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On behalf of the Grantee of the State of New York, the Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR),
acting under the auspices of the New York State Homes and Community Renewal’s Housing Trust Fund
Corporation (HTFC), acting under the authority of the HUD regulations at 24 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) § 58, and in cooperation with other involved, cooperating, and interested agencies, has
analyzed potential impacts of the proposed Hempstead Lake State Park Project, which is a component of
the larger Living with the Bay (LWTB) Project and Resiliency Strategy.
The LWTB Project and Resiliency Strategy are configured such that projects could advance
independently, subject to availability of funding. As the timelines for project development and
construction vary, each project would consider the cumulative environmental impacts of the previous
project(s). Because of the variety and geographic separation of the projects proposed by the LWTB
Project and Resiliency Strategy, GOSR determined that a permissibly separate environmental review
process for the Hempstead Lake State Park Project would best inform decision makers and the public of
potential environmental impacts presented by the proposed project.
PROPOSED PROJECT
Hempstead Lake State Park (the Park) is a 521-acre, multiuse facility in the Town of Hempstead (see
Figure 1 and Figure 2). The Park is located on the northern end of the Mill River Watershed and includes
the largest body of fresh water in Nassau County, namely Hempstead Lake, as well as several smaller
ponds, including Northeast (NE) Pond, Northwest (NW) Pond, McDonald Pond, South Pond, and
Schodack Pond. In addition to its water assets, the Park also provides one of the largest green spaces in a
highly urbanized area. The Southern State Parkway runs through the Park. Access is available via
Lakeside Drive and Peninsula Boulevard. Parking areas are available from both roadways, and trails
parallel the two roadways, connecting visitors to amenities throughout the Park.
The Park has more than 350,000 visitors each year, arriving almost exclusively from the surrounding
communities. It includes 20 tennis courts; playgrounds; basketball courts, 10 miles of trails supporting
horseback riding, biking and hiking; an operating historic carousel; multiple picnic areas, and a carousel.
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Water resources in the Park are used for fishing, kayaking/canoeing, and birdwatching. The Park hosts
year-round programming and events comprising a diverse set of recreational activities, such as yoga
classes, soccer, and environmental pursuits. The northern section of the Park, including NE and NW
Ponds, is limited to passive recreational uses, while the southern portion of the Park includes both active
and passive uses.
The Park is located at the collection point of a 6.5-square-mile (4,160-acres), highly developed watershed.
Upstream of the Park, there are only approximately 5 acres of pervious watershed. These pervious areas
are limited to several golf courses and school athletic fields. The watershed drains to NE Pond (which is
approximately 27 acres in surface area), NW Pond (which is approximately 33 acres in surface area), and
Hempstead Lake (which is approximately 142 acres in surface area). South Pond receives water from
Hempstead Lake before water leaves the park. The developed nature of the watershed, as well as the age
of the existing waterbodies’ infrastructure, are the primary contributors to degraded water and ecological
quality in these waterbodies over the past several decades.
While the Park’s location in this highly developed watershed presents challenges, it also offers multiple
opportunities to increase community resiliency through better stormwater management (to improve
quality and quantity), enhanced natural ecosystems, increased connectivity among diverse populations,
greater health and safety, expanded education programs, and improved emergency coordination.
The proposed project consists of four components:


Repair and replacement of dams, restoration of gatehouses, and installation of bridges;



Installation of floatables and sediment controls within Northern Ponds;



Establishment of environmental education and resiliency center; and



Greenway alignment and improvements to trails, gateways, and waterfront access.

