ADVERSE EFFECT (Cost) Tot.al Nation $219,910 

NET BENEFICIAL EFFECTS ••••.••••••••••••••••.••• $191,860 -$181,570 
+$10,290 y NET BENEFICIAL EFFECTS 'IDI'AL N.Z\TIOO 

1/ Oambines National and Regional Economic Accounts 
2/ 100 Years at 6-7/8 Percent Interest 
l/ Indirect national benefits are accrued in New York State 
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Carqx?nents 

EI!J>loyment (Reg ional) 

Beneficial Effects: 

Increase in the number 
and types of jobs 

1. Project Construction 

2. Project Operation and 
Maintenance 

Measure of Effects 

During the installation period 22.8 
man years of labor will be employed, 
of which 11.6 would have been other
wise unemployed or underemployed. 

During t.he life of the project 0.4 man 
years of labor will be employed an
nually. 

Adverse Effects: No adverse effects to regional employ
ment are expected from the construct
ion or the operation and maintenance 
of the project. 

Population Distribution (Regional) 

Beneficial and adverse Effects Since the area is already densely pop
ulated and little future development 
of t.he flood plain is expected, the 
project should not cause any 
significant change in regional or 
national population distribution 
patterns. 

Region Econanic Base and Stability (Regional) 

Beneficial and adverse effects A large number of the wage earners in 
the watershed commute to work in New 
York City and t.he project would have 
little effect on them. A small number 
of local merchants in the flood plain 
would benefit in that they could 
expect less floodwater damage to t.heir 
businesses plus less interruption and 
loss of business due t.o flood ing over 
the 100-year life of the project. 
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B. Increment~l Benefit Oost Analysis (19n Dollars) 

Avg. Annual Annual Net 
Item Benefits Costs 1/ Benefits B:C 

Floodwater Retarding 
Structures 1 and 2 149,150 111,100 38,050 1.34: 1 

Boston FQst Road Dike 11,850 5,690 6,160 2.08:1 

Laurel St. Dike 44,850 39,910 4,940 1.12: 1 

Barbara Ct. Dike Y 10,180 28,480 -18,300 .36:1 

Brookdale Place Dike 2/ 14,170 34,730 -20,560 .41: 1 

Total Structural Measures 230,200 219,910 10,290 1.05: 1 

Amortized at 6-7/8 percent interest for 100 years. 1/ 
II 'nle Brookdale Dike and Barbara Oourt Dikes are oot justified as econ

omic increments. They were included in the plan as the last added 
increments under tot~l project justification. 'nle Brookdale Dike and 
Barbara Court Dikes were added to maximize protection from upland 
flooding in the 100-year storm. 
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IV. 8O::IAL WEU... BEING IMPACT ACCCXJm' 

Measure of Beneficial and Adverse Effects: 

A. Real Inccme 

1. A 72 percent reduction in flood damages to residences 
and businesses in the flood plain will provide an 
increase in real income. Average businesses in
undated will be reduced by 50 percent. 

2. Increased anployment during the installation I;eriod and 
for operation and maintenance over the life of the 
project, plus savings in the cost of future flood
proofing, will further increase real incane. 

3. Costs of the project rome by residents of the water
shed represent a decline in the real income but are 
more than offset by the increases in Nos. 1 and 2 
above. 

B. Life, Health and Safety 

1. '!he risk of flooding and thus the threat to loss of 
life will be significantly reduced for residents of the 
flood plain. '!he average residences inurrlated will be 
reduced by about 40 percent. 

2. Reduction of flooding will reduce the public health 
hazard fvom contaminated water. 

3. '!he Brookdale and Barbara Court dikes do not exhibit 
economic feasibility. However, they do reduce the 
threat to life, health, and safety in the watershed. 

C. Recreational and Educational 

1. '!'No and ene-half acres of water particularly suitable 
as an environmental study area will be created near the 
SUNY campus at Purchase by construction of Site 1. 

2. Residents will be restricted by the dikes from easy 
access to the stream for recreational purposes. 
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v. ALTERNATIVES 

All logical alternatives were evaluated in t.he planning process. 
None of the alternatives evaluated would achieve t~e planning 
objectives with essentially a similar commit~ent of resources 
while avoiding environmental ~cts. 

Data relative to the alternatives evaluated are outlined in the 
project formulation section (Pg. 9-13). 
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TABIE 1 - ESTIMATED ProJECT INSTAILATIOO crsr 

8lin3 Brook watershed, New York 

Estimated Cost (Dollars)!!.. 
P.L. 566 Furds 

Installation Cost Item Unit No. ses 27 FS 27 Total 

LAND TREA'lMENr - CNDIN; PR:X;RAM 

Land Areas 
urban Land Acres 10 

Technical Assistance 
SU8'IDl'AL 

LAND 'l'RE'.An!ENl' - ACCELERATED 

Urban Land 
COnstruction Sites N::l. 30 

(Plot Plans) (Acres) (500) 

Technical Assistance 6,200 6,200 
SUB'lUl'AL 6,200 6[200 

mrAL LAND TREA'lMENl' 6,200 6,200 
S'I'RJCrURAL MFA'iURES 

Floodwater Retarding 
Structures: y 

Site 1 441,100 441,100 
Site 2 636,400 636,400 

Dikes: 
Boston Post Ri. 68,600 68,600 
laurel St. 458,380 458,380 
Barbara Ct. 329,900 329,900 
Broolcdale PI. 388,500 388,500 

SUB'IUrAL - Structural Costs 2,322,880 2,322,880 
PRlJ~ ADUNISTRATIOO 

O:Instruction Inspection 155,000 155,000 
Other 160,100 161,000 
~AL - Administration 315,100 315[100 

'1Ol'AL PRl.Jfn' cn;ors 31.. 2,637,980 6[200 2[644[180 
'1Ol'AL AIL cn;ors 2,637,980 6,200 2,644,180 

.y Price base 1979. 
Y Federal agency responsible for assisting in installation of '-QrJcs of improvement. 
11 ExclWes orqai ng program lard treatment. 

Other 
ses 27 

10,000 
3,000 

13,000 

10,000 

3,000 
13[000 

26,000 

190,000 
159,000 

1,000 
39,460 
21,800 
47,420 

458,680 

17,000 
18,900 
35[900 

507,580 
520,580 

!I Oosts are prel iminary arv.'l subject to change based on detailed geolog ic investigat i.ons. 

FS 27 Total 'lUl'AL 

10,000 10,000 
3,000 3,000 

13,000 13,000 

10,000 20,000 20,000 

1,000 4,000 10,200 
11,000 24,000 30,200 

11,000 37,000 43,200 

190,000 631,100 
159,000 795,400 

1,000 69,600 
39,460 497,840 
21,800 351,700 
47,420 435,920 

458,680 2,781,560 

17,000 172,000 
18,900 179,000 
35,900 351,000 

11,000 518,580 3,162,760 
II,ooo 531,580 3,175,760 

March 1979 



Floodwater Retarding Structures: 
Site 1 
Site 2 

Dikes: 
Boston Post !bad 
Laurel Street 
Brookdale Place 
Barbara Court 

SLBTC7l'AL - Structural 

GRAND 'lUl'AL 

Y Price base 1919 
Y Inchdes $40,000 for treating StNerline 
y InclWes $59,000 for treating sewerline 

'lNU.E 2 - ESTIMATED ~ DIS'IRIBUl'Iaf 

Blind Brook watershed, New Yorlc 

(Ibllars)!I 

InstaIlatlon Cost P.L. 566 FUnds Installation COSt - Other F\iI'ldS 
'lbtal 

Construction Dlgineeri.n3 Landrights P.L. 566 Construction Dlgineeril"9 Landrights 

381,300 
560,000 

58,100 
395,180 
'343,800 
284,400 

2,028,180 

xxxxxxx 

2,028,180 

53,800 
16,400 

10,500 
63,200 
44,100 
45,500 

294,100 

XXXXXXX XXXXXXX 

294,100 

441,100 190,000 2/ 
636,400 159,000 Y 

68,600 1,000 
458,380 39,460 
388,500 41,420 
329,900 21,800 

2,322,880 458,680 

315,100 XXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXX 

2,631,980 458 ,680 

'Ibtal 
Other 

190,000 2/ 
159,000 II 

1,000 
39,460 
41,420 
21,800 

458,680 

35,900 

494,580 

Total 
Installation 

Cost 

631,100 
195,400 

69,600 
497,&40 
435,920 
351,100 

2,781,560 

351,000 

3,132,560 
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TABIE 3 - STROC"lURAL Q\TA 

IWoIS WI'lH PIANNED STORAGE CAPl>£ITY 

Blind Brook watershed, New York 

Item 
Class of Structure 

Drainage Area ('lbtal) 
RJnoff ClIrve No. (l~ay) (AMe II) 

Elevation 'lbp of Dam 

Elevation Crest Emergency Spillway 

Elevation Crest Inlet 

MaximlJll Height of Dam 

VoIlJ1le of Fi.ll 

'lbtal Capacity y 
Sed i.ment SUbnerged 
Sediment Aerated 
Floodwater Retardin;J 

Surface Area 
Sed Unent Pool 
Floodwater Retardin;J Pool Y 

Principal Spillway Design 
Rainfall Volume ( I-day) 
Rainfall VoIlJ1le (lO~ay) 
Runoff Volume (lO~ay) 
Capacity of High Stage (Max.) 
Dtmenaions of CDnduit 

Emergency Spillway Design 
Frequency Operation-Emergency Spillway 
Rainfall VollJ1le (ESH) 
Runef f VoIlJ1le (ESH) 
Stem D.iration 
'lyPe 
8:lttan Width 
Velocity of Flow (V) 
Slope of Exit Channel 
Max. Reservoir WAter Surface Elevation 

Freeboard Design 
Rainfall VollJ1le (FH) 
Runoff VollJ1le (FH) 
Stom D.iration 
Max. Reservoir WAter Surface Elevation 

Capacity Equivalents 
Sediment VollJ1le 
Floodwater Retarding VoIlJ1le 

.!I Crest of Emergency Spillway 

Unit 

9q. Mi. 

Ft. 

Ft. 

Ft. 

Ft. 

CU. Yd. 

]¥;. Ft. 
]¥;. Ft. 
PC. Ft. 
PC. Ft. 

]¥;res 

Acres 

Inches 
Inches 
Inches 
cfs. 
Inches 

% chance 
Inches 
Inches 
Hours 

Ft. 
Ft. Sec. 
Ft./Ft. 
Ft. 

Inches 
Inches 
Hrs. 
Ft. 

Inches 
Inches 

Structure NlJIlber 
1 2 
c c 

1.83 
76 

264.9 

260.6 

243.4 

23.9 

45,000 

441. 7 
2.9 

.5 
438.3 

2.5 
49.0 

7.3 
14 

B.4 
56.1 
24 

1 
10.5 

7.5 
6 

1.90 
75 

203.3 

199.3 

169.4 

40.3 

56,000 

370.5 
3.5 

.7 
366.4 

1.4 
28.0 

7.3 
14 
8.0 

72.2 
24 

1 
10.5 
7.4 
6 

Total 

3.73 

101,000 

812.2 

804.7 

3.9 
77.0 

\leg. Earth 
330 

\leg. Earth 
290 

4.2 
.019 

261.9 

24.5 
21.1 

6 
264.9 

.03 
4.33 

5.1 
.019 

201.0 

24.5 
20.9 

6 
203.3 

.04 
3.5 
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'mBLE 3A - STRUC'lURAL mTA 

DIKES 

Blind Brook watershed, New York 

Top Side 
Name Lertth Height Width Slopes Type & volum: 

(t. ) (ft.) (ft.) (cu.yds. ) 

Brookdale Place 570 8 1 Concrete 387 
940 9 10 3:1 Earth 8,250 

Barbara Court 470 8 1 Concrete 239 
750 8 10 3:1 Earth 7,800 

Laurel Street 1,020 8 1 Concrete 667 

Boston Post Road 260 8 1 Concrete 120 

March 1979 

TABLE 4 - AmUAL CX:ST 

Blind Brook watershed, New York 
(Dollars) 

Evaluation 
Unit 

Amortization of Operation and 

Unit #1 
FWRS 1 and 2, 
Boston Post Rd., Barbara Ct. 
Laurel st. and Brookdale PI. 
Dikes 

Project Administration 

GRAND 'lUl'AL 

1/ Price Base: 1979 

Installation Cost 2/ Maintenance Cost 

191,450 4,300 

24,160 

215,610 4,300 

~ Amortized @ 6-7/8 percent interest rate for 100 years 

Total 

195,750 

24,160 

219,910 

March 1979 



TABLE 5 - ESTIMATED AVERAGE AmUAL FIOOD DAMAGE REIXJCTICN BENEFITS 

Bl ind Brook Watershed, New York 
(Dollars) 

Estimated Average Annual Damage 1/ Damage 
Reduction 
Benefit Item 

Urban Floodwater 
Residential 
Structure and Contents 

Lawn and Yard 

Carmercia1 
Structure and Contents 

Rocrl and Bridge 
Subtotal 

Indirect 

Total 

11 Price base 1979 

Without With 
Project Project 

200,240 57,820 142,420 

14,400 8,590 5,810 

51,010 7,100 43,910 

2,120 1,730 390 
267,770 75,240 192,530 

20,100 5,060 15,040 

287,870 80,300 207,570 

March 1979 



EValuation 
Unit 

Unit U 

FWR3 1 arrl 2; Boston Post R:>ad 
Barbara Ct., Laurel St., arrl 
Brcxlkdale Place Dikes 

Project Mninistration 

Y Price base 1979 
Y Ftan Table 5 
Y Ftan Table 4 

BliOO Br:ook watershed, New Yon 

rBnage 2/ 
Reduction 

207,570 

xxxxxxx 

207,570 

(J:klllars) 

AVERAGE NH.IAL BmEFITS 1/ 
F100dproof irq 
Cost Foregone anp10yment Total 

Average 
Annual 
Cost 3/ 

5,610 17,020 230,200 195,750 

xxxxx xxxxx XXXXXXX 24,160 

5,610 17,020 230,210 219,910 

March 1979 

Benefit 
():)st 
Ratio 

1.18 :1 

xxxxx 

1.05:1 



LIST OF THE PREPARERS 

Robert G. a::>od 
Water Resources Staff Leader 
7 years experience water resources planning 
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Plan and EIS Review 

'!he following is a list of agencies, organizations and persons to 
whan copies of the doclDnent have been sent for review. Comments 
received will be inclooed in Appemix B of this pOst-review docu
ment. 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
New York State Planning & Development Clearinghouse 
Tri-State Regional Planning Commission 
Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of the Anny 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Qxrmerce 
Department of Health, Efi uc.at ion , am Welfare 
Department of Transp:>rtation 
Office of Equal ~rtunity - USIl\ 
Federal Power Commission 
Audubon Society 
National Resources Defense Council 
Fr iems of the Earth 
Environnental Defense Fum 
National Wildlife Federation 
Governor of the State of New York 
Housing am Urban Development 
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AGREEMENr 

between t.he following local organizations: 

County of westchester 
Westchester COunty Soil & Water COnservation District 

City of Rye 

(Referred to herein as sponsors.) 

