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Re: Hoag Lane Cluster Development
Response letter to Town of Manlius Engineer Letter

Dear Mr. Miller,

Our office has reviewed your Engineering comments related to the Hoag Lane dated on
December 18", 2019 and received on January 6%, 2020. Below is our response to each comment
received. Your comments are listed below followed by the design team response in bold italics.

HOAG LANE CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT

Reviewed Documents: Miller Engineers received updated drawing set dated 12/18/19 and an updated
project SWPPP dated 12/18/19.

1) Additional Comments
Miller Engineers has completed a review of submission received by the Town of Manlius dated
December 18, 2019. Areas of immediate concern include the following follow:

e 1-Confirm in Writing with a formal submission of the plan, determination from NYSDEC of any
requirements for a dam permit at this location

RESPONSE: On page 8 of the SWPPP text as part of our 9/19/19, 12/17/19 submissions we
previously included the NYSDEC criteria for exemptions for dam permitting. We clearly meet
two of the three exemption criteria. During our June 2018 submission the Town Planning
Board requested we provide 12 copies of a 3 ring binder to contain all pertinent
correspondence and important documentation. As part of our Upon request, the Project Team
then provided an email from NYSDEC regarding our projects exemption from dam permitting
in our most recent submission on 12/18/19. This email was provided to Lisa Beeman for
inclusion in the Town’s 12 copies of this binder. The previous submission and NYSDEC email
dated 10/18/19 was an actual review of our current Grading and Drainage plan included in
our project drawings. The DEC actually commented on the current grading, not a phone call or
arbitrary discussion of the plan, It is not clear why this comment continues to arise. Please
clarify what exactly needs to be provided.




2 - Wet Pond 1 appears to have boring refusal/rock at a depth of 14 feet. Bottom of pond is
depicted as 18 feet below grade. As designed pond does not appear to meet design
requirements

RESPONSE: According to the most recent grading plan the proposed bottom of Pond is graded
to be 664. The highest existing grade causing the most significant cut would lie at elevation
680. This would indicate a maximum cut of at 16”. However, this condition only exists for a
small 10’5’ area at the easternmost bottom of the proposed SWMF. The majority of the
basin includes grade changes between the proposed cut elevation of 664 and existing
elevations at 678 which is 14 feet. A review of the most recent soil investigation by Kenney
Geotechnical for borings in the pond area does not include any refusal and contains borings to
depths of approximately 15 feet. It is unclear where the information referred to in this
comment is derived from. Please clarify. ‘

3 - New sedimentation pond (volume 66,000 CF) is shown as 13 feet deep +/-. No details on
safety, depth to rock or influence of ground water

RESPONSE: The temporary basin has been regraded to create a shallower area. Grades are 3:1
or mowable and surrounding borings do not raise concern for groundwater or depth to
bedrock.

4 - Excavation from new sedimentation pond not clearly shown staged on staging plans

RESPONSE: Excavated cut/fill material will not be stockpiled. Material will be placed in lifts
and compacted to construct the sedimentation basin and balance earthwork within stage.
Refer to Construction Staging Plan — Stage 1 L-102.

5 - Staging plans do not address storage (with clear delineation of volumes to be staged) or use
of following materials

a. Compost

b. Planting Soil

c. CU Structural Soil

d. Sedimentation Pond Excavation

RESPONSE:

Compost - JK Tobin to truck compost onto site and place as needed within staged construction.
Stockpiling will not be required. Refer to Site Preparation Plan, Dwg L-101, Soil Restoration
Notes,

Planting Soil - This section was removed (It is a City of Syracuse specification section utilized
for right of way planters). Topsoil and Planting specifications sections were added to meet the
needs of the project for the street tree plantings and monument sign planting.

CU Structural Soils - This section was removed (It is a City of Syracuse specification section
utilized for right of way planters).

Sedimentation Pond Excavation — Refer to response above.

6 - Project is no longer one phase as described for several years by applicant
RESPONSE: Project continues to be one phase as indicated by staged plans. Town engineer
directed us to create construction documents for the steps/stages involved in the construction




of the subdivision. All plans are identified as stages of the singular phase of the project.
Please clarify specifically what additional information is required.

e 7-Time of Concentration assumptions by the applicant do not assist with local run-off issues. A
more conservative approach is recommended by our review to increase mitigation of the
proposed activity
RESPONSE: The times of concentration are derived from calculation methods within the SCS
TR-55 manual which does not contain any guidance for modification of Tc to accommodate for
local runoff issues. The basin has been designed conservatively with outflow controls designed
for the maximum public benefit. As previously noted in all submissions the wet pond reduces
runoff to downstream drainageways ranging from 5% to 40%.

® 8- No definite QA/QC plan for structural fills has been submitted

RESPONSE: A testing schedule has been added to the staged construction plans foryour
review.,

® 9-Through use of cluster development and as discussed at public meetings applicant to provide
architectural renderings of homes and landscape plans of parcels. Planning Board should also
review merits of grinder pumps verses a traditional municipal duplex pump station at this
location.

RESPONSE- ARCHITECTURAL: Developer to submit architectural renderings and general
landscape plan/palette for parcels.

RESPONSE — GRINDER PUMPS: Several lots cannot obtain gravity sewer service. Just like all
over Central New York, not all sites reside in a location capable of gravity service for sewers.
Individual grinder pumps will be owned and maintained by the private homeowner with no
maintenance or responsibility by the town. This is not an atypical condition in that many
septic systems utilize pumps to transmit effluent from septic tanks to leachfields and from
basements to septic tanks. Homes in this subdivision are no different than other systems in
Onondaga County and around Central New York that use pumps to discharge sewage into
their septic systems.

Details of the review of each drawing and the proposed SWPPP follow:

2) General
1. No sewer offset plan included in submission

RESPONSE: Sanitary Sewer offsets and correspondence from Chris Deitman at WEP have been
provided to the town previously. On 4/2/18 OCWEP provided a letter (previously submitted to
the board and readily available to the public under the FOIA) stating the current system and
WWTP contain sufficient capacity to support the proposed development. It should be noted
that at the time the developer had proposed 25 lots and the letter is reflective of 25 lots which
would indicate the existing facilities contain more than enough capacity for our current 21 lot
proposal. Once WEP and the town coordinate the requirements of such plan the developer
will make any arrangements to comply.