The location of each component is shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4. Detailed descriptions and figures are
provided below.
The sub-recipient agreement between OPRHP and GOSR requires regular maintenance of the proposed
facilities. In its Federal Register notice dated October 16, 2014, HUD required that RBD grantees certify
to adequately fund the long-term operation and maintenance of the RBD project (70 Federal Register
200, 62189 (Oct. 16, 2014)). In Action Plan Amendment 16, GOSR certified that sub-recipients will be
required to adequately fund long-term operation and maintenance of RBD projects from reasonably
anticipated revenue, recognizing that operation and maintenance costs must be provided from sources
other than CDBG and CDBG-DR funds. These responsibilities of OPRHP continue in perpetuity and
involve the annual appropriation of funding for operation and maintenance.
As the administering agency for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) in New York and the
sponsor of the project, OPRHP has the authority to undertake this project. The State is authorized to
undertake projects within the protected park that are funded by other sources and without the approval of
the U.S. Department of the Interior/National Park Service, provided they are projects that would
otherwise be eligible for funding under the LWCF (LWCF Manual vol. 69 Chapter 3. C. a. page 3-7).
Since the proposed project is for the betterment of the park and in support of public outdoor recreation, it
would be eligible for funding.
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PURPOSE AND NEED
As stated in GOSR’s Action Plan Amendment 16, approved by HUD on August 1, 2017, the purpose of
the LWTB Project is to mitigate damage from tidal storm surge, manage stormwater to mitigate the
damages from common rain events, and improve water quality throughout the Mill River, its watershed
and tributaries, and the South Shore Back Bays of Nassau County, primarily the portion of the Back Bays
known as Hewlett Bay. The LWTB Project is committed to addressing the core principles of the winning
RBD proposal, which include (1) flood defense; (2) ecological restoration; (3) access and urban quality;
and (4) social resiliency.
The LWTB Project is needed to increase the resiliency of communities along the Mill River, its watershed
and tributaries, and the communities surrounding Hewlett Bay. In 2012, these communities were
impacted by Superstorm Sandy. The storm’s 18-foot storm surge damaged 3,000 homes. The storm’s
damage to public and private facilities, including bridges, roads, parks, schools, and a wastewater
treatment plant located where the Mill River meets Hewlett Bay, created a dangerous environment for
residents attempting to evacuate and challenged emergency management efforts by first responders and
local officials.
With so much impermeable surface coverage throughout the LWTB project area, flooding along the Mill
River is a common occurrence during rainfall events. The area’s antiquated and undersized stormwater
conveyance systems deliver stormwater runoff to the nearest surface waters. The runoff overwhelms the
capacity of the upstream surface waters leading to the Mill River, carrying pollutants encountered along
the way, and then floods waterbodies and the banks of the Mill River. Residences and community assets
flood in locations where stormwater runoff volumes exceed the capacity of the existing stormwater
conveyance systems. Likewise, as sea level rises, the southern portion of the LWTB project area
experiences tidal flooding (also known as sunny day flooding) more frequently. During storm events, the
effects of stormwater flooding converge with the effects of tidal flooding to exacerbate flooding impacts
throughout the LWTB project area.
GOSR prepared its Resiliency Strategy in September 2017 to pinpoint locations more susceptible to
flooding and identify potential solutions that would be implemented as part of the LWTB Project. The
LWTB Project and Resiliency Strategy developed a program of specific projects and potential project
locations to address flooding caused by storm surge and rainfall (flood defense), improve coastal habitat
and water quality (ecological restoration), ease public access to the waterfront (access and urban quality),
and educate the public on stormwater and environmental management (social resiliency). The Resiliency
Strategy identified the proposed Hempstead Lake State Park Project as an opportunity to implement
interventions that would be consistent with all four principles of HUD’s original RBD proposal and
would achieve the purpose of the LWTB Project.
The purpose of the proposed Hempstead Lake State Park Project, as a component of the LWTB Project
and Resiliency Strategy, is to build resiliency for neighboring and downstream communities through
improved stormwater management, enhanced natural ecosystems, increased connectivity among diverse
populations, enhanced access to natural spaces and recreational resources, enhanced safety, and the
promotion of environmental education and storm resiliency programs at the Park.
As identified in the Resiliency Strategy, the water impoundment structures within Hempstead Lake State
Park provide storage and treatment of stormwater runoff before discharging downstream to the Mill
River. The Resiliency Strategy suggests that an assessment of the three impoundment structures in the
Park could lead to improved water management to increase flood defense for the surrounding
communities and restore ecological resources in the Park, which could benefit downstream resources. As
described in more detail below, the proposed project’s dams, gatehouses, and bridges component would
implement repairs and corrective measures to ensure that the continued operation of the three water
impoundment structures in the Park can be achieved in a manner that minimizes the risk of future dam
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failure and/or breach and establishes and maintains water levels that support the habitat and ecosystems in
and around the Park’s waterbodies.
The Resiliency Strategy also indicates that large amounts of floatables and heavy sediment loads have
elevated the level of pollutants in the Park’s northern ponds. In addition, the Resiliency Strategy notes
that the spillway along the downstream side of NW Pond is breached and not functional. The Resiliency
Strategy suggests that an assessment of the northern ponds could lead to a means to protect these
waterbodies from pollutants and restore the ecological benefits that the ponds provide the community and
downstream ecosystems. As described in more detail below, the proposed project’s NE and NW Ponds
component would construct facilities to collect floatables and sediments and enhance wetlands to filter
pollutants from the runoff and increase storage and treatment of stormwater through ecological
enhancements to NE and NW Ponds.
Finally, the Resiliency Strategy identifies the potential for the Park to increase and improve the access
and urban quality, as well as social resiliency, it provides the communities within the LWTB project area.
The Resiliency Strategy suggests that an assessment of the Park’s assets could lead to improvements in
the ways the public accesses and learns from the Parks’ diverse natural features and waterfronts. As
described in more detail below, the proposed project’s greenway, trails, and waterfront access
components would increase the connectivity of the surrounding community to the Park’s features,
including the wetlands, waterfront, and upland recreational areas, and the proposed education and
resiliency center would provide a venue for educational programming regarding the Park’s role in the
southern Long Island ecosystem.
The four components of the proposed project are described in detail below. These descriptions also
include specific statements of purpose and need for each component.
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Location
The Park is located in West Hempstead, a hamlet located in the Town of Hempstead in Nassau County,
New York (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). The population of the Town of Hempstead contains most of the
population of Nassau County. Based on the 2010 census, if the Town of Hempstead were to become a
city, it would be the second largest city in the state. The communities that surround the Park represent a
mix of incomes. Roughly 6% of the population lives below the poverty line, and NYSDEC has identified
the areas to the southwest and northeast of the Park as potential environmental justice areas.
The proposed project location is roughly bounded by the Hempstead Golf and Country Club to the north,
Lakeview Avenue to the south, Peninsula Boulevard to the east, and Woodfield Road to the west. Mill
Creek enters the Park in the northern end and flows into the two northern ponds before flowing into
Hempstead Lake and South Pond, before leaving the Park. Schodack Brook also flows into the Park
through Schodack Pond and into South Pond. Downstream of the Park, at Smith Pond, several streams
join with the Mill River, which continues south, into the bay and ultimately into the ocean.
Land Use
The current land use of the proposed project area is recreational. Land uses adjacent to the site are
predominantly high density/urban residential, composed of a mix of single- and multi-family units, as
well as infrastructure and natural environment. Other land uses surrounding the project area are
interspersed and include commercial properties to the east, west, and south, and a combination of
recreational, open space, and industrial areas to the north. Hempstead High School and Hempstead Golf
and Country Club are located north of the site.
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Floodplain Management
The proposed project area is located in an area of minimal flood hazard, designated by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as Zone X, which is outside both the 1% and 0.2% annual
chance flood hazard zone. It is therefore, not located within a base floodplain (see Figure 47).
However, areas directly downstream of the park are in the 1% and 0.2% flood hazard zones (Zone A and
Zone AE).
Freshwater forested/shrub wetlands are present in the northern and southern portions of the project area,
and freshwater emergent wetlands are located on the northern portion of Hempstead Lake and the eastern
portion of NW Pond.
Hempstead Lake, part of the upper portion of the Mill River Watershed, drains to Hewlett Bay, located on
the south shore of Long Island. Mill Creek, a tributary of Hempstead Lake, is located along the northern
edge of the proposed project area. Neither Mill Creek nor Mill River are listed on the NYSDEC Wild,
Scenic, and Recreational Rivers list (20) or the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (18, 19).
Coastal Zone Management and Coastal Barriers
The Park is located outside the coastal zone, as shown in Figure 48. It is not included in a Coastal Barrier
Resource system, as shown in Figure 49.
Cultural and Ecological Resources
Cultural Resources
Hempstead Lake was originally constructed as part of the Brooklyn Waterworks water supply system to
provide water to Brooklyn, New York. The NE and NW Ponds were developed when the Southern State
Parkway was constructed in 1947, which separated the northern lake section from the remainder of
Hempstead Lake. New York State Department of Transportation design plans for the Southern State
Parkway referred to the NE Pond area as an impoundment area, and all drainage from the parkway was
piped to this area (1).
After construction of the Southern State Parkway, few improvements were made to the NE and NW
Ponds area. This section of the Park saw limited use—mainly for horseback riding and some other trails
use. As the watershed continued to develop, runoff volumes and velocities increased, and the drainage
system allowed floatables and debris to be carried to the ponds where they have become trapped on the
shoreline and in the ponds (2).
The Hempstead Lake Dam, Hempstead Lake gatehouse, and pipe arch were constructed in 1873 (14). The
dam is a 1,500-foot-long and 17-foot-high earthen embankment with a clay core, and it was constructed
with five sluice gates and an adjacent outlet gatehouse (the Hempstead Lake gatehouse) containing outlet
controls for the dam’s sluice gates. The outlet gatehouse and sluice gates direct water flows through twin
36-inch diameter pipes inside the attached pipe arch, running from the dam south along the west side of
McDonald Pond to the inlet at the South Pond gatehouse. The dam’s outlet-controls are currently not
functional. The five sluice gates have rusted shut, although two of the sluice gates have been permanently
cut open and result in a typical 4- to 5-foot seasonal fluctuation in lake water levels.
Hempstead Lake State Park was determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
by OPRHP on June 5, 2017 (13). The Park meets Criterion A in the areas of recreation, conservation, and
park planning as one of a network of state parks established on Long Island in 1924 as part of New
York’s comprehensive state park and parkway plan. The Park also meets Criterion C in the area of design
(13). Resources in the Park that could be affected by the project include the Hempstead Lake Dam and
South Pond inlet gatehouse.
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Ecological Resources
Wetlands
Wetlands in the project area have been mapped as part of USFWS’ National Wetland Inventory (NWI).
Approximately 396.4 acres of waterbodies and vegetated wetlands have been mapped and classified as part
of the NWI (Figure 50) and are summarized in Table 1. Most of the NWI-mapped wetlands are associated
with waterbodies. From south to north, the waterbodies are: South Pond, Schodack Brook Pond, McDonald
Pond, Hempstead Lake, NW Pond, and NE Pond. Additional waterbodies include Schodack Brook, which
is a tributary to the west shore of Hempstead Lake, and an intermittent stream channel between the NE and
NW Ponds. Palustrine forested wetlands and emergent wetlands have also been mapped in association with
the north end of Hempstead Lake, the NE and NW Ponds, and a portion of Schodack Brook.
NYSDEC-regulated wetland areas are associated with each of the waterbodies and vegetated wetlands in
the project area. Each waterbody is a Class 1 wetland and identified as L-1, L-2, and L-3 (Figure 50).
Wetland assessments were conducted at the two northern ponds in fall 2016. NYSDEC staff conducted a
wetland delineation at the NE and NW Ponds in May 2017 to establish the limit of NYSDEC-regulated
wetlands in this portion of the project area. NYSDEC staff flagged wetland limits in the field, and Cashin
Associates surveyed them. The field assessments indicated that there are more extensive vegetated
wetlands associated with each pond than were included in the NWI mapping. An updated wetland
delineation was completed in November 2018, and USACE issued a Jurisdictional Determination
confirming the wetland limits in January 2019 (see Appendix P). Approximately 18.09 acres of emergent
wetlands and 2.51 acres of scrub shrub wetlands are associated with NW Pond and 1.24 acres of emergent
wetlands, 2.32 acres of scrub shrub wetlands, and 2.01 acres of forested wetland occur at NE Pond, for a
total of 26.34 acres of vegetated wetlands.
Water Quality
The existing wetlands are a collection point for the upper Mill River Watershed and filter floatables and
sediments. To determine the effects that stormwater has on the water quality of the pond system, between
November 2016 and January 2017, Cashin Associates collected and analyzed 14 surface water samples
from 7 sampling locations to characterize the baseline water quality of the NE and NW Ponds. Samples
for each parameter were collected during both dry conditions (sampling conducted following an extended
drought in which the two ponds were not receiving or discharging any considerable amounts of surface
water or stormwater) and wet weather conditions (sampling conducted during heavy rainfall in which
more than 1.5 inches of rain fell). The samples were analyzed for bacteria counts, nutrient concentrations,
particle concentrations, volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, heavy metals, and
pesticides.
Sampling confirmed the presence of high bacteria levels. Based on the results of the Enterococci testing,
stormwater appears to be a major contributor to the high bacteria levels in the pond system. Samples
collected from stormwater entering NE Pond from Mill Creek indicated that this area is the major source
of these bacteria. Average concentrations of phosphorus levels in both wet and dry conditions were found
to be an order of magnitude higher than the NYSDEC guidance value, indicating that the pond system is
at risk of becoming, if not already, eutrophic. Dissolved oxygen levels also indicated anoxic and hypoxic
conditions in the pond system. Total suspended solids results were observed to increase significantly
under wet conditions, and sample results indicated that the average pH across all sample locations and
events was 7.0, which falls within the acceptable range of 6.5 to 8.5 for lakes.
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Table 1: NWI Wetlands within the Project Area
Location

NWI Class

Acreage

South Pond

L1UBHh

42.3

McDonald Pond

PUBx

4.9

Schodack Brook
Pond

PUB/FO1Fh

4.9

Schodack Brook

R2UBH

1.7

Schodack Brook

PFO1C

2.9

Schodack Brook

PFO1C

0.4

Hempstead Lake

L1UBHh

219.1

Hempstead Lake

PEM1Fx

16.0

Hempstead Lake

PEM1Fx

6.1

Hempstead Lake

PEM1E

0.4

NW Pond

L1UBHh

53.0

NW Pond

PUBFx

2.7

NW/NE Stream

R4SBC

0.6

NW/NE Stream

PUB/FO1F

2.3

NW/NE Stream

PFO1Ax

1.5

NW/NE Stream

PFO1Ax

1.1

NE Pond

L1UBHh

36.6

Total

396.4

Wetland Types
Lake/Pond

365.7

Forested Wetland

5.8

Emergent Wetland

22.6

Stream

2.3

Total

396.4

Toluene was the only volatile organic compound detected during both wet and dry sampling events, and it
was detected at very low concentrations. No semi-volatile organic compounds were detected. Some
stormwater samples demonstrated concentrations of multiple heavy metals, with the highest metal
concentrations observed under wet conditions. Based on these results, heavy metals, particularly total
chromium, could be present in aquatically toxic concentrations. However, additional sampling and