State of New York 
am t.he 

Soil Conservation Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 

(Referred to herein as OCS) 

Whereas, application has heretofore been made to the Secretary of 
Agriculture by local organization(s) for assistance in preparing a 
plan for \IiOrks of improvement for the Blim Brook Watershed, State 
of New York, umer t.he authority of the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008); am 

Whereas, the responsibility for administration of the Watershed 
Protection am Flood Prevention Act, as Cl!'l\erXied, has been assigned 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to the Soil Conservation Service 
(SCS); and 

Whereas, there has been developed through the cooperative efforts of 
local organizations am SCS this plan for \IiOrks of improvement for 
the Blind Brook Watershed, State of New York; 

NOW, therefore, in view of the foregoing considerations, the Secre
tary of Agriculture, t.hrough the Soil Conservation Service and the 
sponsors hereby agree on t.his plan am that the \IiOrks of improvement 
for this project will be installed, operated, am maintained in ac
cordance with the terms, conditions, am stip.llations provided for 
in t.his watershed plan am inclLrling the following: 

1. The Sponsoring IDcal Organization will acquire such landrights 
as will be needed in connection with t.he works of improvement. 
The percentages of this cost to be I::x:>rne by the Sponsoring IDeal 
Organization am SCS are as follows: 

Works of 
Irrprovement 

Structural Measures 

Sponsors 
(Percent) 

100 

SCS 
(Percent) 

o 

Estimated Larrl 
Rights Cost 

(Dollars) 

458,680 

2. The Sponsors will make every effort to assure that comparable 



replacement dwellings will be available for individuals and 
persons displaced from dwellings, and will provide relocation 
assistance advisory services am relocation assistance, make the 
relocation payments to displaced persons, and otherwise comply 
with the real property acquisition policies contained in the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894) 
effective as of January 2, 1971, am the Regulations issued by 
the Secretary of Agricul ture pursuant thereto. The costs of 
relocation payments will be shared by the Sponsors and SCS as 
follows: 

Sponsors 
(percent) 

Relocation Payments 30 

scs 
(percent) 

70 

Estimated 
Relocation 

Payment Costs 
(dollars) 

o .!I 

3. rrhe Sponsors will acquire or provide assurance that landowners 
or water users have acquired such water rights pursuant to state 
law as may be needed in the installation and operation of the 
works of improvement. 

4. rrhe percentages of construe. tion costs to be paid by the Sponsors 
and by OCS are as follows: 

Works of 
IJI'l?rovement Sponsors 

(percent) 

Structural Measures o 

scs 
(percent) 

100 

Estimated 
Construc tion 
Costs 

(dollars) 

2,028,780 

Y Investigation has disclosed that under present conditions the 
project measures will not result in the displacement of any 
person, business, or farm q:leration. However, if relocations 
bec.ane necessary, relocation payments will be cost shared in 
accordance with the percentages shown. 

5. '!be percentages of the engineering costs to be borne by the 
Sponsors am SCS are as follows: 

Works of 
Inprovarent Sponsors 

(percent) 

Structural Measures 0 

scs 
(percent) 

100 

Engineering 
Costs 

(dollars) 

294,100 

6. '!be Sponsors am SCS will each bear the cost of Project Adminis
tration which it incurs, estimated to be $35,900 and $315,100, 



respectively. 

7. The Sponsors will be responsible for obtaining agreements to 
execute conservation plans from owners of not less than 50 
percent of the land above each floodwater retarding structure. 
Fifty percent of the land above each floodwater retarding 
structure must be adequately protected prior to construction of 
the structure. 

8. The Sponsors will provide assistance to landowners and operators 
to assure the installation of the land treatment measures shown 
in the watershed plan. 

9. The Sponsors will encourage landowners and operators to operate 
and maintain the land treatment measures for the protection and 
improvement of the watershed. 

10. The Sponsors will be responsible for the operation and mainten
ance and replacement of the works of improvement by actually 
performing the work or arranging for such work in accordance 
with agreements to be entered into prior to issuing invitations 
to bid for construction work. 

11. The costs shown in this plan represent preliminary estimates. 
In finally determining the costs to be borne by the parties 
hereto, the actual costs incurred in the installation of works 
of inprovement will be used. 

12. This agreement is rot a final obligating document. Financial 
and other assistance to be furnished by OCS in carrying out the 
plan is contingent ~n the fulfillment of applicable laws and 
regulations and the availability of appropriations for this 
purpose. 

13. A separate agreement will be entered into between SCS and 
Sponsors before either party initiates work involving funds of 
the other party. Such agreements will set forth in deta il the 
financial and working arrangements and other conditions that are 
applicable to the specific works of ~rovement. 

14. This plan may be amended, revised, or terminated ally by mutual 
agreement of the parties hereto except that SCS may terminate 
financial and other assistance in whole, or in part, at any time 
it determines that the Sponsor has failed to comply with the 
conditions of this agreement. In this case, SCS shall promptly 
notify the Sponsor in writing of the determination and the rea
sons for the termination, together with the effective data. 
Payments made to the Sponsor or recoveries by OCS urrler projects 
terminated shall be in accord with the legal rights and liabili
ties of the parties. 

15. No member of or delegate to Congress, or. resident cnmmissioner, 



shall be admitted to any share or part of this plan, or to any 
benefit that may arise therefrcrn; but this provision shall not 
be construed to extend to this agreement if made with a 
coqx:>ration for its general benefit. 

16. The ~ram conducted will be in compliance with all require
ments respecting nondiscrimination as contained in the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, as anemed, and the regulations of the Sec
retary of Agriculture (7CFR 15.1-15.12), which provide that no 
person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, 
color, or national origin, be excluded fran participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimina
tion under any activity receiving federal financial assistance. 

17. The Sponsors will maintain the existing flood warning system and 
evacuation plan in the city of I\'e. 
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Aa<rre--ss~--------;:;z~i-=-p-COd~.-e-- --------- ---- -----

The signing of this plan was authorized by a resolution of the 
governing body of the 

~-=----------ackpted at a neeting held en _________ _ 

Address zip Code 

Date ______________________ _ 



~-------

Address 

By 
Title 

Date 

The signing of this plan was authorized by a resolution of the gov
erning body of the 
adcpted at a neeting~he;--:;l-:;d:-on----

----------

Address - ----

Date -----------------

-------------------------------_._--
--------------

By ________ _ 

Title --------
Date 

Address zip Code -------

The signing of this plan was authorized by a resolution of the gov
erning tx:x3y of the 
adcpted at a neeting-;-he--:l:-d::--on------- ------- ---- -

--------

Date -------------------
.- -------- --

Appropriate and careful oonsideration has been given to the environ
mental impact statement prepared for this project and to the envir
onmental aspects thereof. 

Soil Conservation Service 

United States Department of Agriculture 

Approved by: 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State COn~rvationist 

Date 



APPENDIX B 

ENVIR<HtENl'AL IMPACT srA'lDfENr 



LEITERS OP COMMENT 

ON 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The following correspondence are a series of comments and responses 
regarding the Blind Brook Draft Plan and EIS. 

The Appendix is organized to reflect a letter of comment followed 
by the SCS response. Instances where comments have caused changes 
in the text are noted on letters of response. 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
so Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 

Mr. Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 
US Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service 
771 Federal Building 
100 South Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13202 

Dear Mr. Hilliard: 

DIVISION OF WATER 
FLOOD PROTECTION BUREAU 

June 5, 1979 

Peter A. A. Berle, 
Commissioner 

The Draft Watershed Work Plan for the Blind Brook Watershed has been 
reviewed by the following State agencies: 

Department of Transportation 
f)epartment of Agriculture and Markets 
Department of Health 
Division of State Planning 
Office of Parks and Recreation 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

The agencies generally agreed that the project would be most beneficial. 

Comments from those agencies which responded are attached for your 
consideration. 

Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement will be forwarded from 
this Department's Office of Environmental Analysis. 

Attaclunents 
TEA/ea 

Sincerely, 

t t\).,~ I//Jf<.-
es F. Kel~ -} 

Ch ef, Water Managem~t Group 
./ 



James F. Kelley 
Watershed Reviews 
NYS DEC, Rpom 618 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233 

Dear Mr. Ke lley: 

May 31, 1979 

The Blind Brook Watershed Work Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for USDA - SCS's PL-566 project, has been reviewed. Due .to the urban 
nature of this ' watershed and its close proximity to New York City, White 
Plains and other large centers of population, we would expect the impact 
of this project proposal on viable agricultural land in New York State 
to be minimal. 

We do feel, however, that the DEIS should more clearly identify whether 
or not any agricultural activity is occurring at the location of the 

.. ~ 

upper dams. The Cultural Resources Survey and Evaluation Report (Appendix 
C), indicates that the "upper dams are in areas of field and pasture which 
have not been significantly altered ••• " This could imply that agricultural 
activity is ongoing and that active farmland may be taken out of production 
as a result of project implimentation. On the otherhand, the DEIS only 
refers to 10 acres of "open land formerly cropped." There is confusion, 
also, as to what is meant by 27.5 acres of "other land" (p. 37). We feel 
that if there is no active farmland this should be spelled out rather than 
not to mention it as even a possible category. Even though 'no prime 
and unique farmaland' is affected, active farmland whether or not it is 
classified as prime and unique should be identified in acres as a recognized 
category of land use or non-existent, if that, in fact, is the case. 

Sincerely,' 

, .1 0----0- nP.~_ 
,~~ ~ 

Louise A. Inglis 
Agricultural Development Assistant 

LAL/elr 

bcc: . Kim Blot 



York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
SO Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 

c ::'). 
C

-· ·~1 
. ___ . :J.~ 

~
--- - .. 

,;:" 
~ , 

TO: James F. Ke Hey 

FROM: Edward A. Karath' 

SUBJECT: BLIND BROOK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 

DATE: June 1, 1979 

. 410-. 

Robert F. Flacke, 
Commissioner 

We believe the Work Plan should be approved. We have the following com
ments: 

1. In discussing economic benefits (page 24, Table E and page 
37, paragraph D), the indirect costs incurred by altering the land use 
of up to 117 acres should be noted. 

2. In discussing Quality Considerations of Water, Land and 
Air Resources, impacts on salt water intrusion and groundwater quality 
should be addressed. 

3. In discussing the structural measures, the sizing for the 
pumping bay and pumping plants should consider interior drainage as well 
as seepage water. Gravity drainage structures might help empty. the 
pumping bays during ebb tides. 

4. In designing the concrete flood walls for construction on 
pervious strata, care should be taken that movement of foundation materials 
is prevented. 

ACT: Ib 



** 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION. SERVICE , 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

Mr. James F. Kelley 
Chief, Water Management Group 
New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12233 

Dear Mr. Kelley: 

June 12, 1979 

I appreciate the comments on the Draft Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Blind Brook Watershed which you attached to your cor
respondence of June 5, 1979. My staff has reviewed the comments and the 
following responses are offered for your consideration: 

1. There is no agricultural activity occurring in the location of the 
proposed damsites as outlined in the Blind Brook Plan. Therefore, 
no active farmland will be removed from production as a result of 
project implementation. 

2. The 27.5 acres of "other land" referred to on page '37 of the Draft 
EIS is property currently being managed as a golf course. 

3. The final impact statement will be amended to reflect that no agri
cultural land is being removed from production Qy the p~oject~ 

4. The plan project will not alter the water table in the watershed arid 
therefore there is no evidence of saltwater intrusion affecting ground 
water quality. 

5. The sizing for the pump plants associated with the planned diking con
sidered interior drainage as well as seepage water. 

6. The concrete dikes ·as displayed in the draft plan were adequately de
signed for construction on pervious strata. 

7. Costs incurred by altering land use of 117 acres are considered landrights 
costs and are included in the total cost line item of Table E. A de
tailed estimate of these costs by site is found in Table 2 of the 
Engineering .and Accounting Tables. . 

**See Page 36, Item B-14 of the EIS for the amendment. 



Mr. James F. Keiley, 6/12/79 2 

I have not received comments from your Environmental Analysis Division 
as of this date. However, I have been in contact with Mr. Curran's 
office and it was indicated that comments would be forwarded before 
June 15. I will respond to those comments as soon as they are received. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
P.A. Dodd, Deputy State Conservationist 
K. F. Otte, NTSC, Broomall, PA 
Ms. S. Portnoy, Westchester Co. District Manager 
C.J. Perkins, AC, SCS, Middletown, NY 
J.B. Cropper, DC, SCS, White plains, NY 
L.I. Inglis, Dept. of Ag. and Markets; Albany, NY 
E.A. Karath, Water Mgt. planning, Albany, NY 
T.P. Curran, Evt. Analysis, Albany, NY 
R.G. Rood, Water ~esources Staff Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

ANITA S. CURRAN, M.D., M.P.H. 
Commissioner 

Shelley Portnoy 
District Manager 

UUlJ , . 

Wastchsster County 

May 15, 1979 

vTestchester County Conservation District 
216 Central Avenue 
Whi te Plairis, N. Y. 10606 

Dear Ms. Portnoy: 

Re: vTatershed Plan and Draft 
EIS Blind Brook Watershed 
vTestchester County, New York And 
Fairfield County, Connecticut 

The above captioned plan and draft EIS has been reviewed by members of our staff, 
and the .following comments . are submitted. 

"" • It/fel t that this is an important project and should be completed as soon 
as possible. The past floods have created potential public health problems 
causing surcharging and backup in the sanitary sewerage system. This, in turn, 
caused back up in basements and yards in the low lying areas. Flooding of 
habitable structures has also occurred. 

• On page 17 (sixth paragraph from top) it is noted that the sewerline will be 
under the proposed dam. Modification to the sewer will have to conform to 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation "Standards For 
\-Tastewater Treatment", part 1. 