2. No district formation information for proposed special use districts

RESPONSE: Please Clarify.
3. Correspondence from Kenney Geotechnical dated September 17, 2019 appears to indicate
incomplete work tasks

RESPONSE: Please clarify.
4. No updates received for geotechnical report for current proposed work

RESPONSE: Geotechnical report has been provided in last submission for proposed work.

During our June 2018 submission the Town Planning Board requested we provide 12 copies of

a 3 ring binder to contain all pertinent correspondence and important documentation.

Updated report has been provided within binder. See Additional comment #1, bullet point 1

for distribution.

5. Onssite bore hole completed by Kenney Geotechnical indicates refusal/rock at an elevation
14 feet below surface inside limits of the proposed wet pond on 12/13/19. Pond is
proposed to be at least 18 feet at this location

RESPONSE: See Additional comment #1, bullet point 2 for response.
6. Site has significant cuts and fills in areas of infrastructure to be dedicated to Town, no
approvable QA/QC plan submitted for this scope of work

RESPONSE: See Additional comment #1, bullet point 8 for response.
7. Map plan and report missing for district formations

RESPONSE: it is our understanding that these documents are prepared after engineering
review and SEQR during final approval. The developer will provide these documents at the
appropriate time if the project is approved.

8. No updates on revised plans from OCWA, OCDOH nor OCDWEP

RESPONSE: Our team is of the opinion that updates are not required from above agencies due
to the consistent usage of the 21 home subdivision in all correspondence with agencies. Once
site plan is approved, final drawings will be shared with these agencies.

9. No survey provided with submission

RESPONSE: New survey will be provided with next submission. Survey has been provided
within last two submissions. The design team sent a submission set drawing list to the town
for review prior to the last submission. List included plans to be submitted as well as a listing
of those not to be resubmitted. The town did not respond to our request to review the partial
list.

10. As a function of relief upon use of cluster development. The Planning Board should place
strong consideration and review upon the use of private grinder pumps at this location. The
proposed use of grinder pumps is an anomaly in the Town of Manlius. This proposal will
nearly double the applications of grinder pumps in the community. If used pumps shall be
private with generator back up & required holding tanks on private property with double
access valves. USEPA fact sheet on grinder pumps is attached herewith. Installation of
grinder pumps is not consistent with current Town O&M maintenance.




RESPONSE: The statement that the use of grinder pumps is an anomaly in the Town of Manlius
or Onondaga County for that matter appears misleading. A large portion of the Town of
Manlius and Onondaga County do not have access to Public Sewers. Grinder and Effluent
pumps are utilized frequently for septic system distribution throughout the area. Any septic
system that does not operate by gravity in the county would include a similar pump. As an
experienced designer of these systems, most residences served by septic systems do not
contain generator backups and do not require holding tanks. See Additional Comment #1,
Bullet point 9 for additional information.
11. Architectural review compliance discussed at public meetings not addressed or depicted.
Typical architectural rendering for proposed houses should be submitted for review

RESPONSE: Project Team to provide sample architectural renderings for proposed homes

within next submission. Client has built several homes in the Manlius community and

submitted photos of work previously to the board at several presentations.

12. Landscape review parameters discussed at public meetings not addressed or depicted.
Typical landscape rendering for proposed houses should be submitted for review

RESPONSE: Landscaping design parameters including recommended native plant materials,
hardscape materials and green/permeable pavement items to be included in HOA document.
Each house will have a custom footprint and will have a unique and custom landscape based
on the needs of families moving into the houses. Each homeowner will address the landscape
design and installation. Since each home is to be constructed with a unique footprint we feel
that a typical landscape plan is not warranted.

13. Land marking monuments not depicted on drawings as requested

RESPONSE: Individual lot corners to be located with iron pipes during stage 8 of construction in

coordination with the project surveyor Forrest Seguin.

14. No blasting nor rock removal allowed on project site, no rock removal required as discussed
at public meetings by applicant

RESPONSE: Agreed. Project team has performed a thorough investigation of the site and is

ready to construct the site without blasting.

15. Security to be provided for capital improvements for utility and road installation by
applicant for all infrastructure to be dedicated to the Town.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Project Attorney, Tom Blair, and project developer, Tom Douglas, are

ready to meet with the town to discuss required security requirements.

16. Engineering observation during construction will be required. A developers deposit will be
required for this activity.

RESPONSE: Agreed. Project Attorney, Tom Blair, and project developer, Tom Douglas, are

ready to meet with the town to discuss the level of services required and the compensation

amount required.

17. Testing for structural fills and NYSDOH certification of sewers will be required through a
developer’s deposit for all work to be dedicated to the Town. Requested that the applicant
submit actual QA/QC plan to help better define scope of testing services costs




RESPONSE: Kenny Geotechnical will/has provided a scope of testing services for the project.

Refer to staged drawings for construction duration and specification section 31 2301 shown on

L-503 for testing requirements.

18. Drawings L-201, L-700, L-701, L-702, L-703, L-704, L-705 not submitted with this submission
and require additional coordination as a total review

RESPONSE: These drawings were previously submitted and have not been updated. The design
team forwarded a list of drawings to be submitted for the last submission. List did not include
these drawings and a response to our list of drawings was not provided. Design team will
include these drawings within the next submission set. It is our understanding that the 21 lot
count shown (20 new/1 existing) is an agreed upon count.

19. Drawings show only revisions 5-11. Where are revisions 1-4

RESPONSE: KFA to show complete list of revisions.

20. Wet pond appears to be a dam over 10’ tall and impoundment area of over 3.07-acre feet
(16.5": 676.5 crest, 660.0 toe of slope pond bottom 664.0 & 3.3-acre feet impoundment)
Pond profile requires location of borings, location of rock, location of water table, 25’ buffer
from perimeter of high water impoundment area to wetland boundaries, documentation of
no undue influence of discharges to ACOE wetland area, landscaping plan, removable trash
rack, access turnaround for maintenance, fence gate sizing for proposed eq uipment if
fencing is proposed and location of safety bench

RESPONSE: See Additional Comment #1, Bullet point #1 for comments on dam and
impoundment. We have previously provided a pond “section” as requested. We will provide
a pond profile. See Additional Comment #1, Bullet point #2 for discussion on borings, depths
etc. A buffer larger than 25’-0” has been provided from perimeter of high water impoundment
area to wetland boundaries mapped by wetland professionals and located by the Licensed
Land Surveyor. The pond itself allows the maintenance road to loop the facility and no turn
arounds are required. Pond grades are 4:1 which allow for elimination of any safety bench in
response to your offices previous comments.

