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September 4, 2012

Mr. Michael P, Anderson
New York State Department of Transportation

4 Burnett Boulevard
Poughkeepsie, New York 12603

VIA EMAIL AND REGULAR MAIL

Re: Village of Tarrytown Comments on Final Environmental Impact Statement, Tappan Zee
Hudson River Crossing Project

Dear Mr. Anderson:

The following should be considered the official submission of the Village of Tarrytown Board of
Trustees in regards to the Final Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Tappan Zee Hudson
River Crossing Project.

1. In the March 30, 2012 official submission from the Village of Tarrytown concerning the DEIS,
the Village made reference to a Village of Tarrytown comment relating to the Scoping Document
dated November 3, 2011 requesting that a hard look be provided in the Environmental Review
Process to alternatives and/or specific actions that would miti gate the substantial negative
impacts the project outlined in the scoping packet (“the preferred alternative”) will have on the
eighty-nine unit Quay Condominiums. The Village noted that the bridge replacement alternative
will render the condominium’s common elements nearly valueless and that the review must
consider measures that will either directly mitigate these effects or enable the private property
owners to recover the lost value. The FEIS includes a statement that the Replacement Bridge
Alternative is not anticipated to significantly impact the quality of life or property value of The
Quay, but there is no documentation to back up this assertion. Based thereon, the Village can
only presure that the “hard look” requested by the Village in our response to the Scoping
Documents and to the DEIS did not oceur.

Specifically, thete is no analysis of the economic impact of the proximity of the new bridge on
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The Quay and the diminution of the value of the units at The Quay based upon the bridge
replacement project. There is also nothing in any environmental review document regarding the
fact that the proximity of the bridge directly adjacent to and above the pool and tennis courts
renders these amenities virtually valueless other than an acknowledgement in the DEIS that an
easement must be obtained for a 0.05 acre piece of vacant land adjacent to these amenities over
which the bridge will pass. The description of that easement in the DEIS makes clear that the
value ascribed to it is not nearly equivalent to, and simply does not take into account, the adverse
environmental impacts the sheer presence of the massive bridge structure will have on the value
of these amenities and the FEIS does nothing to rectify this deficiency. The DEIS failed
completely to mitigate these negative impacts and the FEIS repeats this failure. The FEIS
document also does not assess the economic impact of the proximity of the bridge to the Tappan
Landing neighborhood and the Irving nei ghborhood.

2. Inthe March 30, 2012 official submission from the Village of Tarrytown concerning the DEIS,
the Village reiterated a request that was originally included in the Village of Tarrytown
comments on the Scoping Document dated November 3, 2011 that a hard look be given to the
alternative concept of constructing one new bridge to the north of the existing bridge (to serve
westbound/northbound traffic) and rehabilitating the existing bridge (to serve
eastbound/southbound traffic). Similar to the DEIS, there is nothing in the FEIS addressing this
particular concept, other than the statement in Executive Summary that the EIS considers two
alternatives (No Build and Replacement Bridge) and that other alternatives, including
Rehabilitation, Tunnel and Single Structure were determined “not to be reasonable because they
would not meet the project’s goals and objectives”. However, the concept noted herein was
never evaluated in any environmental document.

3. Although there has been considerable reporting in the print media regarding financing of the

preferred alternative, nothing definitive is included in the F EIS in regards to how the project will
be funded. The FEIS document states that the completeness of the DEIS is not dependent upon a
financial plan being provided for the Tappan Zee Hudson River Crossing Project. It is difficult
for the Village to accept such a comment since the funding component of the project has such a
major impact upon the project and the region. It is the position of the Village that the failure of
any environmental review document to address the financing issue is a severe shortcoming of the
entire environmental review process.

In addition, the Village’s comments regarding the DEIS noted that the document had failed to
address the impact of an increase on tolls on both work related and discretionary travel. The
concern regarding work travel also related to the impact on lower income drivers paying the
increased toll in order to get to work. Although the FEIS document addresses the toll issues for
work related travel, the conclusion that there is minimal impact due to the fact that there are not a
significant number of low income drivers utilizing the bridge provides an extremely narrow
perspective and fails to evaluate the impact on that sector of the population that actually does use
the bridge for travel to work. The FEIS document fails to take a hard look at discretionary
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travel and the impact on tourism and retail activities in Westchester and Rockland Counties.

4. In the March 30, 2012 official submission from the Village of Tarrytown concerning the
DEIS, the Village made reference to comments from the Village dating back to October 2006
that that a hard look be given the concept of a Tappan Zee Bridge Bus-Train transfer station
being constructed as part of the toll plaza. This issue was not addressed in the DEIS or the FEIS
and it remains the position of the Village of Tarrytown that such a transfer station would
provide, among other benefits, significantly reduced travel times, especially for commuters
traveling to New York City for work purposes. Similarly, such a transfer station would also
greatly enhance the flexibility of all other inter-county bus routes by allowing every bus crossing
the bridge to provide transfer service to the Metro-North trains. The transfer station would also
mitigate the negative environmental impacts associated with the continuation of the existing
Tappan Zee Express bus service traversing the Village's streets when driving to and from the
current Metro North Railroad (MNRR) statior, as well as any negative impacts likely to result
from future expansions in bus service, including a Bus Rapid Transit system. The transfer
station would also provide significant benefits to the multitude of residents who live near the toll
plaza, including and especially providing pedestrian access to MNRR. Such access not only
would mitigate a portion of the adverse environmental impacts the new bridge will impose
directly on those residents, but also would provide the broader environmental benefit of
climinating the need for those residents to utilize automobiles to travel to the current train
station.  The FEIS is silent in relation to this concept and it is the position of the Village that
because of the concept’s numerous benefits, in particular its potential to mitigate adverse
environmental impacts, a Tappan Zee Bus-Train transfer station should have been evaluated as
part of the environmental réview process.

5. In the March 30, 2012 official submission from the Village of Tarrytown concerning the DEIS,
the Village noted that there was a discussion in the document regarding the Westchester Bridge
Staging Area, the Westchester Inland Staging Area and a roadway between the two areas. The
DEIS document asserts that the staging areas and the connector road pose no significant adverse
environmental impacts and the Village questioned that conclusion. The FEIS document notes
that the temporary roadway and the staging areas meet the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and the Village must once again note that it is the belief of the Village that
it is highly unlikely that the creation of staging areas that presently do not exist will have no
significant adverse impacts on the residential neighborhoods in which they are in close
proximity, especially in relation to the noise, vibration and air pollution that will he generated by
trucks and equipment utilizing the areas and the road. The Village {ocations that will be
adversely impacted are the Irving neighborhood just south of the bridge, the Quay
condominiums, and the Tappan Landing neighborhood just north of the Quay.