• On page 20 (third paragraph from top) the last sentence relates to clearing and 
disposal of brush. Brush, trees, roots etc. generated from the load clearing 
process must be disposed of in an approved manner. On-site burning of combustib: 
material in general will not be permitted except as provided for in the Westchesi 
County Sanitary Code, Article 16, Section 1613; and then only by permit. For 
further information contact Richard Paccione, P.E., General Engineering Section. 

• The report does not indicate if the proposed construction and flood control 
structures will be located on or near any existing \-Jater mains. In the event 
water mains will have to be crossed or relocated, such work will have to be . 
approved by the Westchester County Department of Health. \-Tater main modificatiom 
will have to conform to the New York State Department of Health bulletin 5. 
Applications for modification, filing information and copies of bulletin 5 may bE 
obtained from Walter Scott, P.E., Water Supply Section. 

I trust these comments will be of assistance with this project. 

CEVT:RP: rh 
cc: Daniel Donahue, P.E. 

vTal ter Scott, P .E. 
Paul Chadik-GDO 
Richard Paccione P.E. 

County of rice Building 

Very truly yours, 

~~ULL. 
Calvin E. rTeber, P .E. 
Assistant Commissioner of Health 
for Environmental Quality 

• 150 Grand Streel, While Plains, New Vork ·10601 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

Mr. Calvin Weber 
Assistant Commissioner of Health 
Westchester County Department of Health 
85 Court Street 
White Plains, New York 10601 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

June 12, 1979 

. , 

Thank you for your comments on the Blind Brook Watershed Draft Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement. I have reviewed your comments and offer 
the following responses: 

1. Considerations for the modification of sewerline under the proposed 
damsite have been incorporated in our planning designs. Final designs 
will conform to the New York State Department of Environmental Conser
vation t s "Standards for Waste Water Treatment . _tt 

2. Construction of the proposed project will be executed within the con
straints of all state and municipal codes . Your references to West
chester County Sanitary Code Article 16, Section 1613 and the availabil
ity of Mr. -Paccione are appreciated . 

3. It would not appear that the proposed project will affect any existing 
water mains~ however, in the event that mains will have to be crossed 
or relocated, New York State Department of Health Bulletin 5 will be 
utilized. 

If you have any further comments on the Blind Brook project, please notify 
me. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
P .A. Dodd, Deputy State Conservationist 
K.F. Otte, NTSC, Broomall, PA 
Ms. S. Portnoy, Westchester District Mgr. 
C.J. Perkins, AC, SCS, Middletown, NY 
J.B ~ Cropper, DC, SCS~ White Plains, NY 
R.G. Rood, Water Resources Staff Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

CENTER FOR DISEASE CONTROL 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30333 

TELEPHONE : (404) 633· 3311 

Mr. Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service 
771 Federal Building 
100 S. Clinton Street· 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

Dear Mr. Hilliard: 

May 11, 1979 

We have reviewed the draft watershed plan and environmental impact statement 
on Blind Brook Watershed, Westchester County, New York, and Fairfield County, 
Connecticut. We are responding on behalf of the Public Health Service. 

We have reviewed the subject report for potential vectorborne disease impacts. 
Our interests in this development center on the floodwater retarding struc
tures which will retain water permanently and could become mosquito habitats. 
Provision should be made in the EIS for mosquito control on the impoundments 
if it should become necessary. 

We suggest that health and safety benefits regarding the Brookdale and 
Barbara Court Dikes be clarified in order to adequately justify the preferred 
alternative. It is noted within the statement that these additions are un
justifiable as economic increments, are excluded in the Environmental Quality 
alternative, are added only to "maximize" the level of protection from upland 
flooding in a possible 100-year storm, and increase the level of flood pro
tection to all habitable structures by only 6 percent annually (p. 14). It 
is also noted on page 24 that a total of 38 residences will be protected 
from the 100-year storm by these two dikes. Does the additional protection 
of these two dikes significantly reduce the threat to life, health, and 
safety compared to .the benefits of non-structural measures? 

Other than the above comments, we believe health and safety issues have been 
adequately addressed, and we foresee no adverse health effects as a result 
of this proposed project. 



Page 2 - Mr. Robert ·L. Hilliard 

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this statement. We would appre
ciate receiving a copy of the final statement when it is issued. 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank S. Lisella, Ph.D. 
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group 
Environmental Health Services Division 
Bureau of State Services 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION. SERVICE 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

Frank S. Lisella, PhD· 
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare 
Public Health Service 
Atlanta, Georgia 30333. 

Dear Dr. Lisella: 

June 12, 1979 

Thank you for your correspondence of May 11 stating your comm.ents on 
the Blind Brook Watershed Draft Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 
Our Water Resources Staff has reviewed 'your comments and the following 
responses are offered for your consideration: 

1. It has been determined that the installation of the two floodwater 
retarding structures will not increase the total available mosquito 
breeding habitat. Should mosquito control become a problem after 
project installation, it will b~ the responsibility of the local 
project sponsors to implement a control program. 

2. The inclusion of the Brookdale and Barbara Court dikes reduce the 
threat to life, health and safety in the watershed. The dikes are 
considered to be more effective in reducing the threat than nonstruc-

** tural alternatives. This point . ~ill be clarified in our environmental 
quality accou~t. 

A copy of the final Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on Blind Brook 
will be forwarded to your office ~hen it is issued. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Hilliard ' 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
P.A. Dodd, Deputy State Conservationist 
K.F. atte, NTSe, Broomall, PA 
Ms. s. Po~tnoy, Westchester Co. District Mgr, 
C.J. Perkins, AC, SCS, Middleto~~, NY \ 
J.B, Cropper, DC, SCS, White plains, NY :. 
R.G. Rood, Water . Resources St~ff Leader · 

**See Page 43, Item B-3 of the Social Well Being Impact Account for inclusion. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2 :; MAY 1979 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Survey 
771 Federal Building 
100 S. Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

Dear Mr. Hilliard: 

REG ION II 

26 FEDERAL PLAZA 

NEW YORK , NEW YORK 10007 

LO-2 

We have reviewed the draft watershed plan 'and environmental impact 
statement (EIS) issued 'in connection with the proposed flood control 
project for the Blind Brook Watershed in Westchester County, New York 
and Fairfield County, Connecticut. The following comments are o~fered 
for your consideration. 

The proposal provides for the installation of two floodwater retarding 
structures and four dikes, and will result i~ various habitat alterations, 
including the conversion of 0.4 acres of fresh-water wetland to terrestrial 
habitat. In view of the highly urbanized nature of the Blind Brook 

, Watershed, EPA believes that the environmental impacts associated with 
the project will be minimal. However, site specific data on the quality 
of the wetland that will be ~cted should be provided. 

With respect to economic considerations, the unfavorable cost-benefit 
ratios associated with installation of two of the dikes (Brookdale and 
Barbara Court) suggest that project alternatives should be examined in 
more detail. As an additional alternative, the EIS should consider a 
plan that does not include these two dikes, and that substitutes f100d
proofing measures in their stead for the 38 residences that would 
otherwise be protected. 

In light of these comments, and in accordance with EPA policy, we have 
rated this EIS as LO-2, indicating our lack of objections to the prop
osal (LO) and our request for additional information (2). 

Please contact this office at 8-264-0592 should you have any questions 
\ concerning this matter, or if we may be of additional assistance. Two 

copies of the final EIS are requested. 

SiZ::'~ 
Kevin C. Bricke, Chief 
Office af Federal Activities 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION .SERVICE 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

Kevin C. Bricke, Chief . 
Office of Federal Activities 
Environmental Protection Agency 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, New York 10007 

Dear Mr. Bricke: 

June 12, 1979 

I appreciate your comments of May 25 which were made with regard to our 
Draft Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on Blind Brook Watershed. 
Our Water Resources Planning Staff has reviewed your .comments and the 
following responses are offered for your consideration: 

1. Site Specific Data on the Quality of .4 Acres of Wetland to be 
Converted to Terrestrial Habitat 

The .4 acres of wetland referred to in your comments is of relatively 
low quality. The wetland is located just north of the Playland Park
way in the City of Rye and will be impacted by the construction of the 
Brookdale dike , It is primaTily phragmities or common reed (Phragmities 
communis) and is located between the stream and bordering residential 
yards. Presently the area in question is used by neighborhood children 
as a play area and trails exist indicating use by off-road vehicles. 

2. The Unfavorable Cost Benefit Ratios Associated with Installation of 
~rookdale and Barbara Court Dikes 

The alternative suggested in your comments of eliminating the two un
justified dikes and substituting floodproofing measures was evaluated. 
The follo~ing is a summaTY of that evaluation: 

Installation Costs 
Annual O&M Costs 
Annual Costs 
Annual Senefi ts 
Annual Net Benefits 
Floodwater Reduction · 

$ 2,402,670 
2,850 

168,230 
217,160 

+ 48,930 
72% 

It should be noted that the floodproofing measures included in this alternative 
fOT the 38 residences involved would not be justified as an economic increment. 



Kevin C. Bricke, 6/12/79 2 

Further, these floodproofing techniques would not reiieve the threat of 
hazard and loss of life to the level afforded by the dikes. 

The local sponsors are very interested in extending the benefits of the 
P.L. 566 program to as many damaged property owners as possible. Flood
proofing is a compatible concept locally and there is intent to supplement 
this watershed planning effort to include protection for remaining damage 
areas. This supplemental effort will take .place in the future when funding · 
for a non structural program becomes available. 

The development of the final Plan and EIS for Blind Brook will be delayed 
pending your concurrnece. Therefore, it is requested that you provide a 
timely response to th~s correspondence. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
P.A. Dodd, Deputy State Conservationist 
K.F. Otte, NTSC, Broomall, PA 
Ms. S. Portnoy, Westchester Co. District Mgr. 
C.J. Perkins, AC, SCS, Middletown, NY 
J.B. Cropper, DC, SCS, White Plains, NY 
R.G. Rood, WR Staff Leader 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

J!.tN 2 2 1979 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
771 Federal Building 
100 South Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

Dear Mr. Hilliard: 

REGION" 

26 FEDERAL PLAZA 

NEW YORK . NEW YORK 10007 . 

Your letter of June 12, 1979 regarding EPA's comments on the draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Blind Brook Flood Control 
Project has been reviewed by this office. 

The additional data you have provided regarding the quality of the 
wetland that will be impacted by the project adequately responds to 
EPA's concerns. Your comments with respect to the relative benefit
cost ratios for non-structural alternatives have also been noted. 
The final EIS should be supplemented with this information. 

Based on the impacted nature of the affected wetland and its location 
in a highly urbanized area, EPA has no objections to the Blind Brook 
project. 

Your prompt attention to our comments on the draft EIS has been 
appreciated. 

S~ncerel~ /." 
~f~U. 
Kevin C. Bricke, Chief 
Office of Federal Activities 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON . D.C. 20250 

~1AY 11 1979 
OFFICE OF EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO: 

SUBJECT: 

TO : 

THRU: 

8140 Supplement 8 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Blind Brook Watershed, New York 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement and 
note that it (1) fails to identify minority populations 
affected by the proposed actions and (2) makes no analysis 
regarding the effects of the proposed actions, if any, 
upon minority populations. 

We recommend that the Final Statement include these items 
and that the Soil Conservation assure itself that no 
disproportionately adverse impacts will fall upon minority 
group persons before the PToject is approved. 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION. SERVICE 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

James Frazier, Director 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Office of the Secretary 
Washington, D.C . 20250 

Dear Mr. Frazier: 

June 12, 1979 

Thank you for your comments of May 11, 1979 with regard to the Blind 
Brook Watershed Draft. Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 

I have discussed your comments with our Water Resources Planning Staff 
and have concluded that the proposed project will not create adverse 
impacts on any minority group persons. 

It has been estimated that the minority population in the watershed is 
less than 3 percent and any impacts on the minority population from the 
project would be beneficial in nature. The beneficial effects would be 
in terms of reduced flood stages. 

The proposed structures will not cause any commertial or res~dential 
relocations. 

Should you have further comments or questions regarding the plan, please 
notify me. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
P.A. Dodd. Deputy State Conservationist 
K.F. Otte. NETSC, Broomall, PA 
Ms. S. Portnoy, Westchester Co. District Mgr. 
C.J. Perkins, Ac, SCS, Middletown, NY 
J.B. Cropper, DE, SCS, White Plains, NY 
R.G. Rood, WR Staff Leader 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Regulatory Affairs 
50 Wolf Road ' 
Albany, New York 12233 

Mr. Robert Hilliard 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Survey 
771 Federal Building 
100 S. Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York ' 13260 

June 18, 1979 

Robert F. Flacl 
Commissioner 

Re: Blind Brook Watershed Plan and Draft 
Environrnehtal Impact Statement 
Westchester County, New York and 
Fairfield County, Connecticut 
DEC 360-99~0065 

Dear Mr. Hilliard: 

The Department of Environmental Conservation has completed 
'its review of the above noted document and supports the Soil 
Conservation Service's choice of alternative 3. We would also be 
supportive of alternatives 2 and 4. In addition, we offer the 
following comments: 

1) Although the Watershed Plan adequately describes the 
project and discusses some alternatives, the concept 
of using a series of several small flood water retarding 
structures rather than only two relatively large ones 
was not mentioned. This alternative should be considered 
both from an economics standpoint, and in the interest of 
avoiding or reducing interference ,with ecological studies 
that the Department understands are being undertaken by 
SUNY Purchase at its property in the vicinity of FWRS 
Site 1. 

2) Sediment is expected to accumulate in the two floodwater 
retarding structures at a rate of 105 tons per year. 
Al though capacity for sediment storage ha's been built into 
the design of these structures, there is no mention of its 
removal. Provision for periodic sediment removal and man
agement (as a resource) should be discussed under Operation 
and Management on pages 27 and 28, and be included as part 
of the annual operation and maintenance cost. 

3) An agreement between the County of Westchester, the West
chester County Soil and ,Water Conservation ,District, the 
City of Rye, the State of New York and the Soil Conser
vation Service, U.S.D.A. sets forth the duties, obligations, 



2. 

and responsibilities of each with respect to the Blind 
Brook project. Since much of the project lies within the 
Towns of Rye and Harrison, the Department questions why 
these municipalities are not included as parties to the 
agreement. From the list of agencies, organizations, and 
persons to whom copies of the .subject document were sent 
for review (unnumbered page entitled "Plan and ElS Review"), 
it would appear that neither of these towns, nor the City 
of Rye, were sent c·opies. Better notification and coordi
nation is clearly called for here. 