21. Foundation drain around footing not a part of this approval and shall be removed

RESPONSE: Foundation drain detail and notes have been removed.
22. All drawings marked not for construction, unacceptable for approval submission

RESPONSE: Drawings to be marked “for construction”.
23. SWPPP submission dated 12/17/19 accepted by applicant on 1/10/18 and certified by
engineer on 12/26/17

RESPONSE: We will provide an updated signature page.
24. Project specifications provided by developer require the following which have not been
incorporated into drawings or plans
a. Compost (220,000 CF required for reclamation of site (3” thick))
CU Structural soil
Planting Soils
Basement spoils (35,000 CF)
Additional staging for new additional sediment pond (66,000 CF)
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RESPONSE: See Additional comment #1, bullet point 5 for response.
25. No drawings in 12/17/19 SWPPP match current submission subdivision drawings of
12/17/19

RESPONSE: RZE Drawings in 12/17 SWPPP shall be updated to match submission package.

26. The proposed conditions plans in the SWPPP do not match the grading plan in the plan set.
RESPONSE: RZE Proposed conditions plans have been updated to match grading plans. RZ

confirm?

27. Are the calculations in the SWPPP based on the old drawings in the SWPPP or the new
drawing set? This needs clarification.

RESPONSE: RZ Calculations will be reviewed.

28. We believe more water quality volume will be required as there is more than 4 acres of
impervious on site.

RESPONSE: RZ will review WQv calcs.
29. Aresponse letter is required on the items addressed herewith as it is very difficult to follow
what has been changed with so many revisions.RESPONSE: Agreed.
3) Sheet L-100
1. Boring information does not include logs nor elevations for borings

RESPONSE: Boring information is located within updated Kenney Geotechnical Report which is
located within the 3 ring binder, bullet point #2, additional comment #1.

2. Notes indicate removing all vegetation and hauling off site contrary to public discussions

RESPONSE: Notes have been revised and note that all vegetation removed will be chipped and
placed on site as mulch. Note #3 within the chart entitled EXISTING CONDITIONS AND
REMOVAL/DEMOLITION NOTES located on drawing L-100 has been updated to address this
comment.

3. What is the purpose of site preparation plan?

RESPONSE: Site preparation plan shows the boring locations, existing survey information and
includes a project legend and survey notes.
4. Asite-specific survey is required for the proposed project

RESPONSE: Site specific surveys have been provided several times including the initial binder
submission. Project team to include survey in next submission.
5. Finished floor elevations depicted in notes but not shown on drawings

RESPONSE: Finish floor elevations are shown on drawings L-200, L-300, L-400 and L-401.
Design Team requests having engineer explain which additional plans require FFE’s.
6. General note referencing U.F.P.O., the agency no longer exists

RESPONSE: Official agency name is now Dig Safely and has been updated.




7. Open cut of Hoag Lane for sewer connection unacceptable, provide detail for road boring at
this location

RESPONSE: KFA/ RZ can provide a boring detail for sewer connection at Hoag lane. However,
contractor /developer would like to discuss open cut approach to ensure accurate elevation
control and avoidance of existing utilities.

8. Decommissioning of Water Pit, provide insight or detail

RESPONSE: Water Pit will be decommissioned in accordance with all OCWA requirements
during OCWA'’s construction of the project.

9. Dust monitoring provide detailed QA/QC Dust Monitoring Plan

RESPONSE: A Dust monitoring plan is provided within the SWPPP under section 12.1 within the
12/17/19 submission. Pages 26-29 and Appendix R are dedicated to outlining the plan,
frequency, monitoring practices and corrective action. The project staging plans provide
information on the locations of monitoring devices.

10. Stage 6 not as directed by owner, plan needs to be on drawing

RESPONSE: Updated staging plans have been provided.
4) Sheet L-101
1. Wet pond borings appear to have been taken to a depth of 14 feet (168") where refusal was
met. The proposed pond appears to be over 18 feet deep from existing land contours
Confirm depth of rock consistent for final design

RESPONSE: See Additional Comments #1, Bullet points 1 & 2 and item 20 for responses.

2. All wetland areas shall be delineated and protected during construction activities. Suggest
orange construction fence to protect wetlands and all areas to remain forever wild to be
shown on drawings

RESPONSE: Agreed. Orange construction fence has been added around all wetland and

protected wild areas.

3. L-101 does not match reference L-1 in SWPPP. Perc tests not taken in area of proposed
pond nor at proposed elevations of construction of pond

RESPONSE L-101: RZ/KFA to update SWPPP and Plans.

RESPONSE PERC TESTS: Provided within updated Kenney Geotechnical report, See additional

comment #1, bullet point #2,

4. Lot 12 appears to have an 8 foot +/- retaining wall, provide detail and ownership of
same\staging plan wording is depicted on sheet L-101. Should be on sheet L-102 and in
SWPPP

RESPONSE: Boulder wall detail and profile has been added to drawing L-502. Wall
construction shall occur in Stage 1 of construction as noted on plans. Notes regarding wall will
be included in construction staging plans.

5. Stormwater note indicates 20 homes not 21 per drawings

RESPONSE: Notes to be updated to reference the 21 lots.




6. Stockpile notes on drawings contradicts public discussions and drawings

RESPONSE: Design team requests specific KFA/RZ to review notes and update based on public

discussion. Staging plans were developed after public discussion comments were made

relative to stockpiling of materials. Sitework contractor, Tobin Construction, is in agreement

with the locations.

7. Describe top soiling compost operation and acceptance criteria of same, specification for
compost. Show staging area for composting operation

RESPONSE: Site contractor to place a mix of topsoil and compost per NYSDEC instructions
shown on drawing L-101 and within the SWPPP.
5) Sheet L-102
1. Transitions to forebay & Wet pond ground contours are needed in detail to confirm plans
and profiles coordination with existing site contours

RESPONSE: This comment is unclear as proposed grades have been provided. We will provide
an updated profile of the basin, however, if your office will need additional information please
clarify.

2. Stockpile notes on drawings contradicts public discussions and drawings

RESPONSE: Refer to response on 4) Sheet L-101, 6.
3. No longer a one phase project as discussed with public

RESPONSE: Duplicate comment, Refer to response 1) Additional comment, bullet point #6.

4. Project appears to be at least 5-6 years in duration

RESPONSE: Project is to be constructed in one phase. The stages shown are within one phase.
5. Staging plan does not consider winter shutdowns and securing site environmentally

RESPONSE: Project continues to be one phase as indicated by all plans. Town engineer directed

us to create construction documents for the steps/stages involved in the construction of the

subdivision. All plans are identified as stages of the singular phase of the project lasting

approximately 12 months. NYSDEC and Stormwater permit requirements include provisions for

full stabilization of site during winter shutdowns.

