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does not accurately reflect the water quality of the runoff. Unfortunately, there may not be values
available for meadow but, because these areas are relatively undisturbed and not actively being
used -only mowed one or twice a year- values for forested land should be used.

The backup water quality calculations demonstrate two alternatives where credit was taken for
pollutant removal with and without swales. The rationale for taking credit for pollutant removal is
that treatment is achieved through infiltration. Since some of the swales are located in areas
where infiltration may not be possible due to high groundwater or impermeable soils, this credit
may not be taken for all of the catchment areas.

The erosion and sediment control plan is insufficient, especially considering the high groundwater
table in certain portions of the site and the considerable rock cuts. Additional detail should be
provided to the phasing plan and the sequence of construction should be further discussed (see
Comment 1 under Section 3.12, “Construction). The subcatchment areas and the cut and fill
balances of each area should be considered when designing the sequence plan.

The erosion and sediment control plan does not address the dewatering operations associated
with the construction activities. The proximity to the reservoir, the high groundwater table and the
40 foot cuts are all factors that affect the erosion and sediment control during the construction
activities.

The report states that cisterns may be used to irrigate; however, there does not appear to be any
significant landscaped areas where irrigation would be needed.

Pocket pond and micropool extended detention are the types of ponds proposed for treatment.
Because the proposed ponds are close to existing wetlands and streams, created wetlands
should be considered.

There is concern that the proposed pond designs are within the groundwater table. In some
cases the proposed pond bottom will be excavated 10 feet below the existing grade. Typically,
NYCDEP does not allow ponds to be constructed more than 1 foot below the groundwater table.
The designs presented are possibly more than 8 feet below the groundwater table.

Generally stormwater ponds are located along the proposed contours. Proposed Pond 1.0P is
located perpendicular to the contours. A retaining wall should not be used along sidewalls of a
basin.

Please discuss the long term impacts associated with the access road for the wastewater
absorption fields. The drawings only show the temporary access for the construction of the force
main and an existing path. The applicant should evaluate the condition of the existing stream
crossing to determine whether it is traversable by construction equipment.

The 'Grading and Utilities Plan' should include the top and bottom wall elevations along the
retaining walls.

Section 3.9 Traffic and Transportation

1.

A schematic of the proposed Interstate 84 Exit 1 and Saw Mill Road improvements should be
provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS).

This figure has not been provided in either the DEIS or Appendix O (as referenced on page
3.9-19 and 3.9-36). A copy of the “Report of Findings, City of Danbury, The Reserve Master
Plan Traffic” should be included in Appendix O.

For signalized intersections, approach delays and LOS should be shown in the tables.
This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

Since there may not be definite plans to improve the intersection of US Route 6/202 and Peach
Lake Road (NYS Route 121) the applicant should identify mitigation measures to offset the
impact of the proposed project. Table 3.9-18 shows that the northbound left-turn movement at the
intersection of US Route 6/202 and Peach Lake Road would decline from LOS C (delay of 24.1
seconds per vehicle) in the No Build to LOS F (delay exceeding 120 seconds per vehicle) during
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the Saturday peak hour. This is a significant impact and must be identified in the TIS as an impact
requiring mitigation. In the PM peak hour the LOS remains at F and the delay increases from
102.1 seconds per vehicle to greater than 120 seconds of delay per vehicle (again an impact
requiring mitigation). A review of the site generated traffic figures (Figures 3.9-13, 3.9-14 and 3.9-
15) shows that the proposed project would add approximately 142, 520 and 789 project related
trips through this intersection during the AM, PM and Saturday peak hours, respectively. This is a
considerable increase in traffic volume that ranges from a 7 to 75 percent increase depending on
the peak hour.

The applicant has not identified mitigation for this intersection, but indicates that it would
place funds in escrow with the Town towards future improvements at this location. This is
not acceptable and the applicant must identify mitigation at this location.

Parking conditions during Holidays should be discussed in the TIS. Is there sufficient capacity to
accommodate this demand or is a traffic parking and management necessary?

The applicant has not provided specific information on a holiday parking management
strategy. On page 3.9-42, the applicant indicates that “once the actual tenants are known”
a strategy can be developed. We feel that a strategy can be developed based upon the
types of retail stores proposed and that a specific tenant is not required to prepare this
analysis.

At the three locations where detailed collision data were provided, a conclusion regarding ways to
improve safety should be provided in the TIS.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

Has the applicant had discussions with NYSDOT regarding the proposed new traffic signal and
the location of the driveways on US Route 6 and 202? The Town should be included on the
status of the work with NYSDOT.

The applicant has provided minutes of a meeting on November 13, 2007 with NYSDOT.
Proposed snow storage areas should be shown on Figure 3.9-11.
This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

A graphic should be provided in the TIS that shows the location of the three proposed median
closures.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.
As requested in the Scope, a discussion on pedestrian circulation should be included in the TIS.