It does not appear that the following issues that were noted by the Village in the March 30, 2012
letter were considered in the FEIS. First, the fact that the existing noise barrier located adjacent
to Van Wart Avenue (south of the tolt plaza and NYS Thruway work area) is currently
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inadequate to address the noise issues in the adjacent neighborhood. Second, the cumulative
negative impacts that are likely to occur from the simultaneous development and construction of
the 96-acre General Motors site in Sleepy Hollow. In the latter case, the Village of Sleepy
Hollow has approved this project and its construction during the Tappan Zee Bridge
Replacement Project period is a virtual certainty. In the March 30, 2012 official submission
from the Village of Tarrytown concerning the DEIS, the Village noted that the preferred
alternative provides for a bike and pedestrian trail on the new crossing; however, the DEIS does
not address parking issues associated with access to the new trail. The response to the Village’s
comment is that this issue will be addressed during the design-build process. It is the position of
the Village of Tarrytown that the issue requires an evaluation as part of the environmental review
process, since the trail has secondary adverse impacts, namely added traffic and an increased
demand for parking that is likely to result from the public’s attempts to utilize that amenity. This
tssue has not been analyzed in the FEIS and it remains the position of the Village of Tarrytown
that the environmental review process must address this access issue and provide suitable
mitigation for the adverse environmental impacts associated with it.

7. Inthe March 30, 2012 official submission from the Village of Tarrytown concerning the
DEIS, the Village referenced Tarrytown Mayor Drew Fixell’s comments at the March 1,2012
public hearing, in which Mayor Fixell reiterated the statements contained in the November 3,
2011 letter concerning the need for mass transit on the new bridge, especially that the inclusion
of mass transit will mitigate many of the adverse environmental impacts that the bridge creates
for the Village of Tarrytown, the County and the region. The FEIS reiterates statements in the
DEIS asserting that mass transit is beyond the scope of the project and that the new bridge will
be constructed in a manner to accommodate mass transit in the future. However, it remains the
position of the Village that mass transit, specifically Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or other enhanced
bus service, must be explicitly committed to and should be considered now rather than later.
Absent that, there can be no assurance that the region will ever see mass transit on the Tappan
Zee Bridge and, therefore, that there will be substantially less mitigation of the significant
adverse environmental impacts associated with the new bridge.

8. The Village continues to employ the services of Mack Associates, LLC in regards to noise
issues relating to the project, both during the construction project and after the bridge has been
completed. The Village’s consultant has reviewed the FEIS and Mack Associates comments,
which shall be considered official comments of the Village of Tarrytown, are included with this
letter.
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The Village appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments in regards to the Tappan Zee Hudson
River Crossing Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, however, the Village is disappointed that
many of the comments included in the March 30, 2012 from the Village of Tarrytown were not
addressed in the FEIS document.

Very truly yours,
VILLAGE OF TARRYTOWN

Dy

Drew Fixell
Mayor

C: Board of Trustees
Michael Blau, Village Administrator
Paul Feiner, Supervisor and Members of the Greenburgh Town Council
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Mayor Drew Fixell and the Board of Trustees
Village of Tarrytown

One Depot Plaza

Tarrytown, NY 10591

Re:  Tappan Zee Bridge FEIS
Noise Comments on behalf of
Village of Tarrytown
Westchester County

Dear Mayor Fixell and the Board of Trustees:

At your request MACK Associates, LLC (MACK) has reviewed the noise elements of the FEIS for the
Tappan Zee Bridge River Crossing Project. We had also reviewed the DEIS and submitted comments
to USEPA Region 2 by letter of 26 March 2012 and Michael Anderson of NYSDOT by letter of 30
March 2012, As you are aware we have also been retained by the Salisbury Point Cooperative
(Salisbury) in South Nyack, Rockland County to perform the same functions,

Some very important additions have occurred that will provide enhanced noise mitigation during
construction of the new facility. These include:

* Commitments for source and path controls to mitigate noise from individual pieces of
equipment to defined noise limits at 50 feet that can be monitored for compliance (Table 18-24
on page 18-59); and

¢ Construct noise barriers (variously mentioned as “ at least 8-11° high” and “a minimum of 11’
high”) around all staging areas and along some of the construction access roads,

However, we are disappointed in the overal responsiveness of the FEIS and Response to Comments to
the issues raised by our comment letters, and clarified and expanded upon in subsequent mestings,
There were many comments either ignored, or not adequately addressed. On behalf of the Village of
Tarrytown and Salisbury we submitted 38 pages of text with more than 100 discrete comments. These
were grouped (or ignored) into 15 comments that were approximately 5 ¥; pages long. However,
rather than reiterate past comments, we have focused on making our points by new comments on the
FEIS, the Response to Comments, and relevant Design Build Project documents. Also, for the DEIS

15 Wellington Court | Colts Neck, NJ Q7722 | T 732.616.4557 | F:732.948.2123
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review we generated two letters (one for the Village of Tarrytown, and one for the Salisbury Point
Cooperative), with common attachments. This approach appears to have contributed to the
aforementioned consolidation issues. Therefore, there will be no attachments and all comments will be
within the body of the letter. Also, for the sake of clarity and future reference we have numbered each
of our individual comments.

First we present general comments (G-1 through G-89) that relate to the project and analysis in the
whole. These comments are identical in this letter to youand in a letter to Salisbury. Comments (-1
through G-71 relate to inconsistencies or uncertainties relating to the mitigation commitments that the
Authority (which collectively is used to mean the NY State Thruway Authority and NYS Department
of Transporiation) has made. Itis important that all mitigation commitments be clear to all parties (the
Contractor, the Authority, local municipalities and agencies, and the public), and easily enforceable.

The remaining general comments (G-72 to (-89) relate to unresolved deficiencies in the baseline data,
analysis, or mitigation. In some instances the comments stand on their own, and in other instances they
introduce issues that are followed up in greater detail in the Tarrytown specific comments (T-1 through
1-9). Thus, follow 98 comments on the noise aspects of the project. These comments focus on
construction noise (monitoring, modeling, and mitigation). With respect to the permanent noise
barriers, the visual analysis enhanced imagery that was promised at the public meetings has been
deferred until the final design by the Design Build contractor. Since this seems like a reasonable
approach we have not formally commented on it.

General Noise Comments
The following general comments (G-1 through G-39) relate to text in the following document:
DB Contract Documents Part3
Project Requirements
Revision (Addendum No.10)
July 18, 2012

Exhibit B ftem 2. CONSTRUCTION NOISE AND VIBRATION CONTROL from pages B-3-3
and B-3-4 has been reproduced in its entirety in black italics and numbered comments added in red
italics throughout. We have bolded some of the text for emphasis,

A. Where practicable and feasible cleciric powered equipment rather than diesel powered equipment
shall be used

Comment G-1: Who determines what's practicable and feasible? Will the Authority review and
verify?