6. Confirm soil from pond being moved to staging area, stability factors of the large staged
area nor haul roads

RESPONSE: All soil removed from construction of pond will be retained on site in designated
staging areas.
7. Work outlined in phasing plan appears to require a waiver from NYSDEC

RESPONSE: Agreed. RZ to provide 5 acre letter to NYSDEC,
8. Final wear course topping for roads is required to be placed within one year of base &
binder installation per Town of Manlius

RESPONSE: Additional note added to detail 1/L-503 (Typical Road Section).
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9. Allrequired erosion control for each phase of work to be included and detailed in drawings
and SWPPP

RESPONSE: Project is to be constructed within one phase with multiple stages. Additional

staging drawings have been added to the set as requested. Each stage will have detail

references showing the erosion control measures required.

10. Staging Plan requires discussion for schedule of dedicated facilities. Developer proposes 2-
year warranty of all dedicated roads and infrastructure, timeline of each phase needed for
acceptance.

RESPONSE: According to the Town of Manlius specifications provided and shown on drawing L-
503 (Section 31 23 01 - Sitework Excavation, Backfilling and Compaction) the pavement
guarantee is for a one year period. The Asphalt Pavement specification section 32 121 6 3.2
includes a pavement guarantee which is contrary to the Town of Manlius specifications has
been removed from drawing L-800.

11. Phasing plan appears to require a NYSDEC waiver

RESPONSE: Agreed. RZ will provide 5 acre disturbance letter to NYSDEC.

12. SWPPP mailbox unacceptable location deep in property behind existing private residence.
Needs to be at entrance site accessible to public

RESPONSE: SWPPP mailbox has been relocated to project entrance where it will be located

throughout construction.

13. Provide detailed cut and fill data for all of stage 1 work including but not limited to imported
compost, planting soil, CU Soil & other misc. materials

RESPONSE: Sitework contractor will provide an earthwork analysis for the entire project which
balances. Discussion requested.
14. Provide GPS coordinates for staging limits. Show fencing for staged areas depicted

RESPONSE:

GPS Coordinates - Layout of project work to be performed by a licensed surveyor throughout
construction. GPS coordinates are typically not provided. Discussion requested with Town
Engineer. .

Fencing - KFA to show detailed fencing for all staged areas. Silt fence and orange construction
fencing will be shown within each stage. The SWPPP document includes language which
allows the SWPPP inspector to require movement of or additional erosion control measures
based upon field and weather conditions. These madifications will be noted within the weekly
SWPPP inspection reports which will be shared with the Town, developer, designers and
contractors.

15. Provide a preliminary schedule for the work

RESPONSE: Refer to staging plans for duration of each stage. Exact calander dates cannot be
provided until site plan approval has been granted and a construction start date can be
established.




16. Show detailed limits of siltation control (i.e. silt fence) around soil disturbance area.

RESPONSE: KFA to show extents of silt fence and orange construction fence around soil
disturbance areas as shown on the staging plans. Silt fence is not necessary for uphill areas
sloping into the site.

17. NOTE: Install road pavement subgrade .... In lifts per Town of Manlius...” Unacceptable Note

RESPONSE: Unacceptable note removed. KFA will/has added testing requirements schedule to

each of the staging plans. The specifications are based upon the Town of Manlius

specifications provided by the Town of Manlius department of Public Works.

18. Provide detail to staging areas i.e. materials, equipment and/or structures and duration of
storage

RESPONSE: Staging area provided is adequate for a sitework developer according to Tobin
Construction. According to sitework contractors there is adequate space within staging areas
to store equipment and construction materials. Contractor is aware of project requirement to
keep all stockpiled materials, construction materials, equipment and employee cars on site.
Duration of storage is not an item the design team has the ability to provide. Discussion
requested with Town Engineer and Contractor.

19. Provide hammerhead turn around at end of road construction

RESPONSE: KFA to show Town of Manlius turnaround at end of road at each phase where
needed.
20. Staging Plan grades do not appear to meet final grading plans

RESPONSE: Staging plans include transitional grades between stages and temporary measures
which require removal moving into the next stage of construction.

6) Sheet L-103
1. SWPPP mailbox unacceptable location deep in property behind existing private residence.

Needs to be at entrance site accessible to public

RESPONSE: SWPPP mailbox has been relocated to project entrance where it will be located
throughout construction.

Provide detailed cut and fill data for all of stage 1 work including but not limited to imported
compost, planting soil, CU Soil & other misc. materials

RESPONSE: Sitework contractor will provide an earthwork analysis for the entire projectata
larger scale which balances. Discussion requested with town engineer and contractor.

2. Provide GPS coordinates for staging limits. Show fencing for staged areas depicted

RESPONSE:
GPS Coordinates — See response L-102 note #14.
Staging Fencing - See response L-102 note #14.

3. Provide a preliminary schedule for the work

11
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10.

11.

12.

RESPONSE: See response L-102 note #15.

Show detailed limits of siltation control (i.e. silt fence) around soil disturbance area.

RESPONSE: Detailed limits of silt and orange construction fencing are shown on the staging
plans,

NOTE: Install road pavement subgrade .... In lifts per Town of Manlius...” Unacceptable Note
RESPONSE: See response L-102 note #17.

Provide detail to staging areas i.e. materials, equipment and/or structures and duration of
storage

RESPONSE: See response L-102 note #18,

Provide hammerhead turn around at end of road construction

RESPONSE: KFA has added a Town of Manlius turnaround at each stage of development where
required. '
Provide details, sections and basis of design for 66.712 CF sedimentation basin

RESPONSE: Site Plan documents include basin grading plans, erosion control plans, layout
plans and sections including staged construction. Calculations for sizing and design of
temporary basin including routing of outlet structure have been provided in Appendix T of the
12/17/19 SWPPP submitted. Please clarify additional items required.

Show location of excavation of 66,712 CF of spoil for the work

RESPONSE: According to Tobin Construction the excavated material from the sedimentation
basin will be utilized to construct the west side of the basin and fill areas within Stage 1.
Show depth to rock and depth to water table. Include safety precautions and any need for
security fencing during the work

RESPONSE: As previously noted within 1) Additional Comments, bullet point #2, an updated
Geotechnical Investigation was provided within the submission on 12/17/19. Please clarify
any additional information requested by your office. Safety Precautions - Contractor to
excavate and trench in accordance with OSHA safety requirements. All deep trenches and
excavated areas will be fenced in accordance with OSHA standards. Contractor to provide
security fencing as needed.