While this comment has been addressed, please see our New Comment No. 7 under
Project Description.

A CD with the HCS files should be provided to the Town for review.
This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The project generated assignment methodology, as mentioned on Page 3.9-23 of the study,
needs to be expanded in the TIS. The project assignment from the Brewster area is very low.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

Although not requested in the scope of work, the intersections of Sodom Road at Route 6/202
and East Main Street (Route 6) at Route 22/202 (Route 6) should be considered for analysis.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.
A copy of the ATR and turning movement counts should be provided for Town review.
This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The number of truck trips generated by the proposed project should be stated in the TIS for a 24-
hour distribution.
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This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The peak traffic activity hours in the weekday morning, evening and Saturday for the intersections
in the study area were mentioned in the DEIS text, but it is not clear as to whether the
intersections were analyzed for their individual peak hours or for area-wide peak hours. It is
recommended that a single area-wide peak hour be identified for both the weekday and weekend
time periods and a corresponding analysis should be done in order to ensure a proper
investigation of the possible traffic impacts in the area.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The site-generated PM peak hour traffic volumes do not balance for westbound US Route
202/Route 6 between Dingle Ridge Road and Joe’s Hill Road. However, the Build volumes for
these intersections are correctly computed. The figure for site-generated PM peak hour traffic
volumes should be revised for the error stated above.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The “percentage of heavy vehicles” factor in the HCS analyses for major corridors like US Route
6/202, NYS Route 121 as well as |-84 ramps appear to be considerably low. If field observations
have been made to arrive at the percentages, the data should be summarized and submitted to
the Town for review.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The HCS analyses for the intersection of Argonne Road/ NYS Route 22 ramps and US Route 6
do not reflect the correct existing lane geometry in the field. Moreover, the signal appears to have
an exclusive left-turn phase for the southbound US Route 6 approach, which also has not been
taken into account in the analyses. The analyses should be revised to reflect the above.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

In the HCS analyses for US Route 6, Starr and NYS Route 22 the southbound approach has
been coded as consisting of an exclusive left turn lane and a shared thru/right lane. However,
field visits indicated that the southbound approach would be best described as having a shared
left/thru/right lane. The analyses should be revised to reflect the above.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The HCS analyses for US Route 6 and Saw Mill Road depicts a northbound approach consisting
of an exclusive left and an exclusive right lane. However, field visits indicated that the southbound
approach would be best described as one 16 foot shared left/thru/right lane rather than two 12
foot lanes.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The HCS analyses for I-84 WB ramps and Saw Mill Road has been done assuming a southbound
thru and an exclusive right lane. However, field visits indicated that the approach would be best
described as consisting of a single 16 foot shared thru/right lane rather than a two 12 foot lanes.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.
New Comments

22. The TIS identifies a potential impact at the intersection of Route 6 and Sodom Road
where the northbound approach would drop from LOS D (No Build) to LOS E (Build)
during the Saturday peak hour and from LOS E (No Build) to LOS F (Build) during the
weekday PM peak hour. Mitigation measures should be identified for this impact.

Section 3.10 Air Quality

Page 3.10-7 of the study should clearly state that the LOS D being referred to under heading 2
Capture Criteria Screening is for an approach level of service and not for the overall intersection level
of service.
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We note the inclusion of e-mail correspondence from NYSDOT in Appendix B that confirms
NYSDOT’s practice of using overall intersection LOS as a threshold for microscale analysis,
not the approach LOS as indicated in the comment. This comment has been addressed
satisfactorily.

Section 3.11 Noise

1.

3.

The streets should be labeled on Figure 3.11-1: Noise Monitoring Locations.
This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

Page 3.11-7 2nd paragraph should clearly state, by receptor number, the two locations along US
Route 6 near the site where the assessment for increase in noise levels was performed.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

A Saturday assessment of noise should be conducted at the receptor locations along US Route
6. The traffic generates its highest level of traffic during this time period.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.
The backup calculations for the 3.99 dBA increase should be submitted to the Town for review.
This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

Section 3.12 Construction

1.

This section should provide more detail on the proposed seven phases of the “Overall Phasing
Plan” discussed on page 3.12-2. This chapter should note the expected duration of the different
phases of construction activities and the areas to be affected by each phase of construction.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

This section should also quantify the number of truck trips anticipated during the construction
phase to either remove excess fill from the site or to import fill to the site.

No quantification of truck traffic has been provided. The DEIS merely states “The number
of truck trips generated per day during construction would vary depending upon the
phase and pace of construction.”

Section 3.13 Infrastructure and Energy

1.

3.