Comment G-2: What are the inspection, reporting, and enforcenment mechanisms involved with
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respect to scheduling and Srequency of equipment use?

Commenr G-3= Wil tuspection and compliance reports be posted to the website i g fimely
Jaslion? If not, why not?

B. Use of impact devices such as jackhammer, pavement breakers and preumatic tools shall be
limited where practicable and Sfeasible.

Comment G-4: Who determines what’s practicable and feasible? Vill the Auth ority review and
verifi?
Comment G-5: What are the inspection, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms bhivolved wirl

respect to selreduling and Sfrequency of equipment use?

Comument G-6: Wil inspection and compliance reports be posted to the website in « fimely
Sashion? If not, why not?

C. Shrouds shall be utilized to limit noise exposure (o the levels stated in Table 3-B-2-1.
Comment G-7: Whicl of the equipment listed will need sheouds to meet the noise levels?

Comment G-8: What are the inspection, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms involved wirh
respect to scheduling and Jrequency of equipment use?

Comument G-9: Will inspection and compliance reports be posted to the website in o tmely
Sashion? If not, why not?

D. Installation of appropriate noise attenuation around construction staging areas, including
minimization of backup alarms and other noises.

Comment G-10: Who determines what's appropriate?

Comment G-11: The statensent uses the word “around” which seem to imply path controls in the
Sornof a wall, but the extmples seem to imply source controfs, Please clurify,

Comment G-12: What are the inspection, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms involved
with respect to scheduling and frequency of equipment nse?

Cosment G-13: il inspection and compliance reporis be posted 1o the website in o tmely

15 Wellington Court | Colts Neck, NJ 07722 [ T 732.616.4557 I F.732.946.2123
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Sashion? If noi, why not?

E. Proper maintenance and service of all equipment used on Site, including Subcontractors’
equipment, including installation of mufflers to limit noise.

Conument G-14: Wil there be an inspection program for all new equipnient brought to the Site?
Comment G-13: If nof, hosw 1will this provision be enforced?

F. Use of sound attenuating curtains or shrouds on the pile driving hammers to reduce noise exposure
to the levels stated in Table 3-B-2-1.

Comment G-16: How is this different from Item C?

Comment G-17: Please clarify that the shroud will enclose all Jour directions simultaneousty.
As discussed elsewhere pile driver noise will tra vel long distances so both shores must
be protected simulianeo 1siy.

Comment G-17: How will compliance monitoring be conducted? Ground (or water) feve!
monitoring at 50 feef will not be sufficient. Monitoring must also occur at
representative vertical elevations.

G. Use of movable noise attenuation measures around pumps, trucks, and other noisy equipment when
operating in close proximity to residential greas.

Comment G-18: What does close proximity mean?

Comment G-19: Is this more restrictive than Item C? If 5o, are there additional performuance
standards and enforcement mechanisny ?

H. The development and implementation of community outreach activities related to construction noise
impacts as outlined in the Environmenial Documentation (EIS Chapter 18) and discussed further in
Part 3, Project Requirement 8 — Public Involvement

L In addition to ihe vibration monitoring requirements detailed in Project Requirement 1() —
Geotechnics, six noise and vibration monitoring stations that shall continvously record noise and
vibration shall be provided by the Design-Builder, These devices shall iransmit data to a secure website
to be maintained by the Design-Builder and access to the websile shall be provided to the Authority or
the Authority s designee, Three stations shall be located near ihe Westchester shoreline and three
stations shall be near the Rockland shoreline. The locations of the stations shall be subject to the

15 Wellington Court | Colts Neck, NJ 07722 | T:732.816.4557 [ Fr732.9046.2123
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approval of the Authority, and shall be relocated as directed by the Authority. Faulty stations shall be
repaired by the Design-Builder within 48 hours of observing a fault.

Comment G-20: Will there be public input on the site selection? If not, why wot? If so, liow and
when?

Comment G-21: Ve presume that the noise monitoring will be conducted to docuinent the
general success of construction noeise mitigation program to limit noise increases (and
fmpacts) to those increases disclosed in the FEIS. Th us, it will be important to
mwoidtor and document pre-construction baseline woise fovels Jor comparison to
monitored construction nofse levels,

Comiment G-22: Will the monitoring datu be posted on the public website? If not, why not? if
so, how quickly can the data be posted?

J. To the maximum extent possible, temporary noise walls shall be provided by the Design-Builder to
shield residences from construction staging areas, platforms and construction works. 4 mininmum 11
Jeet high, temporary noise wall shall be installed between the construction staging areas and platforms
and the shorelines, and beiween the construction staging areas and platforms and the south side of the
exit ramp (adjacent fo Ferris Lane),

Conunent G-23: What does “to the maximum exient possible” mean? The location and height
of the barriers should be presented to the public and feedback obtained as part of the
Public Information Program.

Connnent G-24: What studies or modeling has been done to determine what an appropriate
height is? Other major highway construction projects (e.g. the Central Artery in
Boston) have used higher barriers with cantilevered fops to provide pretection for
receptors at luigher elevations during construction. The Jollowing fext was in a paper
describing the Central Artery construction noise mitigation:

If practical, noise barriers should be tall enough fo provide noise
reduction for the upper-most stories of nearby sensitive receptors, though
this may not always be achievable with abutting multi-story buildings.
Indeed the Iimiting factor for a noise barrier is not the component of
noise transmitted through the material, but rather the amount of noise
Jlanking around and over the barrier In ihese cases, the barrier/curiqin
System must either be very tall or have some form of roofed enclosure (o
protect upper-story receptors.

15 Wellington Court | Colts Neck, NJ 07722 { T 7326164557 | F:732.945.2123
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Comment G-25: By saying « minimum 11 high inplies that the barrier could or should be
higher. WYho will evaluate the appropriate eight based upon the elevation of adjacent
sensitive receptors ?

K. All construction equipment, ncluding any at-source noise abatement sysiems, shall not exceed the
maximum noise levels shown in Table 3-B-2-1. See Part 2 DB§107-13 for nighttime noise restrictions.
in addition, on Saturday mornings until midday and on Sundays all day, no equipment shall be used
that emits noise above 70dBA measured af an offset distance of 50 feet if the work is on land and at the
nearest point of the shoreline if the work is in the water

Commient G-26: With respect Lo work on land does this mea that ne equipment with ¢ Lmax of
71ABA (Table 3-B-2-1) of greater can be used during these tine periods, including
coucrete mixer and prinip trucks?

Conmment G-27: With respect to work in or over the waier how is this deterniined? Will the noise
monitoring data in em I be used in amy way? If se low?