Discuss where wood chips have been incorporated into the work formerly shown on drawing L-
102

RESPONSE: Wood chips to be utilized on site for erosion control measure and mixed with
compost.
Storm pipe el 695.5 to el 687.5 has no sedimentation basin attached

RESPONSE: Please clarify. Pipe discharges to a temporary sedimentation basin.




7)

8)
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13. Staging Plan grades do not appear to meet final grading plans

RESPONSE: See response L-102 note #20.

Sheet L-104
1. SWPPP mailbox unacceptable location deep in property behind existing private residence.
Needs to be at entrance site accessible to public

RESPONSE: SWPPP mailbox has been relocated to project entrance where it will be located
throughout construction.

2. Provide detailed cut and fill data for all of stage 1 work including but not limited to imported
compost, planting soil, CU Soil & other misc. materials

RESPONSE: See response L-102 note #13.
3. Provide GPS coordinates for staging limits. Show fencing for staged areas depicted

RESPONSE:

GPS Coordinates — See response L-102 note #14,

Staging Fencing - See response L-102 note #14.
4. Provide a preliminary schedule for the work

RESPONSE: Duplicate note. See response L-102 note #15.
5. Show detailed limits of siltation control (i.e. silt fence) around soil disturbance area.

RESPONSE: KFA to show extents of silt fence around soil disturbance areas.
6. NOTE: Install road pavement subgrade .... In lifts per Town of Manlius..” Unacceptable Note

RESPONSE: Duplicate note. See response L-102 note #17.
7. Provide detail to staging areas i.e. materials, equipment and/or structures and duration of
storage

RESPONSE: Duplicate note. See response L-102 note #18.
8. Provide hammerhead turn around at end of road construction

RESPONSE: Duplicate note. See response L-102 note #19,
9. NOTE: Fill temporary basin — No basin depicted

RESPONSE: Basin not depicted within Stage 4 because it would be filled in stage 3. Refer to
previous stages 2 and 3 for temporary basin location.
10. Staging Plan grades do not appear to meet final grading plans

RESPONSE: Duplicate note, See response L-102 note #20,

Sheet L-105
1. Staging Plan 4,5, &6 does not provide any detail on staging requirements. Drawings looks quite
similar to sheets L-101; L-200; L-300




RESPONSE: KFA to provided an independent drawing for stages 4, 5, & 6.

9) Sheet L-200

1. Stormwater piping: No line or grade shown on plan, no delineation of pipe sizes lacking in
several locations on plan, several unacceptable 90-degree or greater bends with
problematic head loss, no stationing shown on plan

RESPONSE: Plan revised to comply with comment.
2. South side swale indicates apparent check dams. Das require detail and stationing location

RESPONSE: Check Dams are not required based on design calculations but are provided as an
additional protection in larger storm events. Locations have been chosen by the engineer who
is a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control, a Certified Professional in Water
Quality and a Certified Erosion, Sediment and Stormwater Inspector by professional councils in
each discipline. No additional detail or stationing is required.

3. Geotech to include centerline of road ways for road and utility installation & ail ponds

RESPONSE: KFA has added right of way and road centerline to plan. Town engineer to clarify?

10) Sheet L-300
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1.

Air release valve locations

RESPONSE: Force Main sewer runs are short and do not include any locations for air release
valves. None are required since no line crests exist.

MH #3 and MH#6 are unacceptable with greater than 90-degree bends depicted on drawings as
shown are problematic for gravity flow.

RESPONSE: Pipe amended to prevent greater than 90 degree bend.
Provide details for sump pump connections directly to storm sewers with backflow connections
to compensate for overland discharges described in SWPP

RESPONSE: RZ/KFA to provide detail for sump pumps and discharge points.
Show location of 10 — 15” caliper trees on lot 4

RESPONSE: Most of the larger caliper trees are located along the project site property line.
Most of the trees within the projects tree clearing limits have already been removed. We do
not feel that this is necessary. Clarify?

Lot 4 diagonal 125 sewer lateral across road is unacceptable

RESPONSE: Manhole has been relocated and lateral has been modified.
Show locations for proposed grinder pumps tanks and emergency generators disconnect valves
off Town ROW

RESPONSE: Grinder pump chambers are within the residence as outlined in the E-One system
design guidance. No emergency generators are provided unless desired by the individual
property owners. A connection valve is provided at each property line per detail 7/L-501.

No open cut allowed across Hoag Lane

RESPONSE: Duplicate note. See response L-100 note #7.
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10.
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Provide detail for odor control for septage transport from grinder pumps and mechanism for
grinder pump owners to pay in map plan and report for sewer district

RESPONSE: All pumps are privately owned and not part of the municipal system. The E-One
sewage system Is a closed system and no odor control is required. Grinder pumps are not part
of the municipal system and will not be identified in the map plan and report. Only payments
for the municipal main will be required.

Laterals specified as 6” some shown as 4” confirm all are 6” and correct drawings

RESPONSE: Plans have been updated to show all gravity laterals as 6” diameter.
Note 5 indicates incomplete submission with no easements in place for work

RESPONSE: Please clarify. Easements are typically granted after construction.
Note 23: provide detail on agridrain in-line water structure

RESPONSE: we will provide specification sheet on agri-drain.

11) Sheet L-400

1.

Cleary show limits and stationing of jute mesh requirements in southerly swale

RESPONSE: Jute mesh centerline stationing and width dimension added to plans,
List all proposed traffic signs

RESPONSE: KFA to provide proposed signage table and identify on plans. Two stop signs have
been added to the plans.
Show locations of stone dust walkways and ownership of the same

RESPONSE: There are not any stone dust walkways included within the current site plans,
During early design review meetings with the town the design team was directed to remove
the walkways.

Confirm NYS Pool requirements vs Town BOCA requirements for pools

RESPONSE: KFA to clarify pool standards between Town of Manlius and NYS.
Fence detail references NYSHD pool code. Confirm fence meets BOCA requirements adopted
state wide for pools

RESPONSE: KFA to clarify pool standards between Town of Manlius and NYS.
Provide detail on subdivision sign

RESPONSE: Developer to provide an image of a subdivision sign for the project. Design team
requests having the board review image prior to providing custom detail for sign.
Show required monument locations

RESPONSE: Monuments to be provided within stage 8 of construction and to be coordinated
with the surveyor, town and contractor.