4) The most serious oversight in the DElS is the lack of 
discussion of mitigative measures. Seeding, revegetating, 
and land'scaping are only' briefly mentioned on pages 14 and 

. 20 of the' Watershed Plan. 

5) Because of the size. of the watershed areas .above them, 
the · two dams which will be part of ' FWRS 1 and 2 will 
require approvals from the Department of Environmental 
Conservation. Submission of applications for permit, 
plans, and design reports should be made well in advance 
of the anticipated start of construction. 

Thank you for the opportunity for review. We request 
review of the final document when available. 

cc: G. Danskin 
File DEC 360-99-006 5 

ERM:mm 

Terence P. Curran, Director 
Division of Regulatory Affairs 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

Terence P. Curran, Director 
Division of Regulatory Affairs 
New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12233 

Dear Mr. Curran: 

June 21, 1979 

I appreciate your comments which were received from your office on the 
Blind Brook P.L. 566 watershed project. The following is a summary of 
responses for your consideration. 

1. (Response to comment 1) 

Compared to most Soil Conservation Service structures, Site 1 is 
relatively small. The alternative of a series of structures would not 
be economically feasible. 

2. (Response to comment 1) 

It would be possible in final design to design Site 1 as a dry dam. 
This approach will produce the minimum impact on SUNY ecological studies. 

3. (Response to comment 2) 

The damsites are designed to store sediment for the 100-year life of 
the project. Therefore, sediment removed is not considered an O&M 
requirement. 

4. (Response to comment 3) 

The towns of Rye and Harrison are not included as parties to the agree
ment because' they are not financial sponsors of the plan. Eventually, 
pending legal formation, the ~l~nd &rook ~all Watershed prQtection D~s~ 
trict will be the only spons~r. 

5. (~esponse to comment 3) 

Provisions were made for local review of the draft Plan and EIS. The 
documents were distributed through the Westchester County SWCD, and town 
officials from Rye and Harrison were notified of the distribution. 
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6. (Response to comment 4) 

Through the interagency planning process, it was determined that no 
mitigating measures beyond normal construction procedures would be 
required. 

7. (Response to comment 5) 

It is recognized that design approval by DEC is required for the damsites. 
Applications for permit.plans, and des~gn reports will be made in advance 
of anticipated construction. 

If you have any comments or questions on this project, please notify my 
office. 

cc: 

lliard ~ 
ervationist 

P.A. Dodd. Deputy State Conservationist 
I.F. Otte. NTSC, Broomall. PA 
C.J. Perkins, AC, SCS, Middletown, NY 
J.B. Cropper, DC, SC S, White Plains, NY 
R.G. Rood, Water Resources Staff Leader 
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3y: 

~\Il tllrC!J. ReSO'1?:"C ':' 3 SurVp.y ~.nc'l. Eva 1 q(!."ti"n 

of Blind BrOOK DikeR, ~1.m!; a.nil Pump Plant 

RyA, NY 

To: 

Albert A. l)~kin. Jr.. ;'; 01J Sons erV;:!.ti0n 3erv:\.cp. 
o\rcra~ol0f.>:i(,.Al ~e~e~r~h ll'1d Consulting 
PC gox 505 
~p.wa.r.k ralle:v, Ny t 3'111. 

t ·~p.!>t~l'\ber 1977 

Abstract 

11'3 ~nllrtt)oUSF! and Feoeral Bui ltiin{! 
Room 771. 100 SOllth 81 tnton St. 
')rac1.1se, ~v 1)202 

40-?'j}1-7-50J 

As a TPsIIl t of a field !'c~onn<t i.ssa.nce of ~re::ts to he irnp<lcted l)y 
~i.rect const.rllct~o,." nn stAndinc; structures will be tii-rectly Ilffected 
t-y this proj~ct. P.owev~!', t.r.ere mIl~r be dirp.r.t irnp.3.r.t rm known ::tT)(1 
ross1.b] ~ hi~tor~ c archa.~oJ oe;ic;l.l del'osi. t::; by rl.i'<e ann plmp ph.pt. 
construction. Ther"! wil] be l"ldircct :l . I'lI:a~t 'w the t ntp.P;:rt t.y cof ::t 

cu't~rally ~i~~tficant ~istrict ~lo!1g the Old Post. Ho~d in the vicinity 
of the locaUcon ,.,f the Old Hye Port (167')). ' '-Ie rer.o"'rnl~ n(l it public hellr1ng 
to ev::tlH::ttl':' the r~lative puhUc "alup. of r.t)1.nn'1lt7.3tion VF!.! SIlS m::ttnt<ltninp, 
the visuC!l and environ!1l~ntal inteerity 0f thn are~. dA r~r.amme~d furthAr 
sl!-r:v<Jy \"Iy an "is+, cor~. c archa.eoloGist "Jf tl~p :trf.'::ts ta ; ,,~ d \kc '! opposlt"! 
tho. Olrl :Iye !i'Ol. t. Ilnd a la!J.g the !-ttl ton Ea.rbor/31 1l1d ~r00k s horo. betwec"l 
+·he pl1blic IM.!"ina aT'd the high scpool (on th~ eac; t er'1 ~hore). 

Al1~rt A. Dp.ki!l, Jr. 
P'Ith-Solllc;n. D"'k'., 



1 Blin~ ~rook Watershed 
~ Project 

",h project, pr'!'oently in the d .. ~1~n p' ns'.!, involves flood protection 

davic .... along 'AHnd Brook 1n Ry'l, lIe"t.~hr3tf'r County, NfI!w York. '!'h.,y inclurie t'fO 

dau and illlJlO'lndlllents tn thO! IlpJlftr drat"&I',e, ',a. 8000' of dike and -:h~nneli,."'t1on, 

and a tidal da", ~nd pu~p statton. Bli~d Brook has alr'lady been stabilized along 

its p.xtent in "downtown" Rye. ~Jt the downstr~a~ extent of dikes :\.S alon~ tidal 

portions of the brl)Olt. "'e npJlet' rU!.1IIS 'lre in areas of field and pasture which 

Mve not 'heen sisntftcantly altere". saVP. for farllling activity. "'e Udal dalll 

cross"e ~ narrow portion of the present brook in ~n area of early settlement. 

?~.ckground and Pr"viC"ls Research 

'!ery little rese ... rch on Westchester's cultural resources hili; been conducted. 

Earlier compilations of New York's arc~aologlcal history by ~rker ~.,d Beaucha~p 

lIere consulted by the "fficf! of ""w York State Historic Preservation Officer 

revft&linr. tMt cu1tl~1 resources were pr'lsent (including shell ~tdd"ns ",nd burials) 

but thllt thdr 10C1\t1.on ~ollid not be lllot.te~. precisely (see letter fro~ S. J. 

RaJche of 11 Septe.ber 1916). Standing historic structures w'!re recorded by the 

West.ch'l .. ter Land1lll\rlts Project, but none appear to be directly hpact.ed by the 

proposed construction (see letter frolll F. E. Sanchis of 22 ' ~arch 1971). 

R~ itse1! has Al1cceAsfu11y resiRt~d both Atrip and industrial deve1o~nt 

by consciously r'ltaintng its domestic isolation and res1dentia1 chaxacter. "'e 

tran!!!1 tion a10n8 the olel. BOl!:to'l Post Road when 'lntering Ry"! fi'o;~ ei t.her !1alll!lrol'eck 

or ~rt Ch'lst~r is striking in that Rye 1s ~h~racterized by old III&t\~e trees 1ini"s 

"b-,'llf!vud" type I!tr'lets with lillliteti ... cce.;s. ",is il'l t" III&rked contrast to adja~ent 

town~ and reflects the deSTee to which Rye has ~ttempted to retain its soclal, econo.1c 

a"d J'011 ttl'", 1 inte~ity. The project p!sses through the western end of "downtown" 

Rye. t~nsp.ct1n~ tt~ political and re11g10us centers. When oomparad to other portions 

of WeRtf'he!!!ter CCIU!lty, Rye has rete.i0\8d ih cultural 11ltegrlty, both in social and 

1n architectural terlllS. l\nd is t.hus a unique area in terM of its cultm'aJ reSQ1lrces. 

In terlll!! of tan5~hle properties. Rye should: contain '!vidence of prehistorlc 

OCcupRtton fr01l\ the Ar~hPlc per10d through to the ethnOh1storic period (with the 
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2 Blind Arook Watershed 

po.l!I1blHt . ., (If p'le(l~lntll&n "Hell \.Q the t.,t"' :·ur). Blat",l,. aM shen 1I1dd"nll 

.. va been rapt)rtftd 'ro~ thl11 area and. ah!"I'" 'tll te trOll theee oecupatl(\nll. "T'Ie 

tllt"1t Brook-Mllt"n H .. rhor "..-tusry W"'8 utHtF.l'!<1 ~"rly ln the hilltllry of t.hlll area 

"nd hilltoric "rchaeolneit::,,) .1tcll IIhould '"-til froll thll sevent'lenth e.,nt.llry alon~ 

th" brook. Frolll the pr!!lIent dlldgnet\ tacl.Ut1ell location, the greatest potf,!nt1.al 

i .. ~ct, ste .. lne troN the locatton of .alit of the 'acl1ities along the MAj(\T 

drainage of ~llnd Brook tn tidew.ter, appoars to be on potential historic 1I1dd~n 

d"pofttta related to t~o early aeventeenth century occup'tion of thio ~rea. Frf'1I 

both field and dOCUMentary research, no point i!lpacts on known cultural re30urees 

~an be predicted. 

Fleld Reconnatsaance 

On AUSUat, 1 J lI.nd 14 fOllr _n-days were spend on II field exalllnation of 

thq projl!ct arlla. The ll11poundRent locatlons we~e obeerved froll adjacent IIlopea 

"nli no c'llturaJ resol.aces were located • . "T'Ie areas are. adjacent to residences, 

a ~ol' cours" and the ealllFUs of St~te Un1versity of New York at PurChaSA. ~o 

k!'lown cultural reso',rces wtll l'8 af(fOeted by thetr construction "nd 1 t My eVil" 

,nh\"c~ pr~sent land uoe ratt"r.n~ an1 areal esthetics. Geolllorphol~ic f""tures 

Includ'l rather even 1I10~s to s~ll, possibly interNittent strea~ without well

developed terrace!!! or othAr lIiero-teatures. ~o st&nd1f18 structures of significance 

are wi thin t.he 1IIIIftAdl". t~ project d!ts!.gn 1'.111 ts. 

Fleld observatloos were MAlte of all dlke loeatlons and walk-overs were 

co"ttll~ted alo!lf: the til.kA location!! at the public ... rina In !'luton Harbor and 

1" th~ publl.c park Ilrca'!! dong BUnd Brook near the Old RYI1 Fort. ~!one of the 

rreAent etandlne st1" .. ctllr~s nor any of those outUned by !1r. Sanchls (l~tter of 

3/22/77 and persoft41 cn~~nlcatlon) were within tho areas to be d1rectly l~~cted 

l>y plann"d conetr'lc t.l,,". 

~ erl~t .. ill (Ilnd f;'lbgequ"ntl'y /I. 88.w",'n) W'lS located at MUton '!C\rror at 

t .... e Pl'''lIellt loca tL:>n 'Jf :Hchols lloat Yard and the public Mr.lna. ~11llart1. 

F~rrle (pr1sently MAnaeer of the ~oat Yar~) conflrmett tha~ the construct1on of 



Blind Erock ~atershed 

the public jetty across from the l'?at Your! had largely destT.oyed the former Mm 

fonnlWtione and Md ("overed mORt of what reJIIB.1.n ~d. Th<:l bulldincs 'of t he pres'!nt 

~ichols BOI\t Yard a-.:oe those ')r th e former !'IUl and will not be affected by pll\nned 

eon8truetio~. Mr. Ferris referred to this location as Ch~pm~'s ~ill and informed 

ue th~t no other daMS h~d bP.en const~lcte~ upstre~m (therefor'! within the proj~ct 

~rea). If rlanne~ dikinc abuts the present public jetty at the upstr~m en1, then 

no i!1'plet ""Y be expected on the reJllr\&nts of the formex' rd.ll and <hili complex, 

Irt~~estlnely, the jetty itself waB filled with debris fro~ th~ RY0 landfill 

~nd conslr1erable a~cuntR of nineteenth and twertieth cer tlrry artifacts a~d debris 

are vi~i1:-le on the surface and iI' the bndscaped portions of the pc rkin.3 lot and 

boat lantting (per:;!)n1.1 cOII'm:lnication from an !"mployee of the Harbor ~~ster). 

l~"",diately upstream of th~ jetty, appl.rently rec.mt tteposits of "garl:l!.ge" 

and con:;truction debris were fOl.l!1tt I'rod'ng within the rr!mert. acHve tirt'll pools. 

lihUe the1r el(tent wa'3 not fi'!ltt ·1p.rifif'!d, their presenc", doe:; lrdicate tha.t 

the pl.ttern of refuse dispo:;al into the tidal flats was practiced historically 

in this ~rea and :;u~ee6ts t~~t the potentt~l exists that such deposits ~y ttate 

from the earliest 'Occ\1~tton of' Rye (see letter from F. Sanchis of 3/27/77). 

The im~ediate vtcinity of the Cld Rye Fort !llo~ the old Bo&ton Post Ro~d 

is ~n area of ri~h and ~ignifi~l\nt cuI t\'rltl r9sources. .BI'!~ide the old fori: 

itself, ",hich ha.s he~n sic;n!.f~c;lntly altered, Hs outbuUdlnl1;8 and !lsl!ociated 

midtten and thp. preBe~t c~aracter of the political a.nd re11~iou8 complexes which 

lire: Itdjl\cent to it deserve comilden.tion in this evalu ... Uon. 

The pres~nt ch~nnel of Blind Brook HaS appl.rently stabilized in the pRst 

",1 t.h c'Jt stone "rip rllp". The ",,{tent of dtsturh!!.nce rAsul tl.~g from this 

cllnnot. he rte t.~rmtned without extensive field and :trchivd rp.search. BH~1 Prook 

and the puhHc rark through which tt flows a t this loca tion t)/ts consi/bra.blp. 

vtsihll! I!v1dencl' of rresent iI.nd former art1f1\cts ~nd depos1t~ (ranging from 

~ocery C'l!'ts Ilnd St.yrOfM"I frag"lents of vessels tc brick" lind shell fragl'1entl'l. 