According to Figure 3.6-3 the soil in the area of the proposed wastewater absorption field is PnC
and according to the USDA soil description this soil type has a high groundwater table. This is
contradictory to the results outlined in the borings. Mottling, an indicator of a seasonally high
groundwater table, is sometimes difficult to determine from borings.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The results of the deep test holes do not match that of the boring results. For example, the
boring logs indicate groundwater at 5 feet, but the deep test results for that area indicate that
groundwater was not encountered. Typically, representatives of NYCDEP and PCDOH witness
these deep test holes. It is not clear why the applicant performed all the testing without having the
agency representatives there to witness the testing.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

According to the NYSDEC guidance documents, the deep tests and percolation tests should be
performed during a wet season. Similarly, groundwater monitoring should be performed during
the wet season; however, the applicant’s consultants performed it in October. The monitoring
should be occurring during the wet season, which is March through June. It is recommended that
monitoring occur concurrently with the review of this document.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

The Scope required a mounding analysis to be performed. According to the ‘Preliminary
Hydrogeologic Study’ presented within Appendix H, the mounding analysis will be performed for
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the final design. The fact that a one dimensional, in lieu of a two dimensional, mounding analysis
was performed and that the well monitoring was performed during a dry season, means that the
effects of the wastewater system were not fully investigated for the purposes of this report.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

5. The assumed percolation rate of 11-15 minutes per inch may not be representative of PnC soils.
According to the gradation curves, silt or clay is approximately 50 percent by weight. Therefore, a
more conservative estimate should be used in the evaluation of the required area of the
absorption field. Percolation tests, withessed by PCDOH and NYCDEP representatives, should
be performed to determine the rate to be used to size the systems.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.

6. The applicant should clarify how the size of the field was determined. It appears that the 4 feet
between each trench row was used in calculating the reserve area. If this is true, it would not be
appropriate, as the 4 feet between the trenches are considered part of the treatment area for the
primary system.

This information does not appear to have been provided.

7. The applicant should investigate reducing the flows through the use of recycling systems. This
would reduce the water use as well as the discharge volume to the absorption fields. The report - 4
says that this alternative was not investigated because it involves a WWTP, which the NYCDEP 3 ' 13
does not allow. The NYCDEP would allow such a practice as long as there is a subsurface
discharge. It is an alternative worth investigating further.

This comment remains unaddressed and will be treated as a substantive comment on the
DEIS.

Section 4.0 Alternatives

Further analysis should be provided for the alternatives, particularly the “Reduced Scale Alternative”
under Section 4.2.2. An alternative that causes less disturbance, reduces the impervious surfaces,
and reduces the amount of excavation should be further investigated. The preferred site plan includes
cuts greater than 40 feet; including rock cuts greater than 30 feet. The applicant may want to further
consider below ground parking (under Section 4.2.3), limiting the amount of impervious surface and
disturbance associated with the proposed development. If cost is the main consideration for the
exclusion of below ground parking or stacked parking, the applicant should provide a detailed cost
analysis for the alternatives. It should compare the costs associated with the preferred site plan and
the alternatives. References for the costs estimates should be provided.

This comment has been addressed satisfactorily.
New Comments

1. Section 4.1 should briefly identify the key differences between Alternative Retail
Configuration #1 and Alternative Retail Configuration #2.

2. Figure 4-3 shows the Permitted Principal Use Alternative but indicates that it is the
“(Previous Proposed Action)”. We believe that label should be applied to Alternative Retail
Configuration #2 shown in Figure 4-4. We also suggest that the order of these two figures be
switched to follow the outline of the discussion of these two alternatives in the text. (We note
that the figure references in the text already reflect switching the order of the figures).
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Section 5.0 Mitigation

This section should be re-written based on any revised analysis that is described in comments within
this letter.

While this comment has been addressed with the revised DEIS, thls chapter will require
additional revisions based on comments in this review letter.

Section 6.0 Unavoidable Adverse impacts

If applicable, this section should be revised based on changes/modifications made in response to the
comments under each DEIS section, discussed above.

While this comment has been addressed with the revised DEIS, this chapter may require
additional revisions based on comments in this review letter.

Section 7.0 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

If applicable, this section should be revised based on changes/modifications made in response to the
comments under each DEIS section, discussed above.

While this comment has been addressed with the revised DEIS, this chapter may require
additional revisions based on comments in this review letter.

Section 8.0 Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impacts

This section should be revised based on changes/modifications made in response to the comments
under each DEIS section, discussed above.

While this comment has been addressed with the revised DEIS, this chapter may require
additional revisions based on comments in this review letter.

Section 9.0 Energy Consumption and Conservation
We have no comments on this chapter.

In conclusion, we would recommend that the Planning Board request the applicant to revise the DEIS to
address these comments.

Please let me know if you have any questions on this matter.

Sincerely,

AKRF, INC.

Graham L. Trelstad, AICP
Vice President
Director of Planning

cc: M. Rights
W. Stephens
R. Mazzei
T. Fenton
T. Miller