12) Sheet L-401

1.
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L-401 Rain Gardens: Show specific locations as discussed at public meetings




RESPONSE: Rain Gardens have not been apart of project for several submissions. Al rain
garden references have been removed from plans.

L-401 wet pond plantings show detail, fencing, access to pond, maintenance around pond and
equipment turn around areas

RESPONSE: Wet pond plantings detail has been updated to clearly show wetland planting
limits. KFA has provided a service vehicle template (pick up truck) within drawing set which
shows access throughout the top of the wet pond.

L-401 details 5&6 seeded and sodded lawns show locations for detail application

RESPONSE: Project staged construction drawings and planting plan show seeded lawn
locations. There will not be any sodded areas.
Show locations of proposed rain gardens

RESPONSE: No rain gardens are proposed for this project.
Show pond landscaping

RESPONSE: Pond landscaping has been updated.
Describe landscaping plans and a schematic for each house as discussed at public meetings

RESPONSE: All of the 20 proposed homes for the project will be custom homes and have a
customized footprint. Each landscape design will also be customized to meet the home
footprint and the needs of the individual homeowner. Project plans include (2) street trees for
each home. Image of the homes which were previously presented to the Town will be included
within the next submission set.

Note 3 stating planting scheme for entrance at later date is unacceptable

RESPONSE: Note has been removed. A planting plan for the monument sign area has been
provided.

13) Sheet L-500
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1. Sheet L-500 indicates traffic sign detail. Plan requires location of all signs

RESPONSE: KFA has added two stop signs to the plan along with detail references and

locations.

2. Detail 14 L-500 does not match detail 7 L-501. Compaction effort required. Lift height of
fill/cut operations required. Proctor or modified proctor testing. Number and frequency of
testing

RESPONSE: KFA to revise details to match.
3. Detail A L-500 siltation sock use not referenced in SWPPP

RESPONSE: SWPPP to be updated to include siltation sock.
4. Construction entrance 3 L-500 not detailed in staging/phasing plans

RESPONSE: KFA to show construction entrance location detail on all phasing plans. During
weekly/bi-weekly SWPPP inspections the condition of the entrance and cleanliness of Hoag
Road at the entrance will be reviewed.




5. Detail 8 L-500 asphalt kick up detail does not match detail 14 L-500 nor detail 7 L-501

RESPONSE: KFA to update detail 8/L-500 to match corresponding details.

6. Wet pond detail not to scale unacceptable requires scaled drawing with details

RESPONSE: See SWPPP comment 20 above for response to profile.
7. Confirm need for 2’-0” manhole sumps

RESPONSE: KFA has decreased sump depth to 1°-0”, 2°-0” depth is not needed,
8. Concrete washout detail does not match plan sheet L-104 or L-105 nor NYSDEC suggested
requirements

RESPONSE: Detail has been updated to comply.
9. Lot Erosion Control Lacks detail i.e. curb, gutter and site silt fence

RESPONSE: KFA to update NYSDEC Lot erosion control detail to include curb, gutter, and site

silt fence. RZE/SF to discuss....unclear.

10. Catch basins depicted on undisturbed earth, confirm this requirement and discuss subbase
compaction where required

RESPONSE: Refer to testing agency chart added to staged construction drawings which
outlines filling, backfilling and compaction testing requirements.
14) Sheet L-501

1. Sheet L-501 dust monitoring device cut sheets to be included in SWPPP with dust plan. Dust
plan data to be submitted daily to Town of Manlius Code department during work activities

RESPONSE: Dust monitoring cut sheets to be included in SWPPP. Site contractor to submit dust
monitoring data daily to Town of Manlius.

2. Applicant has indicated no blasting or rock removal required for the project. This statement
shall be placed on all drawings

RESPONSE: KFA to add note indicating no blasting or rock removal to occur.

3. Detail 7 L-501 indicates road to be placed on undisturbed subbase. This does not match
drawings. Road construction requires a detailed QA/QC plan

RESPONSE: Detail 7/L-501 is for a sanitary pump station. | believe the detail being referred to
is detail 7/L-500 ASPHALT PAVEMENT-DRIVEWAY which is to be installed by the homeowner.
Detail has been modified to include construction in cut and fill conditions.

4. Pond requires easement access

RESPONSE: The wet pond is located within a storm water easement which includes a twenty
Jfoot wide access easement. According to the surveyor the access easement will be shown on a
final survey at a later date. Please Clarify if anything additional is required.
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5. Confirm basis for 14’ maintenance berm. The maintenance bench does appear to be
continuous. No safety bench indicated on drawings. Maintenance bench is bisected by
overflow spillways. Maintenance bench requires a turnaround required by NYSDEC

RESPONSE: See SWPPP comment 20 above for response.
6. 'Provide detail on coarse aggregate fill around manhole detail

RESPONSE: Manhole detail to be updated to show placement around manhole in conformance
which Town of Manlius specifications.
7. Pond seep collar

RESPONSE: A pond seep collar detail and note has been added to the plans.
8. Fence detail references NYSHD pool code. Confirm fence meets BOCA requirements
adopted state wide for pools

RESPONSE: Fence detail has been amended to a 4 foot height chain link fence and gate which
complies with the NYSHD and BOCA requirements. Fence post and fabric to be black vinyl
coated.

9. Sanitary notes contradict project specifications on sheets L-800 and L-801

RESPONSE: Sanitary notes to be amended to not conflict with specifications.
10. Show location and requirement for Hydrant installation detail

RESPONSE: Hydrant location is shown and is detailed.
8. Detail 2-L501 sanitary lateral does not match plan details on utility drawings

RESPONSE: Laterals have edited to match plan details.
9. What is detail 5 L-501 depicting? Where is plan detail for this applied

RESPONSE: Detail 5 L-501 is for the sanitary lateral (House Trap-Gravity Lateral).
10. Detail 6 L-501 all fence posts to be noted as 4’-0” as shown

RESPONSE: KFA to show all fence posts @ 4’-0” Height. Detail has been modified to a 4-0”

height chain link fence and gate which meets state and Town of Manlius code requirements.

11. Town will not accept ownership nor operation and maintenance of grinder pumps. Remove
Detail 7 L-501

RESPONSE: RZE to amend note within detail 7/L-501.

15) Sheet L-502

1. Detail 2 L-502

a. Show existing grades.