7

Hempstead Lake State Park – Negative Declaration

December 18, 2019

analysis focusing on the dissolved form of these contaminants would be necessary to make this
determination. No polychlorinated biphenyls or pesticides were detected in the samples (6).
Overall, sampling results indicated that the ponds generally exhibit poor water quality characteristics, and
that stormwater runoff appears to be a major contributor to contaminants entering the pond system.
Biological Resources
Vegetation
A desktop review of available resource mapping, previous reports, and species inventories was conducted
to identify vegetation resources in the proposed project area, including significant natural communities
and rare or endangered plants. Significant natural communities are rare or high-quality wetlands, forests,
grasslands, ponds, streams, and other types of habitats considered significant from a statewide perspective
by the NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program (NHP). The results of this review are summarized below.
Significant Natural Communities
According to the NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper (21) and correspondence from the NYSDEC
NHP (presented in Appendix Q), the proposed project area is near rare plants, and a significant natural
community (coastal plain pond shore) lies within a portion of the proposed project area. The NYSDEC
NHP correspondence states that the coastal plain pond shore is located just south of the Southern State
Parkway and at the northern extent of Hempstead Lake. NYSDEC NHP describes the habitat as a large
moderately diverse pond shore with invasive plants along the edge in a small area surrounded by dense
urban development. Although mapped as coastal plain pond shore, a visit to the site in 2015 by a State
Park Biologist indicated that the area mapped as coastal plain pond shore is predominantly common reed
(Phragmites australis), with few elements of a coastal plain pond shore remaining.
Coastal plain pond shore habitats include the gently sloping shores of coastal plain ponds and have highly
variable water levels based on seasonal and annual fluctuations in groundwater, precipitation, and
evapotranspiration. Substrates are typically composed of sand, gravel, or muck, and the vegetation
community varies with the water level. In years with low water levels when the substrate is exposed, the
vegetative community is dominated by dense sedges, grasses, and herbs. In years with high water levels
and submerged substrate, the vegetative community is dominated by floating-leaved aquatic species and a
few emergent species. Coastal plain pond shores are typically divided into four zones: the upper wetland
shrub thicket zone; the upper, low herbaceous fringe zone; the sandy exposed pond bottom zone; and the
organic exposed pond bottom zone. The upper wetland shrub thicket zone is either pine barrens shrub
swamp or the coastal variant of highbush blueberry bog thicket (10).
Upland Vegetative Communities
Upland vegetated communities in the project area consist of upland forest, managed lawns, and vegetated
edges along trails and roadways. In addition, the faces of the existing dams are vegetated with trees,
shrubs, and vines. Between February 22 and 23, 2017, Cashin Associates conducted a tree density survey
in the upland areas adjacent to the NE and NW Ponds (5). Twenty-six random sample sites were selected
within six sub-sample areas of the proposed project area. The six sub-sample areas included the road edge
of NW Pond (dominated by cherry trees [Prunus spp.]); the upland oak forest north of NW Pond; the
upland oak forest between NE and NW Ponds; the red maple swamp; disturbed upland forest area south
of NE Pond channel (dominated by locusts [Robinia spp.] and maples [Acer spp.]); and the upland forest
strip southwest of NE Pond (dominated by oaks [Quercus spp.]). Invasive plant species observed during
the survey included Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), English ivy (Hedera helix), common
reed, Japanese knotweed, and tree of heaven. The mean tree density of the site area averaged between 289
and 316 trees per acre, and the estimated number of trees identified at each area ranged from 89 to 3,963.
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In December 2016, Cashin Associates prepared a design report that includes a field and desktop plant and
wildlife survey (1, 28). Numerous exotic or invasive plant species were observed in the project area in
both upland and wetland locations. Plants identified as New York State invasive species found in the
proposed project area included Norway maple (Acer platanoides), garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata),
oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus), autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata), Japanese knotweed,
privet (Ligustrum sinense), Japanese honeysuckle, purple loosestrife, common reed, Japanese stilt grass
(Microstegium vimineum), locust, and multiflora rose.
The majority (61%) of the proposed tree removals would be associated with NW Pond Dam, Hempstead
Lake Dam, and South Pond Dam, which are narrow, linear strips of woodland bordered by existing and
well-traveled two-lane roads. These areas are not part of larger, contiguous woodlands and do not
represent wide forest corridors linking adjacent woodlands. Likewise, the proposed tree removals in the
northern ponds area would occur in different discontinuous patches and would not result in discontinuity
and fragmentation of adjoining woodlands. In addition, the proposed tree removals would not alter the
character of the remaining vegetative communities and their habitat value to the wildlife that use them.
Wetland and Aquatic Vegetative Communities
Wetland and aquatic vegetative communities in the project area include aquatic zone, emergent wetland,
and riparian forest (red maple swamp). As part of the design report, a preliminary wetland delineation and
assessment was completed for the proposed project area on November 4 and 5, 2016, that describes the
plant composition within each community, as discussed below (4).
Dominant vegetation observed in emergent wetlands included beggarticks (Bidens spp.), spikerushes
(Eleocharis spp.), common three-square (Schoenoplectus pungens), and common reed. Other species
observed in the emergent wetlands included jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), bog goldenrod (Solidago
uliginosa), flatsedges (Cyperus spp.), Japanese stilt grass, cattails (Typha spp.), and willows (Salix spp.).
Woody vegetation observed in the red maple swamp included red maple (Acer rubrum), silver maple
(Acer saccharinum), American holly (Ilex opaca), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), blackgum (Nyssa
sylvatica), northern red oak (Quercus rubra), swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor), sassafras (Sassafras
albinum) and spicebush (Lindera benzoin). Native understory species included jewelweed and sensitive
fern (Onoclea sensibilis). The assessment notes that the red maple swamp was densely overrun by
invasive species such as common reed, Japanese knotweed, oriental bittersweet, multiflora rose, and
Japanese honeysuckle.
Common aquatic macrophytes observed during an August 2015 plant survey of Hempstead Lake Park
ponds included slender naiad (Najas flexilis), common bladderwort (Utricularia vulgaris), and the nonnative curly-leafed pondweed (Potamogeton crispus) (28).
Wildlife and Fish
The project area contains a variety of habitat types available to wildlife and fish, including open water,
riparian wetland, emergent wetland, mudflat, and upland forest. Terrestrial wildlife expected to use the
project area includes squirrels, chipmunks, muskrats, mice, raccoons, reptiles, and resident and migratory
birds. Owls, osprey (Pandion haliaetus), bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), herons, egrets, and
waterfowl, as well as migratory birds such as warblers, flycatchers, and vireos use various habitats in the
proposed project area. Forested area provides breeding habitat for species such as great horned owls,
woodpeckers, and migratory songbirds. Avian species documented in the project site are described below.
According to the National Audubon Society (17), Hempstead Lake has been designated as an “Important
Bird Area” and is one of the most important sites on Long Island for wintering waterfowl beginning in
late August and peaking in the late fall and winter. At peak times, the numbers run into the many
thousands with the following species present: gadwall (Anas strepera), American wigeon (Anas
americana), American black duck (Anas rubripes), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), northern shoveler
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(Anas clypeata), northern pintail (Anas acuta), green-winged teal (Anas carolinensis), canvasback
(Aythya valisineria), lesser scaup (Aythya affinis), common merganser (Mergus merganser), hooded
merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus), and ruddy duck (Oxyura jamaicensis). Of these, the most numerous
are the American black duck, mallard, and lesser scaup. Hempstead Lake is also one of the most
important sites for migrant landbirds on Long Island, and approximately 17 species of shorebirds have
been observed foraging at the north end of the lake when water levels go down. Large numbers of terns
use the area as a feeding and bathing site in late summer.
The park is considered a “hot spot” by eBird, with 163 species recorded in the northern ponds and 219
species recorded in Hempstead Lake as of November 2019 (8). Canada goose (Branta canadensis),
mallards, and various gull species are the most frequently documented by eBird in NE and NW Ponds,
while common grackle (Quiscalus quiscula], American black duck, and European starling (Sturnus
vulgaris) are the most frequently documented species by eBird in Hempstead Lake.
Recent surveys conducted in support of the proposed project by Seatuck Environmental Association have
documented a diversity and abundance of birds using the shallow open water, mudflats, and emergent
wetlands in the NW Pond (33). Species included freshwater shorebirds (e.g., least sandpiper [Calidris
minutilla], spotted sandpiper [Actitis macularius], solitary sandpiper [Tringa solitaria], semipalmated
plover [Charadrius semipalmatus], greater yellowlegs [Tringa melanoleuca], and lesser yellowlegs
[Tringa flavipes]), wading birds (e.g., great blue heron [Ardea herodias], great egret [Ardea alba], snowy
egret [Egretta thula], green heron [Butorides virescens], black-crowned night heron [Nycticorax
nycticorax], and glossy ibis [Plegadis falcinellus]), and dabbling ducks (e.g., American black duck, bluewinged teal [Anas discors], northern shoveler, green-winged teal, American wigeon, gadwall, and
northern pintail).
Fish, reptiles, and amphibians use aquatic habitat in the project area, including Hempstead Lake and its
adjacent waterbodies that are connected to the Mill River and eventually flow to Hewlett Bay. Reptiles
expected to occur include northern water snake (Nerodia sipedon), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), and
common snapping turtle (Chelydra s. serpentine). Amphibians expected to occur include spotted
salamander (Ambystoma maculatum), bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), and green frog (Rana clamitans
melanota).
Note, the waterbodies of Hempstead Lake State Park are within the Mill River complex, but fish cannot
swim upstream from areas downstream of the Park. Existing weirs and dams create obstacles to fish
passage. As such, there are no naturally occurring fish populations in the Park. According to NYSDEC
Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources, Bureau of Fisheries, NYSDEC stocked Hempstead Lake
in 2003 with the following species: chain pickerel (Esox niger), golden shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas),
brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), banded killifish (Fundulus diaphanous), pumpkinseed (Lepomis
gibbosus), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), black crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), and yellow perch
(Perca flavescens). In 2004, NYSDEC stocked the lake with largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides).
Subsequent surveys documented survival and reproduction of all species stocked, except golden shiner.
Two species that were not stocked but are known to occur in the lake are common carp (Cyprinus carpio),
a non-native species that was illegally introduced into the lake by an unknown source, and American eel
(Anguilla rostrata). Largemouth bass is the most numerous species documented in the lake (22, 25, 26).
McDonald Pond is annually stocked with trout in the fall (32).
Threatened and Endangered Species
The NYSDEC NHP was also contacted for information on any known occurrences of state endangered,
threatened, proposed, or candidate species of flora and fauna or any critical habitats known to support
those species near the project area. The NYSDEC NHP has records of three plants listed as state
threatened or endangered within the project area: fringed boneset (Eupatorium hyssopifolium—
threatened), weak rush (Juncus debilis—endangered), and slender crabgrass (Digitaria filiformes—
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endangered). The fringed boneset was recorded in July 2001 on a mound of sand along the east shoreline
of Hempstead Lake, just south of the Southern State Parkway. The weak rush was recorded in September
2004 along the west shoreline of Hempstead Lake. A historical record of the slender crabgrass on the east
shoreline of Hempstead Lake exists from 1903. NYSDEC NHP correspondence is provided in Appendix
Q.
Slender crabgrass is considered extirpated in western Long Island and therefore is presumed to be absent
from the project area. Although no recent records of the fringed boneset and weak rush exist, suitable
habitat for these species is present within the project area. Coastal plain pond shores provide suitable
habitat for both species, and the weak rush also occurs in red maple swamps, mudflats, and shallow
emergent marshes.
A request was made to USFWS for information regarding the potential presence of species under its
jurisdiction in the proposed project area via the ECOS-IPaC project planning tool. The official list of
federally threatened and endangered species and candidate species known or likely to occur in the
proposed project area is provided in Appendix R. This list indicates that the following six listed species
may occur in the proposed project area and/or may be affected by the proposed project: sandplain gerardia
(Agalinis acuta—endangered), seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus—threatened), piping plover
(Charadrius melodus—threatened), red knot (Calidris canutus rufa—threatened), roseate tern (Sterna
dougallii—endangered), and northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis—threatened). These species’
habitat requirements include:


Sandplain gerardia: pine-barrens grasslands; remnant grasslands



Seabeach amaranth: sparsely vegetated upper beach zone



Red knot: mudflats with abundant food such as horseshoe crab eggs



Piping plover: wide, flat, open, sandy beaches with limited vegetation and limited human
disturbance



Roseate tern: open water for fishing and barrier-island nesting colony areas free of predators and
human disturbance



Northern long-eared bat: abundant stands of trees with sufficient bark crevices and snags for
roosting

Based on these habitat requirements, sandplain gerardia, seabeach amaranth, red knot, piping plover, and
roseate tern are not expected to occur in the project area. Forested areas in the project area may provide
potential summer habitat for northern long-eared bats. Summer habitat for northern long-eared bats
consists of a wide variety of forested habitats where they roost, forage, and travel. If present in the project
area, northern long-eared bats would likely use the large, intact woodlands along the south shore of
Hempstead Lake. The project area is not located near any known or assumed northern long-eared bat
hibernacula or maternity roosts according to NYSDEC NHP data (see Appendix Q). Based on
information from the USFWS Long Island Field Office, the nearest known maternity roost is located on
Brookhaven National Lab property, located more than 40 miles east of the project area.
The USFWS Trust Resources Report also indicates that 27 species of migratory birds are protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act that could potentially be
affected by the proposed project, including bald eagles. Bald eagles have been observed in the project
area, but no breeding eagles have been documented in the area.
FUNDING
The total project cost is estimated at $35,000,000. The project is expected to be funded through U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Development Block GrantDisaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program as authorized by the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of
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2013 (Public Law 113-2, approved January 29, 2013). The NYS Housing Trust Fund Corporation
(HTFC), which administers the CDBG-DR program funds on behalf of GOSR, intends to approve
funding for the proposed project.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
The SEQRA EAF Part 2 identified potential impacts from the proposed action on land; surface water;
flooding; plants and animals; historic and archaeological resources; transportation; noise; and human
health. The following analysis for each of these resource areas finds that the proposed action will not
result in a significant adverse impact on these resources.
Land
The proposed action would involve construction on, or physical alteration of, the land surface of the
project area through the rehabilitation of existing dams and other ground-disturbing activities. These
activities and their consequent effects on this resource are described below.
The construction of berms and wetland containment features and the proposed environmental education
and resiliency center would involve ground moving and site preparation activities typical of large
construction projects. These activities would affect local soils and topography. Because the existing soils
previously or currently support the dams, these soils would be suitable for the rehabilitated dams, and no
additional soils would be required on-site.
Trees growing on the embankments of the dams currently present a hazard to dam integrity and would be
removed and replaced with pollinator habitat. Tree removal would enhance the condition of the land.
The environmental education and resiliency center would be constructed in an area with negligible slope,
thereby reducing impacts on local topography.
At the NE and NW Ponds, slopes would be constructed to provide structural stability for wetlands
containment while minimizing the surface area (and associated environmental impacts) of the berms. In
locations where slopes would exceed these ratios, coir mat or fiber logs would be installed to ensure
structural stability. A sample berm profile is provided in Figure 36.
Constructing the proposed improvements in NE and NW Ponds would require a net total of 2,743 CY of
excavation/dredging in wetlands and 48,042 cubic yards of fill in wetlands. The improvements would also
require 5,608 CY of excavation in uplands and 6,832 CY of upland fill.. The excavated soil would be
screened as necessary to remove materials encountered that are unsuitable for reuse within the pond.
Unsuitable excavated materials would be disposed off-site in accordance with disposal requirements.
Dredged materials would be disposed off Long Island.
During construction, tree removal, dredging, excavation, and grading activities could result in a
temporary increase of erosion-prone conditions. The proposed project would disturb more than 1 acre of
land and as such must obtain coverage under the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES)
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity. The SPDES General Permit
requires the use of New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated
November 2016, as well as preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to
incorporate appropriate best management practices (BMPs) during construction activities. The proposed
action would also have a negligible effect on topographic features in the project area related to trenching
and filling. Trenches excavated for the new utilities associated with the environmental education and
resiliency center would be backfilled and restored to pre-construction conditions. No changes in the land
elevation or slope would occur outside the proposed wetlands.
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The proposed project would not cause a loss of parkland. OPRHP is the administering agency for the
LWCF in New York and is the sponsor of the project.
Overall, small to moderate impacts on land are expected to occur as a result of the project.
Surface Water
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface waterbodies. Specific activities
resulting in impacts on these resources are described below.
Water Quality
During construction, tree removal, dredging, excavation, and grading activities could increase erosion.
The proposed project would disturb more than 1 acre of land and as such must obtain coverage under the
SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity. The SPDES General
Permit requires the use of New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment
Control, dated November 2016, as well as preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) to incorporate appropriate BMPs during construction activities.
Dredging would increase turbidity and expose nutrient-rich sediments. Pre-construction sediment testing
could confirm the suitability of dredged spoils for reuse on-site. Silt curtains would be installed around
the dredging area or at the outlets of each pond to prevent turbidity downstream of the dredging areas.
Additionally, any specific mitigation measures identified during the permitting process by federal and
state agencies will be implemented accordingly. See Appendix Z for the preliminary sediment
management plan.
Trees on the upstream side of the dams that cannot be removed without damaging the stone facing would
be cut to a 4-inch stump. On the dams, areas of tree removal would be reestablished with pollinator
habitat. These actions would reduce erosion effects.
Removal of trees on the dams could provide new habitat for Canada geese if planted with grass that is
kept short through regular mowing. However, new pollinator habitat on dams would not be mowed lawns,
but instead tall grasses, which are not attractive to geese. Moreover, multiple established open-space
design approaches and post-construction management practices would be implemented to limit Canada
geese habitat. Design approaches include the type and spacing of planting on the exposed surfaces, length
of maintained grass, and fences; post-construction management practices include length of maintained
grass or other types of vegetation, dogs, nest destruction, and lethal control. Currently, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture independently implements a geese management program in the Park. This
program would continue with the project. In addition, Park staff has been trained in geese management
techniques.
Overall, the open area added by the removal of the trees from the dams to the Mill River Watershed
would be comparatively small. Two golf courses and sport fields in the vicinity of the two dams are
substantially larger than the newly exposed area. In addition, there are multiple other sources of nutrients
to Hempstead Lake, South Pond, and Mill River, such as stormwater runoff, leaking sewer lines, dog
waste, or nutrients recycling from the sediments in the impoundment. Therefore, with appropriate design
and Canada geese management practices, the impact on the impoundments and Mill River from tree
cutting on the two dams would be minimal.
Once construction is completed, the rehabilitated wetlands would improve water quality. Sediment basins
and floatables capture mechanisms would remove these materials. Stormwater would also be slowed and
filtered through the wetlands in the NE and NW Ponds, which would reduce erosion and increase water
quality, including reducing nitrogen. Removing the twin pipes under Southern State Parkway and
repairing the dams would better regulate overall stormwater flows and reduce erosion compared to
existing conditions.
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The proposed project would result in approximately 8 acres of net new impervious surfaces. These
impervious surfaces would be distributed among the Park’s 521 acres, most of which are pervious and,
thus, would not result in substantial new stormwater flows. Stormwater runoff from these surfaces would
be directed to bioswales in the new parking area and into vegetated areas along trails. Trails would be
composed of stone dust over a semi-pervious crushed stone drainage layer, and they would be designed to
retain the dust within the trail and limit overland sedimentation and runoff. (To provide for a conservative
analysis, this trail cover was counted towards impervious surface area although it allows infiltration.)
Wetlands
The NE and NW Ponds’ portions of the project site include freshwater wetlands and open water (ponds)
that would be disturbed by the proposed project, and on-site wetland restoration and enhancement is
proposed to mitigate impacts. The extent of construction activities/disturbance to wetlands and ponds was
quantified.
An alternatives design analysis and wetland functional assessment was prepared and is included in
Appendix X. During the design process, multiple design options for different aspects of the design were
considered. The design options were developed through discussions with project partners, input from
community members, and feedback from field meetings with NYSDEC wetland representatives. The
design team presented concepts at public meetings and at meetings with NYSDEC and modified designs
based on location, design concept, limitations and constraints, and agency input. The proposed project as
presented has avoided and minimized impacts to the extent possible, while remaining functional to meet
the project purpose and need. The wetland functional assessment was performed to evaluate potential
changes to wetland functions within four separate wetland systems affected by the proposed project.
Upon USACE review of the Joint Permit application, as well as receipt of comments on the October
2018, EA from USEPA, USFWS, and USACE, the design team collaborated with these agencies to
further refine the proposed design of the wetland creation and rehabilitation in the NE and NW Ponds.
The resulting project design further reduced the extent of construction and associated impacts.
The project would result in 2.76 acres of net wetland loss, including 1.00 acre of open water, 0.76 acre of
emergent wetland, and 1.00 acre of scrub shrub wetland. An 8-step wetlands analysis is included in
Appendix Y.
OPRHP prepared a draft compensatory mitigation proposal for review and comment by USACE. The
proposal underwent a 30-day public review in fall 2019 and is included as Appendix O. All the
mitigation sites are on-site and proximate to the wetlands and waters that the proposed project would
affect. Due to their proximity to the affected aquatic resources, these sites have a higher potential to offset
the loss of functions associated with the affected wetlands and open waters. Table 2 provides an analysis
of the impacts of implementation of the draft compensatory mitigation proposal.
Table 2: Compensatory Mitigation Impacts
Mitigation Site

Impacts

Site 1: Phragmites (Common Reed) Removal and
Native Plant Establishment

Enhancing these wetlands would result in a gain in
wetland functions for wildlife habitat and water
quality.