Monitoring, internal reporting, and management of noise levels by the Design-Builder shall be

configured to ensure that:
any exceedance of the maximum permitted noise levels shall be identified by the Design-Builder
within 30 minutes of the occurrence: and (i) the activity causing the exceedance is mitigated within
I howr of the first occurrence such that the exceedance is not repeated, Any exceedance of the
maxirmum noise limits shall be reported to the Authority’s Project Manager within 48 hours, with
details of the mitigation adopted. Other than exceedance events, reporting of noise measurements
shall be weekly,

Comment G-28: Fhat noise monitoring other than the sixv stations in Iternn 1will be required?
Conment G-29: Will the A uthority undertuke aiy independent verification noise monitoring?

Conmment G-30: Who will establish, and who will review and approve the equipmeat specific
noise mounitoring protocols?

Comnrent G-31: Will the public or local municipalities be afforded the opportunity fo comment
on the noise monitoring protocols? If not, why not? If yes, what will the process be?

Conmment G-32: Will ile professionals lired by interested parties be provided access for
verificution noise monitoring should conflicts arise? If not, wiry not?

Comment G-33: Will noise measurements aind exceedance data be promplly posted on the public
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website? If not, why nor?

Table 3-B-2-1 Maximum permitted noise levels from construction equipment
Equipment Description - Maximum noise levels Lmax (dBA)(1)

Compressor (air) 38
Concrete mixer truck 71
Concrete pump truck 71
Crane 70
Drill vig truck 69
Dump truck 69
Excavator 71
Flat-bed truck 66
Front end loader 74
Generator 60
Impact pile driver 90
Man [ift 63
Paver 67
Pumps 73
Comment G-34: The FEIS says 77 dBA for pumps. Which value is correct?
Roller 70
Vibratory pile driver 90
Other 70

Conunent G-35: e presume that “Other” Includes all other pieces of equipinent including, but
not limited to: chain saw; concrete Sawy grader; grapple; jackhammers hoe ramy; and
preumatic tools. Is that correct?

(1) d-weighted maximum sound level, measured at a distance of 50 feet from the construction
equipment, with the use of relevant at-source noise abatement system controls,

Comment G-36: Whicl of these limits can be met b v selection of quict equipment, and which will
require shrouds or other enclosures that will require periodic inspection?

Comiment G-37: What are the specific measures to reduce impact pile driving noise Jrom 103
dBAto 90 dBA? Please provide g schematic that identifies the major noise generating
portions of the pile driving, the location of the shrouds, and the locatios (horizontal
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and vertical) of the compliance noise monitoring.

Comntent G-38: Have these measures been suceessfully wsed elsewiore? fsowhere? If noi
what confidence do you have that th ey will work?

Comment G-39: In the FIS Jor The San Francisco- Oakiond Bay Bridge Fust Span
Replacement (wiricl is currently under construction) CALTRANS made the following
Statemnent
(hlp v dotea, oo distd s fobb/Environmental T 20Consequences.hity w4 1435
Calirans has already in vestigated such measures gs selecting a quieter pile driver,
placing a shroud around the hammer, using portable shielding, sound blankets, and
Plywood sheets. These measures were JSound not to work for a variety of reasons,
including not being effective, challenges in implementation due to wind conditions
and elevation, and cost,

This raises sonie concerns, Will the A nthority alfow the Design Build contractor to
not mect the noise fimits for techiuological or cost reasons? if so, that would increase
nofse fmpacts above those disclosed in the FELS (since the pile driver is the noisiest
Piece of equipnient used any increases in peak pile driving noise will incregse the
maxims constricction noise levels) and would necessitate g § upplemental EIS.

The following general comments relate to Exhibit B Item 7. PILE DRIVING MANAGEMENT on
page B-3-9,

Comment G-40: e can understand the use of the phrase” predominantly within daytime hours”™
ts it relates to winter and short days (9 lrours from sunrise to sunsel). However, if
applied in the summer time when the days are longer (15 hours Sfrom sunrise to
sunsel) the siart time could be before 7ant or the end time could be after 7pin. Wiy
can’t the Authority just commit to 7an to 7pm?

Comment G-41: Hhat is the process that the Authoriiy will use to allpsy pile driving for more
than 12 hours a day? Will there be the opportunity for public input into that process
prior to implementation ? If not, why not? How will the Authority provide notice ty
communities that they have allpwed pile driving for more than 12 hours On @
particular day(s)?

1& Wellington Court | Coits Neck, NJ 07722 ! T.732.515.4557 | F:732.946.2123
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CommentG-42: What are the sch editle, cost and impace Juctors that the A uthority will use in
making a determination on suclh g request? Will complaints or issues relating to 7an
fe 7pm operations be a Juctor?

The following general comments relate to PIP Section 8: Public Involvement during Design-Build
Phase from page A-8-11.

any potential for noise, dust, safety or other impacts of possible concern to local residenis or travelers;
(2) any unusual traffic diversions or delays due to planned construction activities, and (3) nighttime
or weekend construction activities (e.g. off-hour deliveries).

Connnent G-43: W v can't there be regulor reporting of the onging and compliance noise
Honitoring ?

A summary of any unusual or important public comments or concerns submitted in writing, posted on
the website or received on the Project s phone hotline would also be provided, along with any planned
or completed responses 1o those comments.

Comment G-44: ho makes the decisions as to which are “unusual or important”? This
conceri is less an issue if alf conpments and responses would be posted on the public
website in a timely fushion,

Comiment G-43: Vouldin't q more fransparent way of reporting be to track comments b 13
geographically (e.g. Salisbury Point, or the {rving neighborhood) and by technical
areq (e.g. air quality, or traffic) to provide context? Can this be done? If not, why
il

appropriate. Immediate contact shall also be made with local and county officials in potential affected
areas connected with emergency-type events, such as accidents, spills of other events of possible public
concern.

j. Public Information Response Process —Bused on the recommendation included in the selected
Design-Builder s proposal and Sinalized in consultation with the Authority, this process will clearly
indicate how it will consider and utilize al Jorms of stakeholder input, including potential actions in
consuliation with the Agencies to refine the Project’s design or construction activities,

15 Weliington Court | Colts Neck, NJ 07722 | T 732.816.4557 | F:732.048.2123
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Conument G-46: Will the A urhority solicit feedback from the public on the Public Involvenent
Plan before it is adopted? If not, wihy not?

The following general comments (G-47 to G-53) relate to
DB Contract Documents Part?
DB Sections 100
General Provisions
Revision (Addendum No.10)
July 18,2012

Section DB 107-13 NOISE ABATEMENT on pages 151 — 152 states:

Inurban or populated rural areas where quiet conditions normally prevail, no equipment that emits
noise above 70 DBA measured at an offset distance of 50 feet, if the work is on land, and at the nearest
point of the shoreline, if the work is in the water, shall be operated during nighttime hours unless such
Work is otherwise specified in the Contract Documents. The Authority s Project Manager may
authorize nighttime Work under special circumstances or emergency conditions.