However, theee artifa.cts ~re not confined to the surface an~ recent deposits, 



4 Jl1.nu Brook "Ia terl!t" ,ed 

!!ecnnt er.,s\'on cha.,.,els and slopP. wMh re'realf' ,l d'!posits wb1.ch have 51lffide-r.t 

t"t~srity to r.epresent ~p1sode8 of deposit. Wp oollected sever~l historic 

"rchaeological ep!'!chtens from dir~ctly acrORS thO! road. from the locati.,n .,f the 

Old Rye !i'ort" 'IheeO! incltlded biv'llva she-lIs, cut bone, brick fragments Rnd 

apJIlrently Illte ninet.eenth cl'!ntury cl'!r'!micn in a charcoal Mnd/silt matrix. 

Whil" theee dp.posits ntIly n~t he ~eclsnly dAted, they are of sufficient int~erity 

anI! d1stri~t1.on to SII~l'!st that eign1ficant hl:.toric'!l arch!.flological deposit.s 

May ~ loc"ted along this portion of Blind Brook. Intl'!n~ivp. survey of th's ar~a 

shr"lld be cond1Jct.e-\ prior to conswlctlon. 

At a lar~er scale ~f analysis, the ~litical/reli~ious/edu~ational/historical 

co~pl~x through whic~ the proposed ~ikes pass, when comhined with the present park

like "tlll'"lsphere, exi'lt.l.n~ pu:k A.nd c'lnopy of lare;1'! deciduous trees crea.tes an 

'l t.lIIC'zphere of contA.inmen t which coincide:. with th~ conscic'.1s efforts of Rye to 

m'l1ntain its clllt'lrlll ~. nd historical intee;ri ty (lIIII.de _nUest by zon1n~ and 

historic pr~servation lC5ielation ). To a ~eat degree, t~is ~rea would be 

advl'!rsely affected hy co~struction which cut down lare;e trees, opened the viewshed 

of the br~ok and generally Mde thP. e'lvir"nlllen t IIIore oJIP.n, art1.fidlll and "nl'!w". 

Th~ intrusion of such construction into this portion of Rye must be assessed 

C'lr.eflllly, as the Squarp House (or Widow Havih.nd' s Tavern) which houses the 

Rye H1.storiCAl 50c1.,+;y 'lnr!.. museum ,.S on the SIlt10Ml Regist"r of ~'.Btor1c Places 

and IIIlght be a~versely affp.ctp.d. ~"roco~end th'lt a public ~etin~ be held prior 

to det"r~lnation of final design 1n order to assess public sentiment 1n Rye ree;ardlng 

the int"l(;T.\ ty of thiR cO!llpJ.ex or district I"'le.tive to their perceived need for flood 

protection. 

The effect s nf t.he f'I'oject's tnt.rusion into this sensitive ""rea IIIUSt be 

deter",ined and W", rf'lco"'",end further study once design phns are completed. 



JlHnd !lr')"k Wllt~ra"'fld 

SlIlI\lM.ry!Rflco,,,,,,cndat ions 

t, f\l\1!'!rl "n lU, 'I.,tl~r~tll.n<\1 r. : ~ of a l' ~ 10c,\Ury'l'3 I.n this are". tt 1 .. '.1n11k.,)' 
th" t. ~1.~1'1tf1"lln t. ("Iltl'r'l' r'!s~"rces wU 1 00 ! .. pu:t."tl hy dB '" confltru'!t1on 
1'1 t h" urppr tlr'. \nl\~e, :-:-1.1 ~ · ''lscrv"tlC'n ::;~rvlc~ per'3nnreJ sho'liel. 
c,)'lc1uct ".f' or - ,>Ue i"l\~d_ t'l!\ of t.he p!'opo!,\Ad co"st.rl:ctlon 'U'8IL onc" 
t.h'!' l,uld hilI! ho>en I"".lrclv.tfied to v'!'rlfy t~1s ~vaJuat1on. 

2, plo s·Andln~ struo:tll r'lS .. 111 t-. dj.rectly l"'IRct.cr\ by con!'l t r'Jr:U')n. 

J. Ther'!! I.s a high .f.'!· olRbl.1i~y that si5nlf1cant h1!1toric <.IICM. ,'olo&lclll 
r~lII!lina wlll be \mp9.ctetl by dike constrHction 1n thft vicinit.:f of 
01d RyE' !i'ort ~nd alone the pafitern t-Elnk of ?11nd Bronk "p.o;trE: 'lrn of 
MUta" ~aThor, \(e recoIIRl8nc1. l"tensive flur'n)' of th", construct. ion 
zone \1'1 th~s arell. 

4, No "nown prtjh1storlc archlJ.eoloeical materia'.'> ha.ve heen f')llnd in t he 
CO'lllt.Tl.Ictlon zonE', 

5. ~e C""riflX I)r ~lstrict which 1nc1U(\"5 thp. S~II'r~ HC'us'l Ilnd the Old 
Ryc Fort. should tJq evallli\ tr~ ct In tp.rm.'; of the adve~s ,! ef!f!cb of 
trP. pr-:>jnct. '5 1ntr'laior .. nd coratrllctio!l 1to1~r:t, '.f'! rAco",,,,e~d that 
effort.s be "Arie t.o wei5h :;"UbI! r: op~. nion 1'1 th.,se O\!\tters t.hrou~h a 
rub1 1r: h!'u1n~ or !fteet1n~ at which the relative v'l.llles of flooo 
pr':)t.<~ ct~ on and hist.oxic preservat10n l\Ia.y ~ d~tex",ined hy the 
citl~~~q of ~ye. Once fir.~l c1e~lens are av~11able an~ pr'!r.ls~ 

estl"'3 tell of cOMtruct1.on Imp9.-::t on th1~ ,Ustrir.t·1; l.nteyUy clln 
re _tie, th-:-n we recomlM!nd further a~seSS!I\P.nt of potenti!!J. aclVArE:e 
effect~ 'Ipon these I:'J1 tUI'lll reBourceE, 
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DEFINITION OF WEl'IAND TYPES 

A. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Classification as per Circular 39 
"Wetlands of tl1e United States". 

INLAND FRESH AREAS 

Type 1 - Seasonally flooded basins or flats 

The soil is covered with water, or is water logged during vari
able seasonal periods, but usually well drained much of t~e 
growing season. '!his type occurs roth in uplam depressions am 
in overflow bottomlands. Vegetation varies greatly and may in
clude rottanland hard'NOOds and herbaceous growths such as smart
weeds, wild millet, fall panicum, tealgrass, marsh elder, and 
ragweed. Waterfowl use this type for migration, nesting, and 
wintering. 

Type 2 - Inland fresh meadows 

The soil usually is wit~out standing water during most of t~e 
growing season but is waterlogged within at least a few inches 
of its surface. Vegetation includes sedges, common rush, red
top, reed canarygrass, mannagrasses, am mints. Such areas are 
often adjacent tn Type 3 wetlams. 

Type 3 - Inland shallow fresh marshes 

The soil is usually waterlogged during tl1e growing season and is 
often covered wi t~ as much as 6 inches or IlOre of water. Type 3 
is identified from Type 2, by the presence of bulrushes, 
burreed, or arrowhead, or standing water up tn 6-8 inches deep. 
Other emergent aquatic vegetation may also be present. 

Type 4 - Inland deep fresh marshes 

The soil is covered with 6 inches to 3 feet or more of water 
during tlle growing season. 

Type 6 - Shrub swamps 

The soil is usually waterlogged during the growing season, and 
is often covered wit~ as much as 6 inches of water. Vegetation 
usually includes alders, willows, buttonbush, and sometimes sil
ky d~. Shrub swamps occur mostly along sluggish streams 
and occasionally on flood plains. 

Type 16 - Coastal salt meadows 

The soil is always waterlogged during tlle growing season, but is 
rarely covered witll tidewater marshes or bordering open salt 



water. Vegetation includes mainly saltmeadow cordgrass, 
salt.grass, blackrush, and, in fresher parts, Olney three-square 
and saltmarsh fleabanes. 

Type 18 - Regularly flooded salt marshes 

The soil is covered at average high tide with 6 inches of more 
of water during t~e growing season. Vegetation is mainly 
saltmarsh cordgrass. 

Type 19 - Sounds and bays 

This type incllXles t.hose p:>rtions of salt-water soums and bays 
that are considered shallow enough to be diked, dredged or 
filled. All water landward from the 6 feet below the average 
lowtide line is included. Vegetation includes eelgrass and 
wigeongrass. 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

Mr. Frank J. Culross 
Rye City Manager 
City Hall 
Rye, New York 10580 

Dear Mr. Culross: 

771 Federal Building 
100 S. Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

September 18, 1979 

I 
Attached are pages which have recently been revised 
Blind Brook Watershed Plan and the Environmental 
Statement. The changes have been underlined. 

in the 
Impact 

These pages should be added to your copy of the Blind Brook 
Plan and EIS dated July, 1979. The changes are reflected in 
a September, 1979 edition to be used for sponsor signatures 
and review by the Department of Agriculture. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

Attachments 



selected plan Vlere developed .with an NED related purpose. in full ob~ 
servation of EQ goals and constraints. 

Various alternatives including a "No Project" alternative were consid
ered in the planning process. Alternatives evaluated included: 

1. FWRS I and 2 with Laurel Street and Boston Post Road Dikes (NED 
Plan) • 

2. FWRS I and 4 only (EQ Plan). 
3. Floodwater Retarding Structures (FWRS) I and 2 with Bqrbara Court, 

Laurel Street, Brookdale, and Boston Post Road Dikes (Selected 
Plan) • 

4. F\..,TR3 I and 2 with · nonstructural measures to control remaining 
d~'Tlages. 

5. Fi .. 1RS I and 2 with a tidal control structure and pump plant at 
Oakland Beach Avenue. 

6. F\"i'J? I and 2 with Barbara Court, Laurel Street, Brookdale, Boston 
Post, School Track, Crescent Avenue, Oakland Beach, and Hewlett 
Avenue Dikes. 

7. FWRS I and 2 with Boston Post and Laurel Street Dikes. and flood
proofing at Brookdale Place and Barbara Court. 

8. No Project. 

Other alternatives such as channel modification, diversions, and re
tention basins were considered during planning and el imlnated pri
.narily for (;:cono,nic and environmental r easons. 

During project formulation, floodwater retarding sites (FWRS) 1 and 2 
beGa.T.e basic to the selected plan. The sites demonstrated economic 
and p:-lysical justification with environr.1ental impacts which were con
sidered relatively minor. Dikes a~d a t I dal control structure with a 
pump plant were considered to supple'Tlent sites I and 2. 

Dikes eliminated from the selected plan 'vlere deleted primarily for 
economic 1~2sons; however, environr.1ental concerns also influenced the 
formulation. The tidal a:mtrol structure with p..unp plant was consid
ered as an alternative to diking, but was eliminated primarily for 
economic · reasons. 

All selected structural increments wei~ economically justified except 
Broo~dale and Barbara Court Dikes. BrooRdale and Barbara Court were 
not justified as economic increments, however, were included in the 
plan as the last increments added under total project justification. 
The unjustified dikes were added to maximize protection from upland . 
flooding in the IOO-year storm. Floodproofing anoears to be a logical 
alternative to the unjustified Brookdale Place and Barbara Court 
dikes. However, floodproofing has a gl~ater i mpact on damage reduc
tioTLthan on hazard reduction. T~p:lkd9.1e_Yli3c~_Qi,ke would provide 
damage reduction and eliminate flooding hazards for 25 residential 
dwellings in the IOO-year storm. -- The Barbara Court dike would have 

12 



the same imoact m 13 harnes. The average stage in the lOO-year storm 

the lOO-year storm. Stages range to 7 feet 1n depth. The average 
lOO-year stage in the Barbara Court area is about 2 feet with stages 
ranging to 4 feet. 

The project §POnsors QOncluded that the Brookdale Place and Barbara . 
COllrt dikes, althout Quantitatiyel\,; uniust i fied, have qualitative 
benefits includin the reduction ,of hazard and rfsk to loss of life--;-=
Wh1Ch outwe1ghs the negat1ve net 

Alternative 4 was oonsidered the nonstructural alternative. Nonstruc
tural measures in oonjunction with FWRS 1 and 2 were assessed. The 
nonstructural measures evaluated were primarily floodproofing. The 
alternative oonsidered floodproofing of 244 homes and 2 corrunercial 
buildings, and purchase of 13 hQ~es. Other nonstructural techniques 
such as floodwarnings, zoning, and flood insurance were not emphasized 
because they have already been implemented and will oontinue in effect 
locally. Nonstructural floodproofing, as an increment, was found 
econQ~ically infeasible. 

Table D outlines relative economic and environmental impacts for 
altel~atives , 1 L~rough 8. 

There is no kn:J"m approved or proJ.X)sed f ederal, 5 ta te, or loca 1 land 
use plans which will conflict with the fJroposed pL-o ject meas ur es. The 
proposed project ffi2asures oonform witl) tl1e obj ec tives of L~e Clean Air 
Act and the Federal \vate r Pollution Control Act A~endments of 1972. 

A floodwal~ing system and evacuation plan is currently in operation in 
the city of Rye, and will oontinue to be used in conjunction with this 
plan. 

• 
'I , 
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ElDnulc, fllvironnental 
or ~lal .... actors 

lnstall.lion Cbsts 

.... m"" l o..H (bsts 

..... ,""1 J"t ~""fit.s 
t'laoJw"u;r J*!duction 

b:o~ian 

... . ""1 1 -=1 '-~) lL)' 

land Lt:;e laGn!S) 
t'UC't:st land 
UrtJan lard 

'J1WlL D stnwlY ll.t\J'AJusaJ 01' AJ :J'tJ<I'~'I'JVE:; ,tJR Ill. HID IlIO)K wp"J'EJISJIIill 

Goals 

N.A • 

N. A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

lEduction of flood dal1l
ages to all habit.able 
structures inch.:j ing 
ba~At:nts. 

NED-Altt-:nldtive 
Site 1, SitE! 2, 
lDst.on f<>st 11:1 . 
Dike, ~ul"t:l St. 
Dike, land Treat
ment 

$2,235,240 

2,850 

156,700 

205,850 

+49,150 
66' 

DJ-Al t.p.rnar.ivt: 2 
Land Tn:atnw:nt. , 
Sit., 1. Sit.e 2 

$1,585,100 

2, 000 

111,100 

149,150 

+38 , 050 
48' 

S.'! \f!C t Plan-All ~n\dt. ivp. 
lbrd Tr'':d tw.:nt., Sit.'"! t, 
Sir.,! 2, )U::tf..ull lust ItJ. 
Dikt"!, bun;.al .,l Ct . . , Llurel 
Sr .. Dikt-:, bu:uk..Jd.l~ PlatY. 
Dikp. 