Site 1a: Pond Margin Wetland Restoration

Reestablishing these former wetland areas would return
the natural and historical functions to the former
aquatic resource and result in an overall gain in
wetland functions.

Site 2/3: Floatables & Sediment Discharge Control,
Reduction, and Removal

Enhancing the wetlands and open waters would result
in a gain in nutrient storage and transformation, water
quality, and wildlife habitat functions by increasing the
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Mitigation Site

Impacts
functional capacity for these functions through
additional plant growth, plant-water interactions, soil
biochemical processes, and wildlife foraging habitat. In
addition, the enhancement would provide for the longterm protection of these improved functions.

Site 4: Invasive Plant Species Control and Prevention

Replacing and controlling invasive plant species with
native plant species would result in an immediate gain
in wetland functions for wildlife habitat and
biodiversity, while long-term management of invasive
plants would remove a current threat to the diverse
wetlands habitat.

Site 5: Invasive Plant Removal, Floatables Removal,
and Native Planting

Enhancing the forested and emergent wetland under
5A and 5B would result in a gain in nutrient storage
and transformation, water quality, biodiversity, and
wildlife habitat functions through replacing the
invasive plant species that dominate the area with
native species and removing accumulated debris and
trash.
Restoring the wetland area associated with area 5C
would result in the gain in aquatic resource area and
functions through removing the dense layer of
floatables and the restoration of wetland hydrology and
native plant community.

Site 7/7a: Debris/Floatables Removal in Pond
Shoreline Wetlands

The wetland enhancement actions would result in a
gain in wetland functions for water quality and wildlife
habitat.
The proposed restoration would result in a gain in
aquatic resource area and functions.

Site 8: Floatables Discharge Control

This project would protect the wetland enhancement
and restoration gains obtained under Site 5 and Site
7/7a described above.