Comment G-47: This language is similar to, but not identical fo, language in Part 3. Wiy not
miake the language identical?

Comment G-48: Does “noise above 70 dBA™ mean an Limax of 70 dBA?
Comment G-48: Nighttime should be defined.

Conment G-49: This clause does not address different work hours on the weekend, It should be
modified to so address.

Comment G-48: The first part of the statement indicates that work can occur at night if if less
than 70 dBA, yet the final sentence states that wighttime work may be authorized,
Does that mean that any nighttime work needs to be authorized? Or does it mean that
nighttime work over 70 dBA needs to be anthorized?

Every earlier version of the document also contained the following statement:

County or municipal ordinances shail apply if they are more stringent than the requirements of
the Contract Documents.

Comment G-49: Wiy was this deletion made?
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Comment G-30: We presume that this senfence has been used in other contract doctmients in the
Stute, Where else has it stu yed in the contract?

Conmment G-31: The deletion of this sentence appears fo directly contravene NYSDOT
procednres Litps: wiw, dot.nv.govidivisions/enuineering/enyir mmental-
anidvsis ' man uals-and-guidance/epm
4.4.18 Noise Analysis Policy and Procedures
In some cases there may be local laws or ordinances that govern consiruction noise
levels or hours. New York City has a local law that is quite restrictive in many areas.
The Department is not generally subject to local noise control ordinances; nevertheless,
the existence of those laws should be investigated during project development and
every reasonable effort made to comply with their provisions during construction
Jollowing the procedures provided above.

Please comply with NYSDOT procedures. We recommend that the Authority
coordinaie with each affected mnnnicipalify with respect to the conditions in their noise
ordinances,

Comment G-52: The FELS Response to Comment 18-98 states:

The NYSTA is a state authority and is not required to comply with local codes and
regulations. However, it is NYSTA’s practice to comply with local codes and
regulations where and when compliance would not result in substantial delays,
require incurring additional Costs, or interfere with achieving project goals.

This is NOT what the procedures say. There was no discussion of what the varions
noise codes say in the affected muiticipalities and how and wh ) the project is
deviating from them. The phrase “every reasonable effort” in the precedures
cerfainly seems clear, The Authority and their consultants shouid have “investigated”
the local noise codes during NEPA/SEQRA and assessed their ability to comply.
Compliance with those parts of the noise codes that could be complied with showuld
have been summarized, Specific reasons for nnon-compliance of other portions should
have been documented, An v additional cost, as the response implies, should not u
reason for non-compliance. Because of the sensitivity of construction noise as an
issue public diclogue on what constitutes “every reasonable effort” should have been
part of the NEPA/SEQRA process.

Comprent G-33: Since the FEIS huas not properdy addressed the “every reasonable effort” issue

and the noise piitisation measures are only vaguely defined there are man V' IROE
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details to be finalized. How will this be accomplished moving forward? It will be
important for all mumicipalities and affected residents to have their voices lieard.

In addition to discussions regarding construction noise in the Design Build Documents there are also
discussions in the FEIS on pages 18-58 and 18-59. General comments C-54 to C-71 relate to those
pages, the relevant text of which is reproduced below.

Two significant noise abatement measures that NTSTA/NYSDOT will implement would be: (1) the use
of noise barriers to reduce truck noise along the south and north sides of the ramp leading to River
Road in Rockland County and on the south side of the access road leading to the staging area in
Westchester County;

Conmnent G-34: This commitnient includes more construction road noise barriers. See text
relating to Comments G-23 to G-25. The Record of Decision/Findings Stutenieint
should include all barriers,

Conmpment G-35: The burriers along construction roads should be installed before the access
roads are constructed, and dismantled only after the access roads are demolished.

Conunent G-56: The barriers at staging areas should be installed as early in the construction
sequence as possible.

and (2) the use of quiet equipmeni and path control measures, Specifically contractors will be required
o construct noise barriers af least §-17 Seet high in the areas described above, and around all inland
and pier staging areas.

Compment G-57: The Desien Build documents say a minimum of 11 feer. See Conment G-235.
We presume that barriers will be a mininnin of 11 feet tall. Is that correct?

With regard to the use of guiet equipment and path control measures, Table 18-24 shows Lmax noise
levels at 50 feet for selected fypical construction equipment and the Lmax noise levels at 50 Jeet for the
same cquipment that contractors would be required to achieve (using quiet equipment and/or path
controls [shrouds, barriers, etc.]),

In addition to the noise barriers and equipment with reduced noise levels specified above NYSTA and
NYSDOT are committed o implementing the following generalized source conirol, site control, and
community awareness measures to minimize and reduce potential noise concerns relating io
construction activities:

Comment G-58: These general items are either not mentioned in the Design Build documents or
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are worded differently. This needs to be clarified,
* Source Control Measures:
- Use of properly designed and well-maintained mufflers in all internal combustion
engines, engine enclosures, and intake silencers,

Conent G-39: Who will inspect? Who will enforce?

- Require contractors to perform regular periodic equipment maintenance, and

Comment G-60: 1Vill contraciors be required to liave maintenance logs for A uthority inspection?

If not, howwill requiresment be met?
- Use of new equipment with reduced noise levels where Jeasible and practicable.

Conmment G-61: Is this requirement any more resirictive (i.e. profective of the residents) that
Tuble 18-247

* Site Control Measures:
- Place stationary equipment as far away as Jeasible and practicable from sensitive
receptor locations;

Comment G-62: Who determines what is Seasible and practicable?

Comment G-63: Will the Authority inspect equipment lecations and require changes if
necessary?

- Strategically select waste disposal sites to minimize potential noise concerns;
Comnent G-64: Will the Authority approve waste disposal sites?

Comment G-63: Will the A uthority inspect waste disposal sites and require changes if
necessary?

- Where feasible, coordinate work operations io coincide with time periods when people

would be least likely to be affected by construction-related noise,
Conmment G-64: Who determines what is feasible?

Comment G-63: Wiat time periods would people be least likely to be affected by construction
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noise?

- Where feasible eliminate nighitime operations (in particular no pile driving will be
scheduled for nighttime, Saturday morning and all day Sunday);

Conment G-66: The conmitnent is vague and inconstant with the Desion Build documeits.
Please clarify.

- Eliminate “tail gate banging”,
Conmrent G-67: Howowill this be done?
Continent G-68: Who will inspect?

- Reduce backing-up procedures for equipment with backup alarms, and replace backup
alarms with strobes where acceptable per Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) and other regulations; and

Comment G-69: How wilf back-up procedures be reduced?