Boring locations — depth & profile locations
Distance barrier of proposed construction to wetlands
Provide detail on “limits of cut”
Provide vertical and horizontal stationing on drawings
Coordinate outlet structure detail w/ 20-L-500 and details in project SWPPP

"m0 a0 T

18




g. Depth to rock, confirm need for any lining materials and maintenance thereof
h. Pond profile requires reference to a plan section for clarification and constructability

RESPONSE:
See Additional Comment item #1, bullet points 1 & 2 and swppp item 20 above for response.

2. Detail 1 L-502
a. lllegible provide drawing to scale at a legible size
b. Drawing contours do not appear to match others in grading plans nor staging plans

RESPONSE: JK TOBIN to provide a revised earthwork plan at a larger scale.

16) Sheet L-503

1. Delete basement details and footer details they are dictated by building permit applications

RESPONSE: KFA to removed basement/footer details.

2. Confirm where is section “Fill Location” taken

RESPONSE: Plans revised to show fill location on grading plan with section reference to
drawing L-200.

3. Section 31 2301 is unacceptable when project moves forward Town will contract a testing
agency using developer deposit for cost reimbursement and testing agency will use
specifications and QA/QC plan developed by applicant initial indications are for an initial testing
deposit of $50,000

RESPONSE: Town Attorney and developer to discuss with town.
4. Typical road sections are confusing coordinate with other similar details 14 L-500 and 8 L-500

RESPONSE: KFA to amend details for clarity.
5. Please provide professional design credentials for JK Tobin Construction referenced in the plans

RESPONSE: JK Tobin to provide at a later date.

6. Provide QA/QC plan for all structural fills in Town proposed Rights of Way. Plan shall include but
not be limited to the following, all lifts to be 6” as depicted by applicant in project specifications:
a. Each proposed Manhole: Compaction results for embankment, subgrade, subbase and
base in 6” lifts
b. Each Catch Basin Compaction results for embankment, subgrade, subbase and base in
6” lifts
c. Each Sanitary Sewer: Compaction results for embankment, subgrade, subbase and base
in 6” lifts every 500 LF
d. Each Storm Sewer: Compaction results for embankment, subgrade, subbase and base in
6" lifts every 500 LF
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e. All Roadways to be dedicated to Town: Compaction results for embankment, subgrade,
subbase and base in 6” lifts every 500 LF

RESPONSE: A construction duration column has been added to the Construction Staging chart
shown on the Staging plans. A testing summary chart, provided by Kenny Geotechnical, has
also been added to each stage to summarize the testing required for each phase. Testing
criteria items a through e will be added to the specifications section 31 2301 SITEWORK
EXCAVATION BACKFILL AND COMPACTING , 31. Field Quality Control, 3. QA/QC Right of Way
Testing Criteria shown on drawing L-503.

17) Sheet L-600
1. Stationing on profiles do not correlate to any plan views

RESPONSE: RZ Engineering to revise stationing plans.
2. Storm lines have unacceptable cover of less than 1 foot at the following locations

a. STAO+50
b. STA 1+50
c. STA6+00
d. STA7+25

RESPONSE: Inverts have been adjusted to provide cover greater than 1°-0”.

18) Sheet L-800
1. Road Specification 32 1100 Calils for 6” lifts for all road embankment. Please coordinate on all
drawings

RESPONSE: All drawings include reference to installation of materials in 6” lifts.
2. Road Specification 32 1216 calls for 2-year warranty on all roads. Please coordinate on all
drawings

RESPONSE: Specification section 32 1216, 3.2, Pavement Guarantee, has been removed since it
is in conflict with Town of Manlius specification section 312301, 1.6, F  Highway Agreement
Guarantee.

3. Many specification references are missing including Division 1 referenced on sheet L-800.
Strongly suggest a specification book complete with table of contents and material and
performance criteria. Many specifications included herewith appear as duplications.

RESPONSE: All construction specification sections shown within the revised construction set of
drawings have been coordinated with drawings and Town of Manlius provided specifications.
Town of Manlius specifications have been incorporated into section 31 2301 Sitework
Excavation, Compaction and Backfilling.

19) Sheet L-801
1. Planting Soils: Show locations & account for impacts on cut and fill calculations

RESPONSE: Planting Soils specification section is from a different project and has been
removed. Plantings specification section has been added to address the required installation
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of two street trees at each home and the plant bed for the monument sign. The amount of soil
removed to install trees and the monument planter is minimal and will not have a significant
impact on the earthwork calculations.

Structural Soil (CU): Show locations & account for impacts on cut and fill calculations

RESPONSE: Structural soil section is from a different project and is to be removed. Structural
soils are utilized within the city right of ways where trees are planted within small tree pits
surrounded by sidewalk. Trees planted within the Hoag neighborhood will be surrounded by
lawn and not require structural soils.

Pressure & Leakage Tests: Confirm locations of this specification requirement

RESPONSE: As is customary with all sewer installations, all lines will be pressure and leakage
tested. Please clarify comment.
Disinfection: Confirm locations of this specification requirement

RESPONSE: As is customary with all water installations, all lines will be pressure and leakage
tested in accordance with OCWA requirements and DOH regulations. Please clarify comment.
Provide detailed QA/QC plan for NYSDOH acceptance of sanitary sewer acceptance

RESPONSE: As is customary with all sewer installations, all lines will be pressure and leakage
tested, witnessed by a licensed engineer and certified by the engineer. Please clarify
comment,

Section 33 31000 - Sanitary- Does not match drawing requirements nor Section 02722 —
Sanitary Sewer

RESPONSE: Specification sections have been revised to focus on this project specifically.
Section 02722 Sanitary Sewers — Does not match drawings nor Section 33 31000 — Sanitary —

RESPONSE: Specification sections will be revised to conform to each other and this project.
Section 33 4000 — Storm Drainage — Drawings do not comply nor match the specification

RESPONSE: Specification sections have been updated to comply with project work shown
within drawings.

Many specification references are missing including Division 1 referenced on sheet L-800.
Strongly suggest a specification book complete with table of contents and material and
performance criteria. Many specifications included herewith appear as duplications.

RESPONSE: The project is not intended to contain Division 1 specifications as the project will
not be competitively bid or include many construction companies. Division 1 specifications are
not necessary. Specification sections have been edited to reflect the scope of work shown
within the current set of drawings.