Following review and preliminary acceptance by USACE, the conceptual mitigation sites would be
advanced to develop a complete mitigation proposal.
A Freshwater Wetlands Permit, Protection of Waters Permit, and 401 Water Quality Certification from
NYSDEC would be required to physically disturb the wetlands. Prior to construction, the project sponsor
would be required to secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Authorization from USACE. The alternatives
analysis and impact assessment are required as part of the permit applications to compare a no-build
alternative with design alternatives that were considered to avoid and minimize impacts and still
accomplish the goals of project.
Flooding
The project site is not in a Special Flood Hazard Area. According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM) No. 36059C0217G, dated September 9, 2011, the project site is located outside the 0.2%
annual-chance (or 500-year) flood hazard zone (12). See Figure 55. Therefore, the proposed project does
not require the purchase of flood insurance. Proposed work on the dams, NE Pond, and NW Pond areas
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would improve water quality conditions downstream and provide improved stormwater management in
the upper LWTB project area to reduce impacts downstream.
Overall, beneficial impacts on flooding are expected to occur as a result of the project.
Plants and Animals
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna through the rehabilitation of existing dams,
construction of berms and wetland containment features, and through other ground-disturbing activities
including tree removal. These activities and their consequent effects on this resource are described below.
The project would affect existing vegetation and wildlife habitat and result in a net loss of 1.00 acre of
open water, 0.76 acre of emergent wetland, and 1.00 acre of scrub shrub wetland. Temporary impacts on
wetlands would also occur, as documented in Section 5. The ongoing advancement of potential
compensatory mitigation sites through the USACE permitting process would offset these net losses. The
proximity of the potential compensatory mitigation sites to the affected aquatic resources would have a
higher potential to offset the loss of functions associated with the affected wetlands and open waters. The
proposed compensatory mitigation includes interventions that would prevent the continued degradation of
the wetland and open water habitats from the accumulation of floatables and the uncontrolled spread of
invasive plant species, which in turn, would prevent the further decline and loss of quality habitat. In
addition, the project would result in a gain in acreage of higher functioning emergent wetlands, the
enhancement of 31.0 acres of existing wetlands and 23.7 acres of open waters through floatable and
invasive plant removal, and additional native upland meadow and upland forest habitat establishment
within the wetland buffers (see Appendix X).
The project has been modified since October 2018, resulting in a 30% reduction in tree removal.
However, an estimated 1,799 trees at various locations throughout the project site would be removed for
wetland creation/enhancement, dam improvements, and enhancement and expansion of visitor access to
the waterfront and trails. Tree removal is primarily proposed along Hempstead Lake Dam and South Pond
Dam and in the existing upland forest in the NE and NW Pond areas. Hundreds of acres of habitat within
Hempstead Lake State Park would remain intact and available to wildlife. The proposed tree removals
would not result in discontinuity and fragmentation of adjoining woodlands, and the habitat character of
the remaining forest communities and their value to wildlife would remain essentially unaltered and
would continue to support existing wildlife populations. In addition, the proposed meadows that would
replace the woodlands on the Hempstead Lake and South Pond dams would also serve as valuable
wildlife habitat.
While larger stands of mature upland forest in Hempstead Lake State Park would remain undisturbed, tree
clearing in some locations would result in permanent loss of vegetation and a reduction of this habitat
type. The loss of forest cover from pond improvements would be partially offset by the increase in
wetlands and water quality improvements that would benefit vegetation and wildlife, as well as plantings
of upland forest. No compensation for the loss of forest as a result of trail construction/expansion would
occur.
The proposed project would establish pollinator habitat that would include native flowering plants to
support the initiative to protect pollinators, including monarch butterflies and yellow-banded bumble
bees, in New York State. Native pollinator host plants such as native Joe-pye weed and aster would
expand the existing pollinator habitat already present in forested areas of the park, in the form of trees
(e.g., red maple) that produce flowers that are important to pollinators. Establishment of pollinator habitat
would help support native pollinators, including bee, moth, butterfly, and bird populations.
Additionally, formalizing existing trails near ponds would not have a detrimental effect on the current use
of these habitats by waterfowl/waterbird because the presence of vegetated buffers between human
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activity and the ponds relative to existing conditions would not be reduced. However, increased use of the
trails has the potential to reduce waterfowl/waterbird use of the ponds.
Approximately 0.34 acre of mowed grass would be permanently lost as a result of construction of the
proposed environmental education and resiliency center, and approximately 0.037 acre of mowed grass
would be temporarily disturbed for a utility trench.
Mitigation measures would include tree removal restrictions (undertaken during the November 1 to
March 31 window) to avoid impacts on northern long-eared bats and migratory birds. To avoid impacts
on resident raptor species, raptor surveys would be conducted prior to and during construction by
qualified OPRHP biologists to address the possible presence of raptors, including the great-horned owl. If
an active nest were encountered, it would be left in place and protected until young hatch and depart, if
feasible. If not feasible, the USFWS Field Office and/or NYSDEC Regional Wildlife Office would be
contacted for assistance to determine the appropriate plan of action. Tree removal areas at the dams would
be replanted with pollinator habitat and native grass mixes. See Appendix D for planting plans and
planting schedules. Vegetation clearing would be kept to the minimum area required to meet the design
objectives, and construction fencing or flagging would be used to demarcate the limit of disturbance to
avoid unnecessary clearing. An SWPPP, turbidity controls, and other BMPs would be employed to
minimize the potential construction impacts. Additionally, specific mitigation measures may be
implemented as identified during the permitting process by federal and state agencies, including preconstruction surveys of plant and/or wildlife species. An Invasive Species Management and PostConstruction Monitoring Plan for NE and NW Ponds has been developed (Appendix K), and a
comprehensive park-wide Invasive species management plan is being developed to improve ecological
resiliency and diversity (Appendix L). Invasive plants have been identified and mapped throughout the
park, and planning for both short- and long-term management actions is currently underway.
Operational impacts of the project would be mostly beneficial. The proposed project would not reduce the
variety of habitat types available to wildlife (i.e., open water, riparian wetlands, emergent wetlands,
mudflats, upland forest) present at the project site under existing conditions. Most trail work would
involve formalizing existing trails. Approximately 5.2 acres of existing trails would be resurfaced,
2.3 acres of existing trails would be widened, and 0.8 acre of existing social trails would be formalized in
areas already subject to heavy foot traffic. As a result, tree clearing to accommodate the trails would not
result in the reduction and fragmentation of mature forest or loss of buffer between human activity and
waterfowl/waterbirds. In addition, other project features—such as the education and resiliency center and
Hempstead Lake waterfront access areas—are within existing publicly accessible grassy areas.
Implementation of the project features in these locations would not fragment habitat. The project would
preserve the extensive emergent wetland formed within the NW Pond, enhance wetland habitat through
additional shrub and tree plantings, and create upland forest within disturbed mowed grass areas
(Appendix X).
Improved water quality (particularly an increase in dissolved oxygen) would also benefit aquatic species.
Removing debris and trash during construction and installing sediment basins and floatables catchers
would also improve water quality and habitat.
Wetland enhancement would benefit vegetation and wildlife by treating stormwater runoff to reduce and
slow the runoff volume and remove debris, floatables, sediments, and nutrients from the pond system and
adjacent upland habitat. An operations and management plan would be developed and implemented to
avoid detrimental impacts on wildlife. It would stipulate monitoring and reporting requirements for both
post-construction and after a period of one year to assess plant density and growth, signs of disease and
predation, areas of invasive species, recommended corrective actions, and other measures. A draft of this
plan is in Appendix K. Overwintering fish do not occur in the ponds, and no fish were found during
surveys conducted at the ponds. The shallow depth at NE Pond is not optimal to support overwintering
fish. NW Pond is also shallow, and the even deeper portions may be too shallow for overwintering fish in
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some years. Regardless, the shallow water depths at both NE and NW Ponds do not provide optimal
habitat for overwintering fish.
Enhancing degraded wetlands would also remove invasive species and encourage establishment of native
wetland vegetation. However, without annual monitoring and maintenance, invasive plant species are
likely to reestablish over time.
Although the project would result in a net loss of wetlands, it would have a minor, beneficial impact on
vegetation and wildlife. The project would improve water quality and existing wetland and aquatic
habitat. Restoration of wetlands in the two northern channels located between the ponds would reestablish
flow and create emergent wetland. Replacing the existing double culvert with a bridge would improve
flow and aquatic connectivity. Fish, benthic invertebrates, and waterfowl and waterbirds that use the
ponds in Hempstead Lake State Park and the downstream waters of Mill River would benefit from
improved water and sediment quality that may result from enhanced wetland filtration, sediment capture,
and removal of floatables that come from the upper watershed and flow out to Hewlett Bay. Waterfowl
and waterbird use of the NE and NW Ponds may be diminished from an increase in human disturbance
related to reduced buffer distances and increased human activity along trails. Additional native planting
along trails to provide a living screen between humans and waterfowl/waterbirds could be used to
minimize potential impacts.
Threatened and Endangered Species and Critical Habitat
The USFWS IPaC Official Species List (see Appendix R) indicates that the following species protected
under the Endangered Species Act may occur in the proposed project area: sandplain gerardia
(endangered), seabeach amaranth (threatened), piping plover (threatened), red knot (threatened), roseate
tern (endangered), and northern long-eared bat (threatened). Of these, only the northern long-eared bat
has suitable habitat present in the project area and may occur within the project site. No designated
critical habitats occur within the project site.
The NYSDEC NHP (see Appendix Q) has records of three state-listed species within the project area:
fringed boneset (threatened), weak rush (endangered), and slender crabgrass (endangered). Based on the
records of these species within the project area and the presence of suitable habitat in the project area, a
qualified biologist would survey suitable habitat within the proposed areas of disturbance prior to
construction to note the presence or absence of these species. If found in an area that would be disturbed,
the plant(s) would be relocated to a similar nearby habitat outside the area of disturbance to avoid adverse
impacts.
Twenty-seven species of migratory birds may be present near the project site, including bald eagles (nonbreeding). The project has been modified since October 2018, resulting in a 30% reduction in the number
of trees that would be removed. Regardless, removing approximately 1,799 trees associated with the
project would result in a loss of some forest habitat for migratory birds. Approximately 1,100 of the trees
would be removed from the dams, as required by the NYSDEC dam safety requirements, and 647 trees
would be removed for wetland enhancement activities at NE and NW Ponds. Replacement trees would be
planted in approximately 3.5 noncontiguous acres around the two ponds. See Appendix D for planting
plans and planting schedules. Therefore, the impact would be considered minor based on the nature of the
trees to be removed and the hundreds of acres of similar habitat within the Park that would remain
available to migratory birds and other species that use forested habitat. As described above, most of the
proposed tree removals are associated with the narrow, linear dams on Hempstead Lake and South Pond.
The proposed tree removals in the northern ponds area would occur in different discontinuous patches and
would not create discontinuity and fragmentation of adjoining woodlands. Despite the proposed tree
removals, the habitat character of the remaining forest communities and their value to wildlife would
remain essentially unaltered and would continue to support existing wildlife populations. In addition, the
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proposed meadows that would replace the woodlands on the Hempstead Lake and South Pond dams
would also serve as wildlife habitat.
Migratory birds are expected to temporarily leave the area during construction because of noise and
disturbance. Because of a November 1 to March 31 tree-clearing window proposed to protect northern
long-eared bats, trees would not be removed during the migratory bird breeding season, which occurs
between April 1 and August 31. Limiting tree removal activities to between November 1 and December
31 would further minimize impacts on migratory bird species.
Tree removal associated with the project would result in a loss of potential northern long-eared bat
summer roosting, foraging, and travel habitat. The permanent loss of potential summer habitat would
result in a minor, adverse impact on northern long-eared bats because similar habitat would remain
available elsewhere in the Park. These impacts would be minimized by limiting tree removal during the
active/roosting season of April 1 to October 31 to only those trees required to be removed for dam
improvements and bridge installation. A qualified biologist would survey trees for bat activity prior to
and during all tree removal activities, using the USFWS guidelines for Indiana bat surveys, which are also
applicable to northern long-eared bats. The remainder of all tree removal activity would occur between
November 1 and March 31 while northern long-eared bats are in hibernation and would not be directly
affected by tree removal activities, thereby avoiding any prohibited incidental take. If tree removal were
required during active/roosting season in other areas, OPRHP would coordinate with NYSDEC to
implement the necessary surveys. However, there are no known occurrences of northern long-eared bats
in the Park, and northern long-eared bats are not expected to occur there despite the availability of
potentially suitable habitat. Due to time constraints, trees associated with the Hempstead Lake and South
Pond Dams may need to be removed outside the tree-clearing window. A qualified biologist would
survey trees for migratory bird activity prior to and during all tree removal activities. If an active nest
were encountered, it would be left in place and protected until young hatch and depart, if feasible. If not
feasible, the USFWS Field Office and/or NYSDEC Regional Wildlife Office would be contacted for
assistance to determine the appropriate plan of action.
In July 2017, GOSR initiated consultation with USFWS regarding potential impacts on species protected
under the Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act, including northern long-eared bats. At the request of USFWS, a Northern Long-Eared Bat 4(d) Rule
Streamlined Consultation Form was submitted to USFWS. USFWS concurred with the determination that
the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect species protected under USFWS jurisdiction.
Specific mitigation measures may be implemented as identified during the permitting process by federal
and state agencies. In subsequent correspondence in October 2017, USFWS stated that GOSR has met its
section 7 obligations regarding the northern long-eared bat, and that no consultation was required
regarding migratory birds other than that the project should not result in a take. In February 2019, GOSR
submitted an updated consultation and Northern Long-eared Bat 4(d) Rule Streamlined Consultation
Form to inform USFWS of changes in the timing of proposed tree clearing for specific project
components. As stated on the form, if USFWS does not respond within 30 days from submittal of the
form, the action agency (GOSR) may presume that its determination is informed by the best available
information and that its project responsibilities under 7(a)(2) with respect to the northern long-eared bat
are fulfilled through the USFWS January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion. Therefore, GOSR
presumes that its determination is informed by the best available information and its project
responsibilities under section 7 of the ESA have been fulfilled.
On May 7, 2019, an updated USFWS IPaC Official Species List was obtained for the proposed project
site. The information provided is consistent with that previously reviewed; therefore, GOSR maintains its
determination that the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect species protected under
USFWS jurisdiction. See Appendix R. It should be noted that other species that USFWS is currently
evaluating for listing under the Endangered Species Act—little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), tri-colored
bat (Perimyotis subjlavus), monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), and yellow-banded bumble bee
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(Bombus terricola)—may be present in the project area. Although these species are not being considered
under the Endangered Species Act for this project, GOSR notes that the measures described above that
would be employed to minimize impacts on northern long-eared bats would also protect little brown and
tri-colored bats, if present. The proposed project would result in the establishment of pollinator habitat
that includes native flowering plants to support the initiative to protect pollinators in New York State.
Establishment of pollinator habitat would help support monarch butterfly and yellow-banded bumble bee
populations.
Historic and Archeological Resources
Examination of the project area in Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) indicates that
Hempstead Lake State Park was determined eligible as a historic district by OPRHP on June 5, 2017, and
10 individual resources have been determined to be contributing or eligible within the district. Prior to
this determination, the carousel at the Park was determined to be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (5901.000078). No other previously surveyed sites are in the project area. The project area
is not in an archaeological sensitive area as depicted in CRIS.
The gatehouses and associated dams that are slated for improvement at the Park have not been evaluated
with respect to National Register criteria, and they are not identified as contributors or eligible within the
district. The South Pond outlet gatehouse, which would be demolished as part of the project, has
diminished integrity because three walls and the roof collapsed. The potential for the project to affect
architectural resources is limited because rehabilitation of the existing gatehouses and dams would be
completed according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and under direction from OPRHP.
Ground-disturbing activities for the project would occur only in previously disturbed areas. The activities
would include cut (dredging/excavation) in the wetlands and uplands, removal of trees, construction of
bridges, installation of trails, and construction of the proposed environmental education and resiliency
center. Based on available records, there is no indication that the areas of ground disturbance contain
archaeological resources.
On June 21, 2017, the New York State Historic Preservation Office found that the proposed project would
have No Adverse Impact on the Park (Appendix U).
The Unkechaug, Shinnecock Nation, Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans, Delaware
Tribe of Indians, and Delaware Nation were notified of the project on July 5, 2017. Comments were
received from every tribe except the Unkechaug Tribe. All the tribes, except for Stockbridge-Munsee
agreed with the No Effect determination but wanted to be kept informed about the project’s progress. The
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans stated that the project was not in its area of interest
(Appendix V).
Transportation and Accessibility
The proposed project would result in minor changes to transportation systems.
Traffic
Principle vehicular access routes to Hempstead Lake State Park include the Southern State Parkway,
Peninsula Boulevard, Lakeside Drive, Eagle Avenue, and Lakeview Avenue. Lakeside Drive provides
internal circulation in the Park and access to three parking lots from which recreational facilities are
accessible. The proposed project would not alter the layout or routing of existing Park roadways. The
greenway, trails, gateways and waterfront access component of the proposed project would replace some
existing trails and create new sections of trails or greenways. For a state park in an urbanized area, a
change in trail mileage would not attract an appreciable number of new trail users; therefore, improving
existing trails and increasing trail miles would noticeably increase the number of auto- trips to the Park.
Instead, existing and future users would have greater choice of trails to use within the Park. Furthermore,
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the improvement of pedestrian and bicycle access to the Park would provide alternative access options for
Park users who currently drive to the Park.
The environmental education and resiliency center is expected to draw visitors from existing Park users
and school groups. School group visitation would be concentrated on weekdays (when Park attendance is
lowest). The environmental education and resiliency center is not expected to significantly increase
automobile trips to the Park.
Vehicles park at a grassy area located north of the Southern State Parkway. The proposed project would
pave this area as a formal parking lot to accommodate current parking demand. Significant new traffic is
not anticipated to access the new parking lot.
Operationally, the proposed project would add minimal traffic to the area roads from construction
activity, but impacts would not be significant.
During construction, the project would result in approximately 15,600 annual trips during the first year,
and approximately 13,000 annual trips the following three years. There would be 60 average daily trips
during the first year and 50 average daily trips during the following years. A detailed construction vehicle
management plan for each project component has not been developed yet. Construction trucks would
access the site via designated truck routes, such as Sunrise Highway and Peninsula Boulevard from the
south, and Interstate-495 and Glen Cove Road from the north. Construction cars would access the site via
the Southern State Parkway, Peninsula Boulevard, and Lakeside Drive. Construction worker trips would
generally occur during off-peak hours. A construction vehicle management plan would ensure that any
trips during the peak hours would not adversely affect traffic conditions.
Pedestrians
Pedestrian access to Hempstead Lake State Park is via the Park access roads, pedestrian bridges across
Peninsula Boulevard, and undefined or restricted gateways along the west side of the Park. Within the
Park, 4.8 miles of hiking/biking trails and an approximately 2-mile bridle path provide circulation and
access to Park facilities. The greenway, trails, gateways, and waterfront access component of the
proposed project would increase pedestrian access to the Park and provide new internal circulation on an
expanded trail network. A new multi-use greenway along the Mill River corridor through the Park would
provide improved access to the interior of Park and to the NE and NW Ponds. The greenway would
provide improved pedestrian and bicycle connectivity throughout the greater Mill River corridor through
the creation of a continuous low-stress walking/cycling route between Hempstead High School and Bay
Park. Greenway section designs would be context sensitive and delineate between the pedestrian/cyclist
portion of the path and the equestrian portion in most sections to minimize conflict between users. Within
the most heavily used area of the Park, along Lakeside Drive and near the proposed environmental
education and resiliency center, the proposed greenway would be divided by a 4-foot buffer between the
pedestrian/cyclist section and the equestrian section to eliminate conflicts. The greenways, trails,
gateways, and waterfront access component is anticipated to include approximately 5 miles of new or
renovated trails within the Park and improved access to the various ecosystems in the Park. Improved
gateways at Eagle Avenue and Graham Avenue would improve pedestrian and bicycle access to the Park
from neighboring communities. Improvements to access, visibility, and signage of existing gateways
would likewise increase connectivity to adjoining neighborhoods. The dams, gatehouses, and bridges
component would add three new pedestrian bridges to the greenway/trail network, improving connectivity
of the network for all users. The three bridges and the greenway would be designed to accommodate
emergency vehicles, enhance emergency access within the Park, and decrease emergency response times.
The environmental education and resiliency center would connect to the greenway and a new ADAaccessible kayak launch/viewpoint via a new crosswalk (with speed hump) across Lakeside Drive. The
proposed project’s improvements to pedestrian accessibility and connectivity within the Park would likely
increase pedestrian volumes within the Park compared to the future without the proposed project.
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However, this increase would be distributed over time throughout the entire trail network. During
construction, it is possible that contractors may limit or re-route pedestrians around construction activities
to continue to provide access to open park features (those not under construction/rehabilitation).
Parking
Currently, three parking facilities serve Hempstead Lake State Park. In addition, an unpaved, informal
parking area exists north of the Southern State Parkway on Eagle Avenue. The proposed project would
formalize the parking area on Eagle Avenue by creating a paved 0.91-acre parking lot with 4 stormwater
retention basins, 45 car spaces, and a dedicated lane and drop-off area for three buses. Vehicles already
parking in this informal lot are expected to use a portion of this new parking lot’s capacity. An existing lot
near the environmental education and resiliency center would serve any new vehicles generated by this
use. The greenways, trails, gateways, and waterfront access component improvements would likely
generate a small increase in autotrips compared to the future without the proposed project. Given the
dispersed nature of these improvements, any increase in parking demand is anticipated to be
accommodated by the three existing parking lots and the proposed Eagle Avenue lot. During construction,
parking on the currently informal Eagle Avenue lot would not be available. However, parking would
continue to be available in the park’s primary parking lots near the park office.
Noise
The proposed project may result in an increase in noise.
During construction, the proposed project would cause temporary increases in noise levels that would be
mitigated by complying with the Town of Hempstead local noise prohibitions. These prohibitions limit
most construction activities to between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and require use of mufflers
on generators and motor vehicles (Town of Hempstead Code 144-3). Construction noise would be
dispersed among the project components across the Park’s 521 acres.
The proposed project involves repairs and improvements to elements in the Park. It would result in one
new facility: the environmental education and resiliency center, which would not generate substantial new
noise on the project site.
Generally, vehicular traffic, as measured in passenger car equivalents, must double in order to result in a
perceptible increase in mobile source noise. As indicated in Section 8.3.9, Transportation and
Accessibility, the proposed project would not substantially increase vehicular trips. As such, it would not
generate substantial new mobile-source noise.
Therefore, no significant noise impacts are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project.
Human Health
The proposed project may affect human health.
Construction Impacts
Construction of the proposed project would result in minor, short-term, adverse impacts on public health
and safety. Construction activities would generate dust, and construction equipment would produce
emissions and generate noise, resulting in minor, short-term impacts on air quality and noise in the
vicinity of construction activity. To mitigate potential effects during construction, all construction
activities would be performed using qualified personnel and in accordance with the standards specified in
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations. Contractors would adhere to federal, state,
and local regulations, including those dealing with air quality and noise. Appropriate signage and barriers
would be in place prior to construction activities to alert pedestrians and motorists of project activities.
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Dam Safety and Flood Risk
An overall hydrological model was prepared for the Mill River Watershed to determine the flows coming
into Hempstead Lake State Park at NE Pond, NW Pond, Hempstead Lake, Schodack Brook, and South
Pond. Additional flows were determined at Smith Pond, south of the project area, because of the potential
backwater effects on the Hempstead Lake Dam. Flows were determined for 5-year 24 hour, 25-year 24
hour, and 100-year 24-hour storm events.
NW Pond Dam