Comment G-70: There are also variable loudness back-up beepers that meet OSHA
requirements. Alternate (i.e. quieter than standard) backup beepers should be
required on all equipment. If not, wit) niot?

- Where feasible, prior to construction operalions commencing, construct noise barriers

described in Chapter 12 to mitigate post construction conditions.
* Community Awareness Measures:

- Notify the public of construction activities that may be percetved of as notsy and
intrusive prior to Starting construction; and

- Establish means for the public to contact the engineer-in-charge (i.e., provide
telephone number, email etc. ) and methods to handle complaints,

- Implement a noise and vibration monitoring program.

Convnent G-71: Many other items should be posted on the public website including, but not
limited to: (1) on-going noise monitoring data; (2) noise mitigation complignce
reporis; and (3) complaints and responses, The responses should be clear as to how
fndividual complaints are addressed.

There are other items of general concern that are discussed in the FEIS or in the Response to

Comments. These topics are: (1) whether a SEIS should have been prepared; (2) the acquisition and
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use of noise data during and from the PIDP; (3) the lack of adequate baseline noise monitoring
inctuding L10 and Lmax data and analyses; {4) construction noise modeling using Cadna/A; (5)
enhanced noise transmission over water bodies; and (6) the appropriateness of receptor controls.
Specific comments are below.

Comment G-72: Numerous commenters on the DELS raised the issue that a SELS needed to be
prepared and not a FEIS. Part of Response R 3-18 stutes:

Partly in response to comments made with respect to the claimed need for an SDEIS,
FHWA prepared a Re-evaluation to assess whether, after the completion of the DEIS,
there were any changes to the proposed action or new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts
that would resulf in significant environmental impacts not evaiuated in the DEIS. The
Re-evaluation, which appears in Appendix A to this FEIS, reflects the agency’s
determination that an SDEIS was not required.

This Re-evaluation (Appendix A-7) is a 607 page document with no tuble of contents
o permit an easy review, In scanning every page we concluded that NONE of the
SEIS points raised in the comments on the DEIS by anyone lad been addressed,
Thus, the claim that there is a link between the conuments on the DEIS and the Re-
evaluation is unsupported by the available information. The issue of the need fora
SEIS should have been discussed globally in the Re-evaluation rather than pleceneal
in Responses to Comsents, The piecenmenl response allowed comments to e restated
with important issues missing, and to be addressed separately and narrowly, rather
than in a large comprehensive way,

Conument G-73: We, and oth ers, hiad raised issues abous incorporaiing the results of the PIDP in
the SEIS (or in this case the F E{S). Fisheries work relating to noise and other issues
was summaerized in a 181 page technical appendix (Appendix F). The only report on
ambient noise monitoring was to say that the impact pile driver was 106 dBA ot 50 Jfeet
(whicl is significantly higher than used in the DELS analysis). There was o
discussion of any inportant details, for example, methodology, location and height of
monitoring, monitoring at multiple distances, how man ' occasions the monitoring
was conducted, or whether attenuation rates over the water varied, This information
is crircial to the conclusions in the FEIS should be provided. The impact pife driver is
the nolisiest piece of equipment by fur and is the controlling fuctor as fur as peak neise
fevels,

Conmment G-74: We had raised the issue that L10 and Lutax should also fave been addressed
(Comment 18-96), The response, K 18-96, misses the point. The Leq descriptor,
which was used in the DELS and FEIS, may indeed be the sin gle most utilized
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deseriptor, but it is not the only importat or relevant descriptor, [t is the easiest to
calendate becanse of RCNI. However, Linax, which is indicative of frow lond the
foudest, most intrusive and disruptive noises are, is also easy fo culculute,
Presentuation and discussion of Limax levels would have assisted the reader i
understanding exactly how intrusive the construction activities would be in their daily
lives. dtwill likely be the peak noises (Lnax) that generate the most complaings frons
the adjucent residences. Because of that the Lmay levels that correspond to the
modeled Leq values should be calculated and disclosed, In this way monitored Lia
values can also be used to document the suceess of the noise mitigation progran.

Comment G-75: L1 is also an important descriptor in that at 45 dBALI10 is a comimonly used
interior standard, which is used in New York City. The L10 issue will be Surther
discussed in Conment 7-1,

Comment G-76: An Important aspect of an EIS is to “bound” the poltential impacts, Bounding
means to describe and disclose the worst case inmpacts. With noise that is related to
maximunt foadness and duration. The FEIS discusses worst case impacts (for a
period of up to 6 months), but does not duration further. For example the NYC
CEQR Techunical Manual defines construction impacts of less thai fwo years as short
termt and greater than two years as fong term. The FELS did not address the noise
increases that would exist throughout the long term construction. For example, Table
18-25 reports a maximum increase in Leg of 10 dBA at 5 Edgewater Lane. This is
described as a wmmitigated noise impact that could occur Sor up to 6 months, The
FLLS is sifent on what happens beyond 6 months. We can only assume, therefore,
ihat at afl focations nolise increases will be 3 dBA or less except for one six month
period. Any increases miore than 3 dBA outside the 6 month window are not analyzed
ordisclosed in the FEIS, and therefore not covered by the bounding. Any ummitieated
noise impacts longer than 6 wmonths wonld require additional mitigation and analysis
inn @ Supplemental EIS.

Comment G-77: The issue of inadequate baseline noise nionitoring raises additional issues. It is
reported on page 18-61 of the FELS that:
construction-related activities would be expected to produce noise levels at these
Jive receptor sites (Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7), and at locations near these receptor
sites, which would be intrusive and noisy, and result in unmitigated noise
impacis.
Site # 2, which is somewhere on Thruway property between The Quay and the
Thraway, las a maximum noise increase of 10 dBA. Site # 1, witieh is somewhere in
the Tuppan Landing development, has « miaximum increase of 3 dBA, which is barely
pereeptible and not an unmitigated impact. The Quay lies between these bvo
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receptors. Cant those residents expect increases of 3 dBA, which would not be an
impact, or can they expect increases of 10 dBA which would be an impact?

Comment G-78: If The Quay or Salisbury, for example, wanted fo independently verify during
constriction ihat the mitigation measures were working as represented in the FEIS
there are no accepted (by the Autthority) baseline values in the Quay or Salisbury to
whicl to compare, In fact, no indepeident observer could do monitoring af any of the
sites because we do not know the location at whicl the measurenients were taken and
the modeling performed,

Comment G-79: in fact, if the A uthority were to attempt to do noise moititoring during
construction i response to complaints there is not sufficient baseline noise
monitoring, The noise and vibration moititoring at the 6 sites (3 in Westchestor
County and 3 in Rocklnnd County) discussed in the Design Build Contruct (see
Comments G-20 to G-22) could partially solve this probleni if noise moiforing were
fo start prior to construction. Will that be required to occur?