$3,1 12 ,560 

4,300 

23<> ,200 

dO,2!1O 
72' 

I\!duoe erosion 00 urban Provide assist.anr.:e SalI~ as altp.rna- Same as altenlatlve 1 
COrLStructioo sites. far t:rosioo CX)(1trol tive 1 

on 500 acrP.S 00 new 
const.C\Jt~tion. 

leduce ~iment.atian 
11) Mil ton Haroor. 

~ as alt.p.clld- SaI'II: as alt .:uutivt: 1 

N.A. 

Minimun dan~Je to 
tidal wetlands. 

yil:!ld at: tJ-.e noutJl tive 1 
bt 61 tons ann"".lly • 

Tenp:>eary increase Satre as altr.J:T\d- saal"~ iLS alt.enlalive 
in sediment con- t.lve 1 
centratians . 

• 
N:)Effeet N:) Effect N:) Eftec •. 

~bt ru.-: t.uC'd.l -AI tf':J:nc:atlv~ 
ldnd 1'c.-:atJlw'!Ilt. , Su.~ 1, 
Si .... : 2, ~mst_nJl--: tural 
"' ;~:;lJrf:S 

~3,421,620 

2,100. 

235,510 

236 ,440 

+ 930 
82\ 

5an~ as alt.ernative 1 

5an~ as alt.e r.native 1 

Same as al tf:rnative 1 

N:) Effp.ct 

N. A. Increase types 
4 " 5 by 3 . 1 
acres. 

Si:Ime as altF.'rna- fk1u. :.-'? t..}'lP- 1 by 0.4 iif;rP. Same as alt.ernative 1 

-21. 5 
- 2.8 

tive 1 .incr.,a"" t.yp" 4 and 5 by 
3. 1 a.; •. p.s . 

-21.5 - :! 1.8 
- 1.8 - 3.5 

Same as al t.p.mat.ive 2 

4,,,n land fom.,rly croj:pEd 
Ot.Iler 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 

- 6.6 
+30.9 

- 6 . 6 - 6 . 6 
+29.9 <3l.9 

Prill" Agricultural Uond 

..... ch.:olOJ ical and Histor ical 

N.A. N:) Effect 

Noid daIr~e to N:) Effect 
existing ~ 
sources 

N:) Effect 

N:)Effect 

N:) Eft""t N:) Effect 

Rlss ib1e .. ff""t to arcoo<>- N:) Effect 
lOJical site 

Alu~rnat.ive 5 
land Tr.f:atJItP.nt , 

Si~ 1, Sit.e 2, 
Ook.land Il>:a"h 
P\.lllP Plant 

$3,432,220 

12,000 

236 , 240 

191 ,190 

-45,050 
59' 

5aIre as al ter.lld-
live 1 

$aflw:! as alt.er.na-
t. ive 1 

Same as alt..er:na-
t.ive 1 

lO'!duce type 18 
by 0.6 acre. 

At tp.r.nat.ivp. 6 
land ·l'reallJl(~llt. , 

sit"P. 1, Sit.Po 2 
Ei-Jht lJi""s 

$5,209 ,070 

9,600 

368,140 

293,480 

-74 , 660 
8'_ 

Same as alt..er.-
nat. ive 1 

5.lmf: att.£:rna-
t.iv~ i 

San~ alterna-
tive 1 

Ai tP.rnat.ive 7 
Sit.e 1, Sitlt 2 
OOSt.on Post 11:1. 
Di"", ~.....,1 St. 
DikP., Uud 'l'r.eat.
l1F.nt., Flood
proofirg at 
.l!l'OOkd"le Place 
and Ilar:t>ara Ct. 

$2,402,670 

2,850 

168,230 

217,160 

+ 48,930 
72' 

SaillP. as alt.p.rna-
nat.ive 1 

Same as Alt~rI)a-
tive 1 

5aIre as alterna-
tive 1 

It'!duce type 18 N:) Effect 
by 0 .1 acre and 
t.y?, 16 by 3. 6 
ar.rP.s . 

Sa".., as al t.p.rna- Sa"" as al tet'- N:) Effect 
tive 1 native 3 

Same as al t.P.rl'lCI
t.ive 2 

N:) Effp.ct. 

Hay d ist.ribut.e 
kne",.n historic 
d,·ch<:olOJ ical 
deposi ts 

-24.5 
- 4.1 
-10.4 
+39.0 

N:) Effect 

Sa",,, as al t.erna
tive 1 

Sal... as al tema- N:) Ef fect 
tive 5 



tJ.:onani c , Fnv l r"Or'lnP.ntal 
or ~")(:ial f'dcwrs 

W,IJI He 

fisl",ry 

Goals 

N. A. 

N.A. 

N. A • • 

N .... . 

TABLE D 9.Jo1I1ARY CLMPARlSO'l Of AL'l'£I<NA'I'IIiCS fOR BLIND BKXlK WA'rrnsuED 

NED-Alternat.ive 
Slte 1, Sit.e 2 , 
Ibst.orl R>st 1Cl. 
Dike, Laurel St. 
Dike, lAnd Treat -
ment . 

EO-A! ternative 2 
Land 'I'rP.atJnent , 
Site 1, Site 2 

Select Plan- A! t.ernative 
Lan:! TreatJ'1'lent , Site 1, 
Site 2, fbston fost kj . 

Dike , Barbara Ct.., laurp.l 
st. Dike, Br.ookdale Place 
Dike 

lEduce qualit.y o f SanP. as altetna- SaIre as altemative 1 
44 . 3 acres fores t- tive 1 
land , 25.8 acres 
op;nland for wild-
li fe by tP.fiopOrary 
inurdat ion. 

(>.lanti t Y of open
lard hab l tat i n
c""asP.d by 18. 6 
acres , forestiard 
habitat decreased 
2.1.5 acres . 

SaIre AS altema- Q.Jant_ity of Cl!->'nlard 
tive 1 ha.Loit..at. iocn~.:is,~ ~ 

16.9 aCrf~S, fon:st..larrl 
habitat deer.easdi by 
2.1. ij acres. 

Cuantity o f t:l! rres- Same a3 al tp.rna- Same as alt.er:T\dt.ive 1 
trial habitat de- tive l ' 
crease<l, by 3.1 acres , 

. aqll.at.ic habitat in-
creased by 3.1 acres . 

eon\"ert 400 ft. of Same as alterna- Same as- al t.er.ndt.ive 1 
stream with mil'U"'OrlolS tive 1 

Lardscape d ikes Landscape d (kes 

f'.bnstruct.ural -Ai tt!rnative 4 
Lal~ Tr~atJuent, Site 1 , 
Sit.e 2, tblstroctural 
fro'a:asuf."P.S 

San¥:! as a l b:r.nat. iv'! 1 

~re as a l t.e rnat lve 1 

Same as alt e rnative 1 

Same as al t.er:native 1 

Same as al ternat.ive i 

Alternative 5 
Land Treatll~nt, 
Sit~ 1, Site 2, 
Oakland lP.ach 
!'\Jill' Plant 

Sam< as alterna-
tive 1 

SaIre as altp.rna-
tive 1 

SaIne as al t.er.na-
t.ive 1 

Same as alt.erna-
tive 1 

SaIre as alterna-
tive 1 

none 

At t.~rnat ive .6 
Liind 'l'rf~d tn.m t, 
Sit.e 1 , Sit.e 2 
Eight DiMS 

Sal", as altp.rna 
tive 1 

SaIre altema-
tive 1 

OJanti t_y o f 
op"nlard habi-
t.at increC:lsil!d 
by 21.6 acrp.s, 
forest_land habi 
r.at. decreased by 
24 . 5 -acres 

s..n.. as al t-.p.rna-
tive 1 

SaIre as al ter-
tive 1 

Alternative 7 
Us r -gjas: t 

SaIIP. as alt.ema- " 
tive 1 

Sam" as alterna-
t.i.ve 1 

SaIIP. as alt.p.rna-
t. ille 1 

Sal"" as alt.erna-
t_i ve 1 

SaIIP. as alterna-
tive 1 

Landsr..ape d ik.P.s 5aJ1Y~ as al terna-
r.eplace 3. 1 tive 1 
acres of tidal 
"",cland. 

- --- - ---
Al t_~Cfl,dlive 8 - ti:) ProJe.:t - This alt:.P.rna t ive \IIOuld be an extensioo of existin:J coooitions . 'Il1ere \trIOuld 00 00 roouctioo of flood damages . 'lltere ~ld t:e ro effect 00 ally of t~ otJ~r. impact 
• ...cII.t!\JOc l~S 1 ist.e:.od aLoJe. 



Table E reflects an incremental analysis of the structural works of 
improvement. Benefit categories considered in this analysis include 
direct and indirect flood damage reduction, yard and lawn damage 
reduction, road and bridge damage reduction, floodproofing costs 
foregone, and employment. 

Direct flood damage reduction benef its resul t from .improved 
floodwater protection to residential, public and cOlfunercial 
buildings in the flood plain and to their contents. Reduced 
indirect damages result from lowering losses attributed to flooding, 
but not represented by !=hysical loss such as rerouting of traffic. 

Yard and lawn damages are not severe in the flood plain and consist 
primarily of debris removal and minor repair following larger 
storms. 

Floodproofingcosts refer to those oosts required under the federal 
flood insurance program for newly built or substantially improved 
structures in the flood plain. I..avJer flood levels with the project 
in, place translates to lower flodproofing costs and the difference 
from what these costs would be wiL~out the project is claimed as ' a 
benefit or cost foregone. 

Employment b2nefits r e fer to the use of othe rwise unemployed or 
under 2i:1,91oyed lab:Jr resource s durins roDstruction of the project and 
f or o[,Rr a tiofl and J:.aintenance a f t'?r instaLl. a tion. 

The Brool~dale and Barbara Court Dikes are not justified as economic 
increJTlents. They were included in the plan as the last added 
increments under total project justification. The Brookdale and 
Barbara Court Dikes were added to maximize protection from upland 
flooding in the 100-year storm • . The quantifiable costs do 
exceed the quantifiable benefits, however, it has been concluded 
that qualitative benefits in reduction of hazard to loss of life 
outweighs the negative ne t benefit. 

The project provides complete protection from the 100-year storm to 
114 residences and 20 businesses. In addition, 216 residences and 
27 businesses will receive partia~protection and thus have reduced 
floodwater damages. The average resiqences inundated are reduced by 
40 p2rcent from 30 to 18, and t he average bl,lsiness e s inundated are 
reduced by 50 percent from 6 to 3. 
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TABLE E - INCRErill'n'AL ocamIC ~TA REFmED 
BY srRUcruRE AND BEr~EFIT Cl\'I'ECDRY 

1979 1/ 

Average Annual FWRS Ibston Laurel st. 
Benefits and Costs 2/ Site 1&2 Post Dike Dike 
Direct Flood Damage 

Reduction $124,470 $ 9,980 $37,590 
Indirect Flood Damage 
Reduction 9,750 1,040 2,890 

Yard and Lawn Damage 
Reduction 2,910 730 

Road and Bridge Damage 
Reduction 390 

Fl 00dproofing Costs Foregone 3,800 240 380 
Employment 7,830 590 3,260 

Total Benefits $149,150 $11,850 $44,850 

Total Costs 111,100 5,690 39,910 

Net Benefits $ 38,050 $ 6,160 $ 4,940 

Eenefit:Cost 1. 34: 1 2.08:1 1.12:1 

Residences Protected 
from 100-year storm 64 0 12 

Businesses Protected 
f~~ lOO-jear storm 18 2 0 

1/ 1979 Dollars 
2/ p~ortized at 6-7/8 'percent for 100 years 

3/ 3/ 
Barbara Brookdale 
Ct. Dike Dike 

", 

$ 5,880 $ 8,410 

450 910 

900 1,270 

500 690 
2, 450 2,890 

$10,180 $14,170 

28,480 34,730 . 

$18,300 $20,560 

0.36:1 0.41:1 

13 25 

0 0 

3/ TI1esedikes were added to maximize protection from upland flooding in 
the IOO-year storm, ,and reduce hazard and risk of loss of life. 

n~srALIATION A.1>ID FINANCING 

Federal assistance, financial and other, to ,re furnished by the Soil Con
s ervation Service and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, in (X)()peration with the Forest Serv'ice in ca rrying out the 
p coject, is oontingent on the appropriation of funds for this purpose. 
Before federal funds are made available, the. sponsors will be r esponsible 
for: 

1. Giving assurances that all necessary landrig~ts have reen secured. 

2. Providing for administering the contracts. 

3. Executing an Operation and Haintenance Agreement. 
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4. Executing a project agreement. 

Obtaining the funds needed to apply the land treatment measures will 
be the responsibility of the individual landowners and operators, 
utilizing cost-sharing assistance as may be available for approved 
practices through the ongoing program. Complete program implementa
tion is, hOilever, contingent upon the availability of associated 
funding. The funds for technical assistance will be provided by the 
Deparbnent of EnvironmE:ntal Conservation, PL 566, and through the 
ongoing program of the Soil Conservation Service and the Soil and 
Water Conservation District. 

The Hestchester County Soil and Hater Conservation District will be 
responsible for providing assistance to landownE: rs and operators to 
help them plan, establish, and maintain land treatment measures. 
The land treatment measures 'w-lill be installed at approximately uni
form annual rates over the 4-year -installation period. Installation 
of similar m::asures required to meet the total conservation needs 
will be continued thereafter. 

The Hestchester County Soil and Water Conservation District wilL 
petition thE: County of l'lestchester to establish a small watershed 
protection district, in accordance with New York State's enabling 
l egislation (J.:.rtic le 5-D of the County Law). Upon approval by the 
county govern~ent, the Blind Brook Small Watershed Protection 
District will be come the Sponsor and bear the landrights cost 
associated wi u1 the installation of the structural and nonstructural 
measures. Funds for these establ ishment expenses and landrights 
costs will be provided through procedures pre scribed in New York 
State's enabling legislation (County Law). Under provisions of 
County Law, up to 50 percent of the costs of landrights -ne eded for 
floJd prevention may be reimbursable t.~rough New York State funding. 
The schedule of obligations for structural measure s is shown on 

. Ta ble H. 