The existing NW Pond Dam would be breached. However, if the dam were not breached, the modeling
results indicate that under existing conditions, NW Pond Dam would overtop by 0.89 feet during the 5year storm and by more than 5.7 feet during the 100-year design storm.
With the proposed project, the new lower dam top would result in slightly lower peak flow elevations that
may reduce backwater conditions on upstream drainage facilities.
Hempstead Lake Dam

Under existing conditions, the model indicates that the Hempstead Lake Dam has several feet of
freeboard during the 5-year, 25-year, and 100-year storm events. With implementation of the proposed
project, the Hempstead Lake Dam would have several feet of freeboard during the 5-year, 25-year, and
100-year storm events. The improved structural integrity of the dam would provide for the safe operation
of the dam and prevent downstream impacts.
The Hempstead Lake gatehouse contains five existing sluice gates that serve as the outlets from the lake.
These gates have been non-functional for decades. The project proposes to replace all five existing nonfunctional gates with similar cast iron manually operated sluice gates at the same elevations. Replacing
these gates would restore functionality to the outlet control of the lake, allowing the increase or decrease
of flow exiting Hempstead Lake.
At the completion of the project, the upper two gates of the dam would remain open year-round and
would only be closed and reopened for maintenance/exercising purposes. The middle gate would be
opened in the fall and closed in the spring. Opening the middle gate would increase the outflow of water
from Hempstead Lake during the time of year when there is typically a rise in groundwater from
snowmelt runoff, thus maintaining a more consistent water surface elevation in the lake over the course of
the year. Attempting to lower the water surface from its current high winter levels also would provide
room for additional runoff storage in the lake.
Operability of all five sluice gates would allow for the most flexibility in addressing unforeseen
downstream issues. For example, if an unforeseen issue were to arise downstream of the dam, the two
upper gates could be partially closed to recreate existing conditions, making it possible to see if the issues
were caused by the dam or some other factor. The upper gates would provide the ability to temporarily
shut down outflow to address emergency conditions (outflow blockage, pipe arch damage, downstream
problem). Also, the upper gates would make it easier to bypass flow (in conjunction with pumping) to
address non-emergency maintenance issues in the outflow chamber and pipe arch.
Trees on the upstream side of the dam that cannot be removed without damaging the stone facing would
be cut to a 4-inch stump. On the dams, areas of tree removal would be reestablished with pollinator
habitat. These actions would reduce erosion effects and enhance dam structural integrity.
South Pond Dam