Comment G-80: Even if it does occur af those 6 sites ow will the Authority respond to
complaints from residents not adjacent to those 6 monitoring locations?

Comment G-§1: It woudd seem appropriate for the Authority, in consultation with the affected
mnnicipalities, to estublish a more comprelensive set of baseline nionitorin o data to
which future compliance is contpared. More detailed examples of the lack of
sufficient site specific buseline noise moititoring is presented in both the Tarrytows
and Salisbury comments. We recommend that the Authority and interested parties
agree to monitoring protocols that could be followed by any interested party to
confirm that mitieation measures are being implemented and mitigate noise levels as
represented in the FEIS.

Comment G-82: If compliance noise monitoring at 30° is within the limits specified, but the
anibient monitoring shows unmiitigated impacts that are greater in intensify or
duration than disclosed in the FEIS, what will the Autlrority’s response be?
Enhanced mitigation? A Supplemental EIS? How quickly will the response be
Irmplemented?

Comment G-83: We previously commented that Cadna/A would have bees a more appropriate
constriction noise model than RCNM (Comument C 18-92). The resporse wiis:
The RCNM 1.1 model used for the construction noise analysis is the model
recommended and approved by FHWA and NYSDOT Jor this type of analysis, The
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Cadna 4 model is not a model that has been approved by FHWA and NYSDOT for
this use.
The response Is not totally correct. Yes RCNM 1.1 is used and approved by FEI}A
and NYSDOT, but it not exclusive. As per FHIAS Construction Noise Handbook
hitp:wiws.thwadotgoy environmentnaise ‘construction noise handbook handboeok0a,
cim

More recently there have been very sophisticated noise prediction model
programs commercially available such as SoundPLAN (by SoundPIAN LLC of
Shelton, WA), Cadna/d (by DataKustik of Munich, Germany), and the
Environmental Noise Model (ENM by RTA Technology of Australia). These
programs are able fo display the predicted noise levels in Sformats that provide
muich more information, when compared to spreadsheet models. by graphically
displaying results as equivalent noise contour lines. In doing so, noise levels at
any receptor location of interest can quickly be estimated by interpolating the
results between adjacent noise contour lines, Moreover, the construction
equipment types and working locations can be changed fuirly easily in these
models, and new noise results can be computed much more quickly than could be
done with discrete receptor point models. These sophisticated models also allow
Jor some evaluation of noise reduction effects from various mitigation measures
and/or man-made or natural barriers.
There Is a clear acknowledgement by FHWA that Cadua/A is a more sophisticated
model for wse int more complex environments. In Jact, we question whether Figures
18-13 and 18-14 in the FEIS were developed with Cadna/A. Since RCNM 1.1 conld
not frave been used to generate the contours to develop those figures, the model,
methodology, assumptions and input parameters should be disclosed and discussed,

Comment G-84: There were several comments on the DEIS on the enhanced transmission of
sound over water and at multiple meetings with the Authority, The response that the
models acconnt for that is not correct.,

A recent (2010} noise study by DOE reported that modeled noise levels at a distance of
4.83 kin (3.0 mi) modeled over water are 16 dBA higher than modeled at that distance
over laud. The report citation is:

USDOE Report PNNL- 20015

Gffshore Wind Turbines

Estimated Noise from Offshore Wind T urbine,

Monhegan Island, Maine

Environmental Effects of Offshore Wind Energy Development
November 2010
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Conumnent

Lhe explanation in the report is quoted as Jollows:
The noise level calculated using the Swedish overwater model is much larger
than that calculated with the two land-based models. This is due to the manner
in which the model treats the geometric divergence of the acoustic signal. While
both land models assume spherical wave spreading throughout the entire region,
the Swedish overwater model assumes sphevical wave spreading for the first 200
m and then transitions io cylindrical spreading. For spherical wave spreading
the sound pressure levels decrease 6 dB with every doubling in distance, while
with cylindrical spreading there is a 3 dB reduction with every doubling in
distance.
The approximate width of the Hudson River at the crossin g is 3 mi. This means that
pile driving on the Westchester side of the river wifl be about 16 484 fouder on the
Rockland side than the FEIS acknowledges, This also means that pile driving in the
center of the River would be about 11 dBA higher on both shores than the FEIS
represents in its modeling. Thus, the potential for unmitigated noise impacts
extending for greater than 6 months is greal and must be addressed. This supports the
reasonableness and need for receptor controls fo mitigate construction und operation
noise.

G-85: We raised the issue of receplor controls (Comment C 18-101). The Response (R
18-101) stuted:
It is not FHWA and NYSDOT policy to fund receplor abatement measures (i.e.,
building envelope improvements, such as soundproofing or the installation of
beiter quality windows to reduce noise impacts for residents), and NYSTA has no
plans to install a bubble over the pool Jor noise abatement:
To say that it is not FHWA policy to fund receptor abatement measires is confusing at
best and wrong at worst. It is FHWVA’ Construction Noise Handbook (2006) that
specifically discusses receptor noise ubatement measires. Also, other FHA projects
(e.g. the Boston Central Artery) have inctuded receptor noise abatement meusires
such as replacement windows.

A direct quote from the following paper supports and explains this point,
Construction noise control program and mitigation strategy at the Central
Artery/Tunnel Project (Received 1999 December 15; revised 2000 July 21;
accepted 2000 August 04) Erich Thalheimer

Acoustical window treatments io improve the noise reduction qualities of
residential window openings represents a proven successful means to implement
receptor noise control. In general, window openings are the weak link in o

15 Wellington Court | Colts Neck, NJ 07722 | T 7326164557 | F:732.9452123

www.mackassociatesllc.com



Tappan Zee Bridge FEIS Page 20
Noise Review

Village of Tarrytown

29 August 2012

siructure 5 external facade allowing noise infiltration into the building. When
properly specified and installed, window treaiments can provide for a
significantly quieter interior noise environment, particularly in multi-story
buildings with upperfioors that may not benefit from typical noise barriers,

Because (1} construction noise impacts have been understated in duration and (2)
difficudties with respect to complience monitoring and enforcement, there must be
consideration of receptor controls as an appropriate nieans of noise mitization.

Comment G-86: It is insufficient and inadequate 1o say thut it is not Ny SDOT to fund receptor
abatensent measures. Policies are developed on the basis of past practice and must be
re-evaluated as new information becomes available, It was likely Massachusetts
DPIFs old policy not to SJund receptor abatement, qs construction was siarted on the
Central Artery withount such a program. The policy was obviously amended to permit
ity and if wus successfully incorporated into the project. NYSDOT should re-evaluate
their policy.