The Blind Bro::>k v~atershed project will have to be built considering 
the effects of the individual structures on the whole project. 
Specifically, lx>th dams will have to be completed before the dikes 
are started. Tnis is because tl1e ~esign of ilie dikes considers the 
effects of ilie darns being in place. A construction schedule would 
be to build site No. 1 t he first year 'at a total cost of $695,700, 
to build site No.2 the second year at a OJst of $889,400, to builo 
Brookdale Place Dike, Boston Post Road Dike and Barbara Court Dike 
the iliird year at a cost of $978,520, and to build Laurel Street 
Dike ilie fourth year at a cost of $568·,940. 

Expenses incurred in the fonnation of the Blind Brook Small Water
shed Protection District will be provide d for by the county of 
Hestchester and city of Rye. -The district will have legal authority 
and it will: 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Provide the necessary landrights including all needed permits 
for all structural and oonstructural measures. Permits might 
include tiv" U. S. Amw Coms of Eng ineer' s 404 permit, NYS De
partment of Environmental Conservation permits, and consultation 
under \~stchester County Sanitary Code, Article 16, Sectlon 
1613. They will obtain landrights through negotiation or con
dem~t~on, if nece~sary. Al?prais~ls will be obta~ned as ~ I?re
requlslte to securlng landrlghts ln accordance wlth provlslons 
of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi
tion Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91~646, 84 Stat. 1894), 
and any other applicable laws. 

Provide for the administration of construction contracts and for 
such inspection and other administrative services as it requires 
for the installation of structural measures without P. L. 566 
cost sharing assistance. The sponsors, at a later date, may 
request the Soil Conservation Service to ad,ninister contracts. 

Prior to entering into agreements that obligate funds of the 
Soil Conservation Service, the sponsors will agree to a code of 
conduct governing t.he perfOIT.la11Ce of its officers, employees, or 
aC]ents in contracting with or e xpending P. L. 566 funds; ' and a 
flnancial rranagement system for control, accounta bil i ty, and 
disclosure of P.L. 566 funds received and for control and 
accountability for property and othe r assets p..lrch3sed with P. L. 
566 funds. Pro3ram income ea rned during tJ1e grant p-::r iod will 
be l rep:>rted on tJ1e sponsor's rt?quest fOI:" cll o\'; .:.n~e or reictburse
mer t fl:"om the Sa-vice. 

R~est the assistance of the Coorx:~rative Extension Service, 
through tJ1eir agents and specialists, in developing and carrying 
but tile w3tershed information and eOucation program. 

Request the cooperation of lending agencies, such as local banks 
and t.he ,Federal Land Bank to prOVIde loans to help cooperating 
landowners a..'1d operators install needed treatment rc:]s:Jres. 

Provide relocation assistance advisoL¥ sel-vices,~nen necessary, 
to include providing current and contInuing information on the 
availability prices, and rentals, of comp~rable dece nt, safe, 
and sanitary sales and rental housing; supply information .con
cerning federal and state housing progra][\s, disaster loan pro
grams, and otJ1er federal or state l?rogra;l15 off e ring as sis tance 
to displaced p~rsons in order to ITLmimiZe r.5rdships to such per
sons in adjusting to relocation. These services Hill be provid
ed without P.L. 566 cost sharing assistill1ce. 

As part of project administration, provide personally, or by 
certified or registered first class rTBil, written notice of dis
placement, at least 90 days before displaced persons have to 
move, and appropriate anplication fOrn15 to each individual, fam
ily, or buslness, to be~aisplaced; assist in filing applications, 
review, and take action on applications for relocation assist
ance; review and process grievances in . connection wiLh d i spla8e
mentsi and make relocation payments. 
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B. Incremental Benefit Cost Analysis (1979 Dollars) 

Avg. Annual Annual IJet 
Item Benefits Costs 1/ Benefits B:C 

Floc:x:r.;ater Retarding 
Structures 1 and 2 149,150 111,100 · 38,050 1. 34: 1 

Boston Post Road Dike 11,850 5,690 6,160 2.08:1 

Laurel St. Dike 44,850 39,910 4,940 1.12: 1 

Barbara Ct. Dike y 10,180 28,480 -18,300 .36:1 

Broo)~dale Place Dike 2/ 14,170 34,730 -20,560 .41:1 

Total Structural Heasures 230,200 219,910 10,290 1.05: 1 

1/ Amortized at 6-7/8 percent interest for 100 years. 
2/ The Brookdale Dike and Barbara Court Dikes are not justified as econ

omic increments. They were included in the plan as the last added in
cceiilents uI1der total project justification. The Bl-ookdale Dif';.e and 
B3rbara Court Dikes were added to maximize protection fcom up land 
flooding in tJle 100-yea r storm. The yuanta i.able costs e xc-2e d the 
quantifiable b'-'nefits. however. it has been concluded that qualitative 
consideratio:1s in reduction of hazard to loss of life out\lei ghs . the 
negative net benefits. 

• 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

Mr. Frank J. Culross 
Rye City Manager 
City Hall 
Rye , New York 10580 

Dear Mr. Culrass: 

771 Federal Building 
100 S. Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

Attached are comnents from u.S. D:partment of the Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife and the U. S. Corps of Engineers on the Blind Brook project 
which the Soil Conservation Service received subsequent to the deadline 
for interagency review. Also attached are the Soil Conservation Serv
ice responses to the comnents and an amended Page 37 to the Environ
mental Impact Statement. 

This data should · be added to the Blind Brook Watershed Plan and EIS 
which was forwarded to you on July 2, 1979. 

Sincerely, 

Robert G. !bod 
Water Resources Staff Leader 

Attach:rrents 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE tiECRET AR Y 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

ER-79/358 

Mr. Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
771 Federal Building 
100 South Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

Dear Mr. Hilliard: 

JUN 28 1979 

Thank you for your letter of April 13, 1979, requesting our 
views and comments on ·the draft watershed plan and draft 
environmental sta~ement for the Blind Brook Watershed, New 
York and Connecticut. We have reviewed the documents and 
have the following general and specific comm.ents. 

General Comments 

The draft environmental statement does not adequately 
describe the potential project impacts on fish and wild
life resources in the project area. We also suggest that 
the effects of the project on ground-water recharge, 
quality, and levels be assessed. 

There are no active mineral operations in the project area 
which could conflict with the proposed plan. Although 
impacts on in-the-ground mineral resources (sand and gravel 
and stone) are not mentioned, th~y can be inferred from the 
discussion on the commitment of land. The temporary 
flooding of the floodpools would not lockup underlying 
mineral resources in case of emergency. This is not true 
for the actual structures (dams, spillways, and dikes). 
We do not recommend that this report be revised, but do 
suggest that future reports prepared by the Soil Conserva
tion Service specifically mention mineral resources and 
the impacts proposed actions may have on mineral resources. 
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Specific Comments 

Page 5 - It would be useful in appraising the adequacy of 
the natural foundations if, in addition to the generalized 
information presented, a summary of the extensive assess
ment of soils and physical resources referred to were 
included in the environmental statement. 

Page 29 - The statement states that the Alternatives section 
"includes the Water Resources Council's 4-account displays 
and discusses impacts on sediment, erosion, landuse, water 
quality, floodwater, prime farmland, wildlife, fisheries, 
threatened and endangered species, archeological and 
historic resources, and wetlands." An examination of this 
section, however, finds said discussion lacking. Table D 
"Summary Comparison of Alternatives for Blind Brook Water
shed" should supplement discussion on these issues, not 
substitute for it. 

Page 31 - Neither the American osprey nor the Blanding's 
turtle are federally listed as endangered or threatened 
species. However, the federally protected bald eagle and 
peregrine falcon may be found in the project area as 
occasional transients. 

Page 32 - The two stream sites pr9posed for floodwater 
retarding structures are presently bordered by trees. 
Little Brook, in the vicinity of the Site 2 structure, 
flows through dense forestlands which provide 90 to 100 
percent shade over the water. Blind Brook, in the vicinity 
of the Site 1 structure, provides greater than 54 percent 
shade over the water. Although data is 'not provided for 
the percent shading of the reaches proposed for dikes, 
conversion of wooded sites to open land will occur 
(page 34;A.l.0 and, thus, loss of stream shading is anti
cipated. The anticipated increase in solar heating in the 
stream has not been assessed in the environmental state
ment although it appears a potential problem: Solar 
heating may also be anticipated in the sediment ponds. 
The potential impacts of removal of shade on the warming 
of the stream should be analyzed in the final statement. 
The effects of maintaining fairly large sediment ponds, in 
comparison to smaller ponds, should be evaluated in terms 
of additional heat transferred to the stream system, the 
potential warming of the stream as a result of the removal 
of shade, the pres~nt thermal stresses on the aquatic 
ecosystem, and the expected life of the sediment ponds. 
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Page 33 - The water quality data provided is not sufficient 
to assess the present stresses on the ~quatic ecosystem or 
for evaluating the potential impacts on the preferred alter
native. Although water quality data was taken over a 6~month 
period in 1975, and randomly during 1971 and 1976, only 
median values are listed. The listing of median values for 
water temperature is not adequate for determining present and 
potential temperature stresses. Our Fish and Wildlife Service 
would like to review the data from which median values were 
determined. . 

Page 36 - The statement indicates that borrow activities will' 
cause temporary disturbance on 12 acres of golf course 
(B.-IO), that intermittent impact by the flood pools at 
FWRS 1 will occur on 14.7 acres of golf course, and that 
0.8 acres of golf course will be converted by construction 
at FWRS (B.-8). The final statement should indicate the 
proposed measures to mitigate these impacts. 

The construction of the floodwater retarding structure will 
commit 150 feet of Blind Brook and 250 feet of Little Brook 
to being encased by concrete pipe (B.-II). Species of fish 
in these brooks require migrations ' upstream to spawn. The 
effects that these structures and the two earth-fill dams 
will have on fish migrations should be addressed in the 
final sta te~ent. If the effects are adverse to fish migra
tions, alternatives to the pipes should be considered. 

Page 37 - The 'most valuable wildlife resource in the 
watershed is the riparian habitat. The effects of this 
proposed project on riparian habitat have not been 
adequately discussed in the statement. Mitigation measures, 
included in the project plans to offset habitat losses, are 
not satisfactory. Suitable mitigation can only be dis
cussed once the impacts are known. We ' suggest that project 
impacts on wildlife be examined more closely to identify 
suitable mitigation to be implemented concurrently with 
structural measures. 



: 

-4 -

Page ·44 - The document also states that "none of the 
alternatives evaluated would achieve the planning 
obj.ectives with essentially a similar commitment of 
resources while avoiding environmental impacts." The 
infor~ation contained in Table D, however, indicates 
that alternative one (FWRS 1 and 2 with Laurel Street 
and Boston Post Road Dikes) should achieve the desired 
planning objectives. This alternative would also pro
vide a highei benefit ratio, 1.31:1, than the selected 
alternative, 1.05:1. Moreover, the effects of alterna
tive one, as identified in Table D, differ only slightly 
from those of the selected alternative. An important 
positive difference between these two alternatives, 
however, is that no adverse effect on archeological and 
historical r~sources is identified for alternative one, 
whereby a possible adverse effect to archeological 
resources is identified for the selected alternative. 
No specific information is provided indicating why 
alternative one was rejected. 

Appendix C - The archeological and historical study which 
was conducted for the project states that there is a high 
probability that significant historic archeological 
remains will be impacted by dike construction in the 
vicinity of Old-Rye Fort and along the eastern bank of 
Blind Brook upstream of Milton Harbor. Intensive survey 
of the construction zone in this area is recommended by 
the archeological consultant. Additionally, the consultant 
recommends that the complex or district which includes the 
Square House (a National Register pr6perty) and the Old Rye 
Fort should be evaluated in terms of the adverse effects 
of the project's intrusion and construction impact. 

Appendix E - The location of historic properties should 
be identified in the air photos in relationship to the 
project. 

Summary Comments 

The draft does not contain sufficient information from a 
fish and wildlife standpoint to state a probable position 
(recommendations pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordi
nation Act) with respect to the issuance of any Federal 
permits such as those required under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act or Section 10 of the 1899 Rivers and 
Harbors Act that might be necessary to implement this 
project. 



'. 

, 

-5-

The final statement should address potential project-caused 
impacts to fish 'and wildlife resources and discuss provi
sions to avoid or offset any adverse impacts to those 
resources. 

We hope these comments will be of assistance to you in 
developing the necessary information to evaluate project 
impacts on areas under our jurisdiction or special expertise. 

'1nC9~lY' 
'1_I~ 
~E. Meierotto 

8; 1'1T~~t'lftf SECRETARY 



" -, "" 

, (i~ . ", .. J .. ,.. ' . ". . 

~1r. Lany E. ,-;cit"otto 
b:.;~;ictant ~.iec;ret.i.try 
l.i .:3. Dcpartl\;(;nt of the Interior 
LJLUre o( tile Gccret.ary 
Washin]ton, D.C. 20:l40 

Dear Mr. l 'k"!irotto. 

...... . , 

771 Federal ~Jl.tildil"¥J 
100 So. Clinton ~;trect 
~yracll3e, 1.Je\"/ York 13260 . 

July 9, 1979 
t t ,_ 

'rhank you for your letter of JlU1e 28, 1979, expresallllJ views and com
Hlcnb on the Blind lJl."ook t"iatershed Draft Plan and 1:. I.S. 'rhe COli~ 
iilcnts, tOjetll("~r 'iliUl a CDl:~ of this n!3J?CllSO, have ~n transmitted to 
th~ project SiJonoors. 

rl'~lC intenl~c;lc"~; rr~vi8\J r".:riod [or Blind Brook "\"i,:lS oo.lop1eted on June 
11, 1979, al)l) ~l wu:'eqoouted yraco period "JaB provided lIltil June 25, 
1979. 

" .' 

It \OBS oocel3SaL-Y on June 25 to proceed with the printing of the docu- ·~· ... : 
lucnt to bE! lV3ed for the ootice of availability. '!his action wru3 taken 
to cmmrc <Xlll)lianoa ';1H:11 local sch~dul in0. Because yout" COllbll(]nts 
\-Jere not r~ceiveC1 tmtil J'uly2, 1979, they \-l~l"C not: included in 
l'LJF:mdi:: i) of the d(X~LU;l('lIt. Y<.}ur COH!lK;~nts onJ this reS;;JOlIse will be 
added to J\t.pendix U of U1l;~ final c:bcument bef01"e it .is sigood. 