20) SWPPP

21

Appendix A
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1. Soils investigation depicts soil investigation in area now to be forever wild and not in areas
of stormwater capture area

RESPONSE: The data in Appendix A is reflective of all testing done at the site, including initial
testing. The data is important and reflective of the general soil profile in the area showing
limited to no encounters with bedrock or other impedances. We plan to leave this information
within the report. We will also include the most recent Kenney Geotechnical report in our next
submission,

2. Soil investigative activity currently on three separate non project maps. All to be
coordinated on one map and one table boring locations and elevations to be tied to USGS
elevations and coordinates by surveyor

RESPONSE: see response to SWPPP comment #1 above, however, drawing L-100, Site
Preparation and Boring Plan has been included in the drawing set and the SWPPP to clarify all
testing locations. Drawing L-100 will also be included within Appendix A for clarification.

3. Boring info of 12/13/19 indicates refusal/rock at elevation 14 feet below existing grade. No
certification of elevation nor longitude/latitude location

RESPONSE: See 1) Additional Comments, bullet point #2 above for response.

4. Site specific dust plan to supersede all other regulations shall be noted on site drawings as
reference to all site activity

RESPONSE: We will add notes and references to the SWPPP to the plan.

5. SWPPP dated 12/17/19 appears pre-certified by engineer and owner 1/11/18

RESPONSE: RZE will update the signature page and NOI signatures.

6. Dust plan wording to be changed from proposed recommended etc. to required and to be
submitted daily to Town of Manlius and posted on site as part of SWPPP reporting. Action
limits and action plans to be included

RESPONSE: RZE will update the SWPPP language. Action plan and measures are included on
page 23 of the SWPPP text. Please clarify if this information should be added to the plans as
well?

7. Dust monitoring devices to be included in SWPPP documentation and describe depiction of
locations of dust monitoring at each perimeter of the site

RESPONSE: Dust Monitoring device locations are shown on phasing plans previously provided.
RZE will add specific dust monitoring device cut sheet to SWPPP appendicies




8. No borings or documentation of 66,000 CF sedimentation pond. Information required for
basis of design, pond appears to be 13 feet deep +/-.

RESPONSE: duplicate comment, see Additional Comment #1, bullet point 3 for response.

Appendix H

1. Confirm existing impervious as 1.2 acres and future impervious as 4.1 acres with new
drawings of 12/17/19 as NOI has a preparers signature of 12/26/17

RESPONSE: RZ will confirm

2. Start and end dates for the project depicted as 2019 — 2020. Proposed schedule from
drawings indicates a proposed schedule of development of 2020 through at least 2026.
Start date of 11/1/19 has passed and is incorrect. NOI dated and signed by RZ Engineering
12/26/17 incorrectly with above information superseding the document.

RESPONSE: The planning process for this project has been extended and therefore, we will
update forms however, based on future planning timetable this may require further updates,
We will update accordingly as the process moves forward.

3. Long Term O&M WILL NOT be Town of Manlius as shown on page 12 of 14 on NOI

RESPONSE: RZE will update the language

4. Owner signature on NOI is 1/10/18

RESPONSE: Forms will be updated

5. Preparer certified the SWPPP on 1/8/18 but SWPPP was not prepared until 12/17/19 nearly
two years later. Please confirm and revise

RESPONSE: see response to Appendix H comment 2 above

Appendix |
1. Details in Appendix | do not match details shown on submitted subdivision drawings.

RESPONSE: AS is typical in a swppp our office provides the NYSDEC hand drawn details from
the DEC’s Blue Book and the NYSDEC Stormwater Design manual in our SWPPP manuals for
the project. Our project plans include details prepared by our office, manufacturers and other
sources which are based off of the NYSDEC manual, Please clarify and identify andy specific
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descrepencies between the NYSDEC details and our details so that we can update the
drawings.
Appendix J

1. Whyis thisincluded. This is a copy of NYSDEC regulations SPDES General Permit

RESPONSE: It is included in every SWPPP we prepare so there is no confusion about what the
permit requirements are. This was specifically suggested by NYSDEC personnel to our office.
Is there any objection to the DEC’s request?

Appendix K

1. Confirm O&M procedures, resubmit using proposed agreement and develop site specific
reporting criteria. Current data appears to be NYSDEC suggested tally of forms

RESPONSE: Please clarify, is there a reason the DEC’s information is not sufficient for this

project or any specific requirement your office requires over and above the NYSDEC’s

requirements?

2. Maintenance does not address site specific maintenance criteria nor site specific costs nor
site ownership and easement responsibilities. Costs and set aside deposits shall also be
addressed. Inclusion of maintenance agreement is also required

RESPONSE:. see Appendix K item #1 for response
3. Post maintenance construction plan missing from SWPPP see attached for possible
reference material and sample plan

RESPONSE: see Appendix K item #1 for response
Appendix L

1. Worksheets do not match NOI in Appendix H

RESPONSE: it’s unclear the relevancy of this comment. Please clarify how the calculation does
not meet the requirement.

Appendix M

1. Soil stockpiling shall not be at direction of contractor. Stockpiling shall be as per SWPPP and
drawings

RESPONSE: we will update the drawing within this appendix to reflect current drawings.

2. No changes in staging areas as directed by contractor. Staging areas to be completed in
accordance with SWPPP and drawings approved

RESPONSE: see Appendix M item 1 for response.

3. Topsoil required across entire site aerated to a depth of 6” as required by NYSDEC also as
required on drawings. Provide a separate sheet depicting areas to be topsoiled with QA/QC
requirement including placement of compost as specified




RESPONSE: we will include staging plans within this appendix.
4. Show topsoil storage area of 18,000 +/- cubic yards to be stored and placed on site in
drawings and SWPPP

RESPONSE: see Appendix M item 3 for response
Appendix N

1. Confirm all cut/fill and topsoil calculations

RESPONSE: Tobin Construction and KFA have spent a considerable amount of time developing
the staging of the single phased construction project. The construction staging and completed
project site balances.

2. Confirm slope stability and erosion stability of storage piles of soils

RESPONSE: VR add 1'v:3’ h max slope note. Stockpiles will be seeded and strawed.
Appendix P

1. Pond profile not to scale

RESPONSE: see comment L-102 item #1 for response

21) Traffic Study
1. Traffic study: No figure 6. Statement that the study information is valid for 3 years from

data collection of October 11, 2017 (expires October 11, 2020)

RESPONSE: Agreed.

Very truly yours,
Keplinger Freeman Associates and RZ Engineering

Scott L. Freeman, R.L.A. ASLA

Rudy Zona, P.E.
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