Conument G-87: A very important question, to which we did no see ansivered in the Design
Build documents, oy explained in the FELS is: what are the consequences to the
conracior of non-compliance with the noise mitigation plan?

Comment G-88: The FHIVA Construction Noise Handbook speaks to this point in Section 7.8:
On those projects where construction noise impacts require a significant level of
physical and operational mitigation, the ability to successfully monitor
constriction noise is closely tied to the commitment to meet the requirements
detailed in the contract specifications and special provisions.

10 be able to successfully enforce any project's construction noise requirements,
it is essential that the project's specifications and special provisions embody the
Jollowing:

’ Empowerment of staff;

° Clearly defined consequences, and
. Dispute resolution mechanism,
We believe that these points should be explicitly addressed in the contract documents.

Comment G-89: Another recommendation in the FHWA Construction Noise Hawndbook, Section
7.3.4 is:

Another technique worthy of consideration involves the inclusion of incentives
and/or disincentives in the contract specifications to encourage coniractors to
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participate in the mitigation program and to make the contractors more
accountable for impacts.

Can incentives and disincentives be included in the coutract? If not, why not?

Village of Tarrytown Noise Comments

Comment T-1: The potential construction noise impacts to the contnunities (the Irving
neighborhood, The Quay, and the Tappan Landing neighborhood) along the Hudsor
River (and the Amtrak/MetroNorth ruil line) are nnderstated because of the inclusion
of the rail notse in the background noise values. We do not know by how mucl
because the number of diesel and electric trains were not counted during e noise
monitoring. The peak noise from the diesel traius is a Jar louder than the traffic
noise; however, it only occirs Jor short periods of time (less than 4 minutes of any
hour). itis loud enough to measureably raise the Leg, but is not off long enough
duration to raise the L10 (becanse the diesel train noise is fur less than 10% of the
total time). The diesel trains could easily raise the monitored Leg Ly dto 6 dBA or
more. Thas, a projected 3 dBA increase over I hour could inn reality be a4 9 dBA
increase for 56 minutes of that honr, There should be disclosure of the monitored 110
and Lintax values in the supplemental noise studies. Should new impacts be
uncovered as a result of this disclosure a Socused Supplemental EIS (SEIS) should be
prepared, Additional mitigation should be analyzed and proposed.

Comment T-2: There is one monitoring site in the Irving neighborirood (84). Site 4 is projected to
hrave a maxivim construction noise increase of 1 dBA, which is not an [upact.
Reliance on this niodeling would indicate that the Irving neighborhood will not be
subject to ANY construction noise impacts for ANY period of fime. ¥ would seem
logical that one of the three Westchester noise and vibration monitoring sites should
be located in the Irving neighborhood. If future monitoring showed aiy increqases
over 3 dBA then a supplemental noise analysis and additional mitisation wouid be
required as part of a focused SEIS,

Commient T-3: The sole temporary access road to the Westchester Bridge Stuging Area in the River
is o be constructed immedintely to the north of the Irving neighborhood. How this
road can be constructed, used, and demofished all while 1ot increasing noise levels in
the Irving neighborhood needs to be clarified. To the extent that this clarification
needs to be postpoied until the Design Build contractor is selected, g Supplemental
Noise Anafysis needs to be conducted and released for public review at that time. if
ntew noise impacts are identified this should be circulated as a focused Supplemental
LIS that considers additional niitigation measures,
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Comment T-4: This construction road, once it crosses the railroad tracks and gets to the river

bawk, will tuen to the north paralleling the river to get to the staging area access point.
As dindicated in the DEIS, and clarified in subsequent meetings with the Authority,
this portion of the access road nuy require pile driving. If this is the case, the
Supplemental noise analysis discussed above should rclude this activity.

Cominent 1-5: There is one moniforing site in the Tappan Landing neighborhood (41). Site I is

projected to have a maxinum construction noise increase of 3 dBA, whicl is not an
impact. Reliance on this modeling would indicate that the T appan Lainding
reighborfiood will not be subject to ANY noise impacis for ANY period of time. It
would seeni logical that one of the three Westchesier noise and vibration moiitoring
sites showld be located in the Tappan Landing neighborkood. If future monitoring
showed any lucreases over 3 dBA then g supplemental noise analysis and additional
mitigation would be required as part of Jocused SEIS.

Comment 1-6: The temporary access rood, the Westchester Bridge Staging Area, and direct access

10 it are inmediately adjacent to or directly off-shore from it. Once the Design Build
contractor is selected a Supplemental Noise Analysis needs to be conducted and
released for public review., If new noise impacts are identified, this should be
circulated as a focused Supplemental ETS that considers additional mitigation
MeAsHres.

Comment T-7: There are 5o current monitoring sites in The Quay. It would seem logical that

one of the three Westchester noise and vibration moenitoring sites should be located in
the Tappan Landing neighborhood, However, it Is currently unclear what
constriictivis noise impacts the FEIS is disclosing for The Quay. The residential
location just to the north (Site 1 ) indicates that there would be NO noise impacts
during construction. The non-residentinl site just to the south (Site 2) indicates that
maxiinum coustriction noises increases of 10 dBA for up to 6 months are possible,
Since the FEIS elected not to clarify this point, it is reasonable to take the most
couservative assumption that Site 1 s representative of afl the units in The Quay.
This means that there are no projected construction noise impacts at The Quay
disclosed in the FEIS. If it determined that there would be impacts (i.e. increases of
more than 3 dBA) then o SEIS should be prepared with additional mitigation
analyses.

Comment 1-8: The temporary access rood, the Westchester Bridge Staging Area, and direct access

fo it are immediately adjncent to or directly off-shore from The Quay. Once the
Design Build contractor is selected a § upplemental Noise Analysis needs to be
conducted and released for public review, If new noise impacts are identified, this
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should be circulated as a focused Supplenental EIS that considers additionaf
mitigntion meastres,

Conent T-9: The FELS currently represents that with mitigation as proposed there witl not be
ANV wtodve impacts (fe, no noise level increases of more than 3 dBA Leg at ANY of the
residences in Turrytovwn, Should future studies by the Design Build contractor, or
Suture monitoring demonstrate that there are or would be impacts then a focused
SEIS miust be prepared with additional mitigation measures evaluated. These
additional mirigation measures should consider receptor controls,

Conmenent T-10: The Authority should clarify that the noise walls on the Bestchester Bridge
Stuging Area will also be on the nortl side so that the maring and Losee Park will be
protected,

Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at 732-616-4557 or via email at

Fegohe g nutckissociateslic.com.

Sincerely,
MACK Associates, LLC

Brook Crossan, Ph.D., P.E.
President

Copy:
Michael Blau, Village of Tarrytown
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