The following are roI3PCU5eS to your CXJIllncntS' 

1. 'l'he envirolliiental asscssmentpr.:ocess is extensive and generates li -: ' 

LlI:Je :, jUilJltitiot~ or data. :;u::tr.ary data iG publ ished in tile Plan 
alid l~ .r.s·. to re :lll('''C tl~ size of the document. All data is on 
file and ll.'i~y iJC mvim1eO at }'OUr cxllw('>flionc.'(!. " 

. 2. '.1~le : :.t.i[u'Jral: .tI en ['ilJO 29 l:oferencirYj tlle~":atur Hr~sOllr(".'e Council's 
4-tlCC'Ollllt c:iiGrl"~::; , c.;tvlics to tllf! enth-o L'iU.lCts section, l)ayOS 

2~ tlll."QU:.jh 4-1. 'l11c13c ['IU:JCS 00 rontaln inpacts of the project for 
all the varioW3 C.lteg01:ies as stated. 

3. It is the jud:Jc':lcnt of the Soil Conaorvation S(.)rvice that the 
l)tqosed construction will lx>t adveroely iUl?iJCt grouru wter. 

4. . It har. tJccn JL>tcJ that tile bc.'1ld eilJ1c and pcl""Q'Jr.!l\o falcon flluy be 
touno in tbe ~rojf..'Ct area uS 'occasional tr"msicnts. It is our 
juUS;Grwent that the project \'Iill rot inl'uct thee."e species. 

5. N;.; st.ated in tJ1C t. J.5., there is no sport fisher}, in the upper 
-reaches of Blind Brook or its tributaries. - RaU<Jh fish such as ~ , '-
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yulc1en shiI1(:~n;, white suckers, bla,;knose dace, and goldfish are 
fuund in th~ streall1e 'l'hE:::refore, the dams should not impedQ an:l 
fish miyrations or npawning ~ities. This will IJe atatad en / 

I 

.. .. ,4 ~i' ':; .... page .37 of the E.l.S. , . , ' ~ 
" 

6. Constructiun of th~ flCx:xt·lC.lter retarding structures and dikes will 
cause salle reduction of stream shadil1(j. '111e los.<:;cG m.'"e estimated 
1.:.0 t:e 10)/ nnd shoull) not increase solar hea1.:.in'J in the stream. 
rl're~:3 and shrub!;; \vill be nnintained en UlC l:-~ri!noters of the sed- . 
i Hlent fXXlls at the 'dmll sites. Some shade \·l!ll be lost at the 
outlets of the dar,iS, ho.oover, thQse losses should be I inti teo to 
100 feet at each outlet. Nater flowing tlU:OU9,h the pipes under , 

1W.\~" ;': ~ " .' .. 
the dallB will have an adcled ax>ling effect Ql the stream. .. ' , ' 

'" 

Currently, tll0ce is all q .-cn \later p:>lld at the prOI::osr~d loc:ation of 
u)(~ site 2 sL>uirnellt lXlOl. 'l'he sediment pool \'lill t-e ap~)roxiIilatcly 
the Si)ji\e size as the existing fX.'J1d, hC:Ji'K!ver, it \·;ill be somewhat 
dcei.X:!r. 

Dike construction should have minor irrpactsOl \..eter temperature. 
Constntction \..auld irilpact only one side of the stream anu HIOSt 

, t . ., ' . " areas are already under l:esidenti~l developnent. The Jrost sig- ' i};, ,:: 7 
nificant shac]in::J impacted \·~uld be the Darbara COurt (xmstruction ', . , , 
zone which follows the stream for about 800 feet. 

7 • ~·:<.ltcr :jua lity duta was coordinated through USGS as e xplained on 
!?a~~ 33 of the Plan and E.l.S. 'l'he data is available for your 
l:evie\-I. 

8. 

9. 

'1118 Illiti<jiltion of recreation ~treas, such as the golf course, ir:J 
considered a local responsibility. Current s.cs pol icy does not ,' r; 

require mitivation for inpacts 00 that form of land use. 

'; .'-': ' ~ ' " . 

It 11<1:'3 t:.cc11 l.k:t0ndJK~d thc:\t i.rit~acts on ripari<ln uildl He habitat 
tltn)uJh l,1'"oject installation will be limit(.~. 'Ille ins~'\llation of 
dikes ,.,ill h<lVC tJ1C greatest ilnpa<.:t en riparian habitat and thece 
dikes at:c pl~Hmed in , the citj of Hye \\'hcre tho habitat is not 
conGider~ lli'Jll value for ~lildl ife. The predominant "dldl ire 
resources mfected '·.uuld be squirrels and songbirds. It has been 
uf:)sessed there in in (m(..'C~~ of 160,000 feet of stn~alnbanb1 in the 
w'-ltcrsilL'-Cl. 'I1}(;~ Plujcct ~'lill in'pact aLout 2 l;erccnt of that total, 
und ripariall valu~s in the ilT()acted areas \-,QuId not 00 eliminated. 
'll1ere[orc, it l1<'tS lx.x:n uctermined that I.d tilJutioIl "JOuld not b~ 
required. 'Il1cre are <.:ontinl:Jencies in CI1C]ineering cost estimates 
tor planting shrubs arxl trees in diking areas. 

lU. 

' , :1, ' . .. -, 

luternative 3 \\'as s~lectE.'Cl as ql)(J&.~ to altenJative 1 beCilusa of 
the ureatcr level of flood protection. 1\ltcrnative 3 inoorr::orates 
b~ additional uikes which Pl"Otect 38 residences in the IOU-year , ,' . , 
stOliil. The h~ diLes, lJarbara Court and DrooJ;:dala Place, ~re Int' 
incrementally justified and have a negative effect on the 
benefit:cost ratio. Altenlative 3 achieves 72 percent of flood 
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t"eductioll to all habitable stnlcl-'lreG, including baSelflellts, as 
UL-1,()s<..:d t.o (;6 perc(:~nt offered t:t iJltcrnative 1. Alternative 3 
\'las wnsicJeroo hore effective in achieving .l.ocal oojectives. 

11. l..:J stated in the CuI tural Itesources Survey and evaluation in 
l\};-,[)cI"Xlix C, the (nflstruction of the Brookdale placa and Barbara 
Court dikes could re~5ul t in · possible impacts on historic 
rec..ources. 'Ulis ronclusion qf the Clltural H.esources Sutvay has 
Ue811 rKJted, hovJcver, a more intensive _stuuy would not appear 
justified at this tiIae. 

12. 

13. 

'l'llo pla.n has men axm3inatoo with the Division of Historic PreS
clvation, tJe\l Yod~ State Pi.lrl:.s and Hecroation. If artifacts or 
ot.her itai~ of an:heologica1 or historic significance are uncov
erc.'CJ b:l t"llE~ Soil Cons€rvation Service, or brought to its atten
tion ~ others prior to or during construction, the State Com
rL.bsioll of Parks anJ I{ccreation and Ule I~atiollal p(ld~ Service 
\·lill l:r~ rotifk:u. C<)ll~;truct:ion 1rlill rot b:;):jin or o"Jntinue until 
C1::"'t:t"O.l.lrhltc i.'lrL-'lIl-j!.:inellts for SUtveys c:r zal vage have been made. 
(page 20 of Pl<m/I.::.I.S.). 

COllstruction of the rrop:)sed project will not physically impact 
any historic l~jCrtics. 

The_ Soil ConGervation Setvica has oonducted a full environmental 
aS3CSS.l:\Cnt of the Blind Drook project, including intcragency 00-

ot-Jination (lith t.l1c U. S.D. r. Fish and ~'iildl i(e Sarv ice at 
Cortland, tJcH Yorl~ ilnd tile Pcu York titilte i):~f-"\It"bnc:nt of r:nviron-
1I1entill COllsm:vation. 'l'ecill1ic.:c.u data related to fish artd \dlcUife 
rCSOllr<..'es will h_~ lI~ldc i.1vailr.ilile cJ3 require<1 during tho 404 per
llIit plU<X!SS. It has r..€.€11 ootermined th<lt the prorQsed project 
will not caUS-2 ~i(jrd!icant W\)aCts 0'1 fish and \-lilcUife rosouroes 
which ~uld require special pt'OVisions or mitigation. 

::;huuld :you have any flllther <n.lrnents or questions on the nl ind Brook 
Pr;oject pleuse wntact fill office. 

Gincer~ly, 

xfC 
Ho/)er-t L. IlillL:Il:d 
State Vonscrvationi3t 

cc: i -ir. Fred ~;\lic.l~, C'hairmun, ';;I'JGtchestcr Co. a,·\t:D, \';hite Plains, NY 
tir. John Car:~y, f';Ul'Or, City of Hic, lJ'f 
I-it". Peter Eschwciler, COl1n., -v:estchester CO. ~pt. of Planning 
l"lr-. Karl otte, ilcmJ, 1'111-]. Tech. Sta[f, terse, r,cs, Droa.lall., PA 
hr. James HitcilCll, Dir., {.all:) Div., ~;a;, ~7ru;ldn:Jta1, OC 
ht:. Fr.:ml~ J. Culross, City N~r., City of l~ .. e, NY 
Mr. calvin J. Parkins, Area Consvst. , SCS, Nid:Uet0;1I'1, U{ 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSI STANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D .C. ZOllO , 

Honorable Rupert Cutler 

() b 1 9 JUN 1979 

r,,·,: ,, - :',:-,I n3 fj 0 9 
. -.... ---~ 

:~. ~:~. : ," di~_. fu~ Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

r '" r . "' "''i;''' 0 REC --/-:' I ,. : :1'.::1." 1, ,,, ' . • ':". (lJ.J-oI/\(;) 
S c5 , {)t, . ' 

Dear Mr. Cutler: 79 J UN 2 i A 9: 53 ' 

In compliance with the provisions of Section 5 of Public Law 566, 
' 83rd Congress, the views of the Secretary of the Army were requested 
for the Watershed Work Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Blind Brook Watershed, New York and Connecticut. 

We have reviewed the report and foresee no conflicts with any 
projects or current 'proposals of this Department. However, we did note 
that the report shows no evidence of consultation with the Corps of Engi
neers on the possible need for regulatory permits such as are required 
under Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Ac~ of 1972. 
Also, the Environmental Impact Statement appears lacking in three areas 
stipulated by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations of 
15 April 1974, specifically, land use plans, an appropriate summary 
sheet, and an adequate discussion of alternatives and associated impacts. 

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Blumenfeld 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Civil Works) 



. ~ . . . " 
" UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

771 Federal Building, 100 South Clinton Street, Syracuse, New York 13260 

Honorable Michael Blumenfeld 
'Assistant Secretary of the Army 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 
Washington, D~C. 20310 

Dear Mr. Blumenfeld: 

July 12, 1979 

Thank you for your letter of June 19, 1979, expressing views and com
'ments on the Bl ind Brook Watershed Draft Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. The comments, together with a ~opy of this response, have 
been transmitted to th~ project sponsors. 

The interagency review period for Blind Brook was compl eted on June 11, 
1979, and an unrequested grace period was provided until June 25, 1979. 

It was necessary on June 2S to proceed with the printing of the docu
ment to be used for the Notice of Availability. This action was taken 
to ensure compliance with local scheduling. Because your comments were 
not received until July 2, 1979, they were not included in the Appendix 
B of the document. Your comments and this response will be added to 
Appendix B of the final document before it is signed. 

The following are responses to your comments: 

1. To date, there has been no consultation on the 404 permit process. 
The consultation will take place as required during the operations 
phase of the project. The project is still considered to be in the , 
planning phase. 

2. The EIS was developed in compliance with the Council on Em'iroJlJl)~ntiil 

~Ialities (CEQ) National Envir.onmental pol~cy Act Regulations ~~sued 
November 29, 1978. 

3. The data related to the formulation of project alternatives ,is pre
sented on pages 11 through 15 of the Plan/EIS. 

4. Impacts related to land use patterns are presented on pages 34 througl, 
3] of the plan/EIS. 
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Hon. Michael Blumenfeld, 7/12/79 2 

Should you require further data concerning the Blind Brook project, please 
notify my office. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Hilliard 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
Mr. Fred Zwick, Chairman, Weitchester Co. S&WCD 
Mr. John Carey, Mayor, City of Rye 
Mr. Peter Eschweiller, Comm. Westchester Co. Dept. of Planning 
t-1r. Karl F. Otte, Head, PIng. Tech. Staff., NETSC, Broomall, PA 
Mr. James Mitchell, Director, WS Division, SCS, Washington, DC 
Mr. Frank J. Culross,City Mgr. City of Rye 
Mr. Calvin J. Perkins, AC, SCS, Middletown, NY 



5. Four-tenths acre of type 1 wetland will be converted to 
terrestrial habitat. Three and one-tenth ·acres of 
terrestrial habitat will be converted to aquatic habitat. 

6. There will be no impacts on threatened or endangered 
species. 

7. Existing habitat for minnow species will be lost in 400 
feet of stream. 

D. Irreversible and Irretrievable Comnitments of Resources 

The structural measures will occupy approximately 117.0 acres 
of land, consisting of 10.0 acres of open land formerly 
cropped, 66.8 acres of forest land, 27.5 acres of other land, 
8.6 acres of urban land, 0.8 acre of water~ 3.3 acres of 

. wetland, and 6,800 feet of perennial stream. 

Other cornnitment of resources includes labor, materials, and 
energy required for the construction of the project. 

Commitment of the land and water areas to features of the 
project will preclude these areas from other uses for a period 
to exceed the life of the project. The cornnitted acreage will 
become an open space area used by upland wildlife. The 
sediment pool areas will be used by minnows, waterfowl, and 
furbearers. 

The storage volume in the reservoirs allocated to sediment 
will be filled during the life of the project. However, the 
structures will be operational for flood reduction for many 
years. 

Four hundred feet of minnow habitat will be lost by dam 
construction. The dams should rot impede any fish migrations 
-~~-~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~-------------------------------------

E. Adverse Environmental Impacts Which Cannot Be Avoided • 

. The following in the judgment of the Soil Conservation 
Service are the most illportant environmental amenities that 
would be lost if the selected plan is mstalled. 

1. Floodwater Retarding Structures 1 and 2 will eliminate 
3.1 acres of terrestrial habitat, and 1,700 feet of per
ennial streams. 

2. TWelve acres of land presently being used as a golf course 
will be altered by bo~ activities. 

3. The Brookdale Place Dike will eliminate 0.4 acre of Type 
1 Wetland. 
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