Under existing and proposed conditions, the modeling indicates South Pond Dam would handle the 100year design storm and still provide more than 1 foot of freeboard (13, 14, 36).
Changing the outflow at Hempstead Lake would also affect the South Pond inflow. This
increase/decrease of flow to South Pond through the brick pipe arch between the outlet gatehouse of
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Hempstead Lake and the inlet gatehouse of South Pond is not anticipated to have any measurable effect
on the areas surrounding the pond. South Pond is fed by flow from Hempstead Lake as well as flow from
Schodack Pond and groundwater base flow. The water surface elevation in South Pond is primarily
affected by the fixed outlet weir of the pond and the groundwater elevation. The size and capacity of
South Pond provides surface area and storage to attenuate any normal flow changes caused by gate
operations at Hempstead Lake Dam.
Hazardous Materials
The project site has been developed as a reservoir system since the 1870s, and it has been natural open
space since construction of the Southern State Parkway in the 1940s. As such, there are no known
historical uses on the site that would have contributed to upland soil contaminants. The project area
contains no sites listed on the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation Database (see Figure 51) (26).
As shown in Figure 51, the nearest site listed on the NYSDEC database is 0.2-mile north of the project
site, along Sycamore Avenue. Based on field investigations conducted in 1994, trace amounts of
pesticides are present at the site. The NYSDEC file indicates that concentrations do not constitute
disposal of a hazardous waste, and they are not present in groundwater (26). As such it is highly unlikely
that concentrations would have migrated more than 0.2 mile to the area of excavation for the proposed
project.
The next-nearest site in the NYSDEC database is more than 0.5-mile north of the Park. The site had been
contaminated with chromium and nickel in soil and groundwater. Remedial actions, including soil
excavation and removal, have successfully achieved soil cleanup for commercial use, and residual nickel
and chromium contamination is being managed under a Site Management Plan. Any contaminated soils
remain at the site below the concrete or clean backfill (26).
The NE and NW Ponds are the collection point for a highly developed suburban watershed. As such, low
levels of contaminants associated with such development have entered the ponds over several decades (3).
Samples of the sediments in NE and NW Ponds were analyzed, and the results are summarized in
Appendix J. Samples indicate high concentrations of contamination in sediment. In particular, metals
were found to be beyond NYSDEC’s Class C contamination thresholds. The only other Class C
classification was for 4,4-DDD at one sample site in the northeast area of NE Pond. Class C sediments, as
described in NYSDEC’s Technical & Operation Guidance Series, Section 5.1.9, are expected to be
acutely toxic to aquatic biota and would likely be subject to more stringent dredging, management, and
disposal requirements.
Approximately 2,473 CY of wetland cut (dredging or excavation) would be required in the NE and NW
Ponds. Dredging would increase turbidity and expose nutrient-rich sediments. If disturbed, these
sediments could cause the contaminants to become suspended in the water column of NE Pond, which
could cause the contamination to spread to other areas of NE and NW Ponds, Hempstead Lake State Park,
and farther downstream throughout the Mill River Watershed. Such disturbance presents a potential
impact of exposing aquatic biota to acute toxic effects associated with potentially contaminated sediments
suspended in the water column.
OPRHP submitted the Sediment Sampling Findings Report to NYSDEC for review, pursuant to the
NYSDEC permitting process (further discussed below). NYSDEC’s response is included in Appendix J.
NYSDEC stated that if it were to allow dredged and excavated material to remain on-site, the presence of
contamination above Class C, and in some cases Class B, thresholds, would require additional testing for
contaminant mobility. In addition, if dredged and excavated material were to remain on-site, NYSDEC
would require submission of a Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure analysis for any samples in
which lead exceeded 420 parts per million to determine whether the proposed dredged and excavated
material would exceed the hazardous waste thresholds of the Identification and Listing of Hazardous
Wastes (6 NYC RR Part 371).
24

Hempstead Lake State Park – Negative Declaration

December 18, 2019

However, NYSDEC also indicated that OPRHP could forego further testing if all dredged sediments were
disposed at an upland facility off Long Island to protect groundwater resources. OPRHP has committed to
such disposal, and further testing for purposes of on-site usage of dredge material is therefore not
proposed. OPRHP would conduct additional testing if required by the facility receiving the material or if
such testing would otherwise be required during the permitting process. NYSDEC has indicated that such
testing could occur while the materials are temporarily stored on-site (prior to disposal).
An additional 1,500 CY of sediment would be dredged from the upstream face of Hempstead Lake
Dam. The sediment proposed to be dredged from this area consists of coarse sand material that is unlikely
to contain contaminants because of its more recent deposition (unlike historical sediments deposited
during periods of greater contaminant potential) and the lower potential for coarse sand to contain
contaminants. Disturbance of the sediment could cause suspension of solids. These sediments would also
be included with the off-site disposal procedure as described above.
Evaluation of Alternatives
The OPRHP design team documented the condition of the existing dams and ponds, water quality,
sediment quality, floatables pollution, and hydraulic and hydrologic conditions. The OPRHP team
developed a metric analysis of alternative project designs of the NW and NW Ponds that established
evaluation criteria by which to evaluate the stormwater system, water quality, ecological, and landscape
factors that meet the purpose and need of proposed project. In addition to the proposed project as
described throughout, GOSR considered a no action alternative as well as an alternative to remove the
dams, which was dismissed before further evaluation was considered.
The team also worked with NYSDEC to develop the proposed dam rehabilitations and engaged NYSDEC
in a collaborative and iterative process to develop the proposed design of the wetlands creation and
rehabilitation in the NE and NW Ponds. These efforts explored design alternatives in response to
environmental and operational issues and resulted in the currently proposed design.
Upon USACE review of the joint permit application, as well as receipt of comments on the October 2018
EA from USEPA, USFWS, and USACE, the team collaborated with these agencies to further refine the
proposed design of the wetland creation and rehabilitation in the NE and NW Ponds to minimize impacts
while supporting the purpose and need of improving water quality. The resulting project design further
reduced the extent of construction and associated impacts.
The resulting alternatives analyzed include the proposed project and the No Action Alternative.
Pursuant to permitting requirements, a 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis is under preparation.
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes would occur to the existing Hempstead Lake State Park
Project components. The dams and NE and NW Ponds would remain in their existing conditions, and
their flow control would not improve. The Hempstead Lake Dam’s sluice gates would remain inoperable,
thus limiting water flow control through the Mill River system. The existing 35-foot breach in NW Pond
Dam would continue to expand, further decreasing the water levels in NE and NW Ponds. Trees would
continue to grow on the side slopes of the Hempstead Lake Dam and South Pond Dam, which could
compromise structural integrity.
The continued decreasing water levels in NE and NW Ponds would further impair the functionality and
ecological value of the wetland system, further reducing oxygen levels in the ponds. The alreadydeposited sediment, floatables, and garbage would remain in the ponds, and additional materials would
accumulate, continuing to compromise water and habitat quality. Levels of fecal coliform would increase,
further increasing biological oxygen demand and eutrophication.
Over time, given that a full structural assessment of Hempstead Lake Dam and South Pond Dam would
not be possible due to the continued presence of trees on the dam faces, it is anticipated that the structural
integrity of the dams would deteriorate.
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The environmental education and resiliency center and the greenway, trails, gateways, and waterfront
access components would not be constructed. Social resiliency, Park access, and access to Park
components would remain as under existing conditions. No new or renovated amenities for educational
opportunities, learning spaces, or community gathering spaces would be constructed.
The No Action Alternative would avoid the construction-related impacts on air quality, noise, and
transportation and access associated with project construction. It would also avoid the constructionrelated impacts related to tree-removal, dredging, excavation, and loss of shrub maple wetland. Beneficial
impacts from wetland creation or restoration would not be realized.
Dam Removal
Instead of allowing the Hempstead Lake Dam to continue to deteriorate under the No Action Alternative,
dam removal could be considered.
Dam removal would result in lower water levels such that the waterbodies would function as a river
between the NW Pond Weir and the southern edge of the park. Hundreds of acres of open water, as well
as substantial existing wetlands along the edges of these waterbodies, would be converted to uplands. The
interior of the lake and ponds would convert to emergent wetlands, which would result in the loss of
regionally important migratory shorebird and waterfowl habitat.
Dam removal would have adverse impacts on the existing habitat composition within the park, as well as
on the wildlife, including threatened and endangered species, that may currently use the diversity of open
water, freshwater meadow, mudflat, and forested wetland habitats associated with Hempstead Lake and
South Pond.
The draining of Hempstead Lake and South Pond would alter the land use and recreational use of
Hempstead Lake State Park. As indicated above, Hempstead Lake is the largest freshwater body in
Nassau County, and the NE and NW Ponds’ freshwater wetlands are a unique resource in the County. The
loss of these unique resources would be an irreversible impact on the Park, the Town of Hempstead,
Nassau County, and on communities beyond those borders that visit the Park for recreational activities.
Therefore, dam removal would not meet the project purpose and need to provide water impoundment
within Hempstead Lake State Park to improve water management and increase flood defense. Moreover,
it would not maintain water levels and associated habitat and ecosystems along Hempstead Lake. Further,
dam removal would alter the recreational value of the park. As such, dam removal was dismissed from
further evaluation.
STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:
Any change to the proposed project as described will require reevaluation by GOSR’s Certifying Officer
for compliance with SEQRA and other law, regulations, and policies.
This review does not address all federal, state, and local requirements. Acceptance of federal funding
requires recipient to comply with all federal, state, and local laws. Failure to obtain all appropriate federal,
state, and local environmental permits and clearances may jeopardize federal funding.
ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES:
The grant recipient would adhere to the following conditions during project implementation and consider
the conservation recommendations outlined below. Failure to comply with grant conditions may
jeopardize federal funds.
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Air Quality
All project activities will comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding
construction emissions, including but not limited to NYCRR, NYSDEC Air Quality Management Plan,
and the New York State Implementation Plan. All necessary measures would be used to minimize fugitive
dust emissions. The preferred method for dust suppression is water sprinkling. To demonstrate
compliance, the following specifications will be incorporated into the contract documents:
Idling Restriction. On-site vehicle idle time would be restricted to 5 minutes for all equipment and
vehicles that are not using their engines to operate a loading, unloading, or processing device (e.g.,
concrete mixing trucks) or otherwise required for the proper operation of the engine.
Utilization of Newer Equipment. USEPA’s Tier 1 through 4 standards for nonroad engines regulate the
emission of criteria pollutants from new engines, including particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides and hydrocarbons. All nonroad construction equipment with a power rating of 50 horsepower or
greater would meet at least the Tier 2 emissions standard to the extent practicable.
Best Available Tailpipe Reduction Technologies. Nonroad diesel engines with a power rating of 50
horsepower or greater and controlled truck fleets (i.e., truck fleets under long-term contract with the
project) including but not limited to concrete mixing and pumping trucks would utilize the best available
tailpipe (or BAT) technology for reducing diesel particulate matter emissions. Diesel particulate filters
(DPFs) have been identified as being the tailpipe technology currently proven to have the highest
reduction capability. Construction contracts would specify that all diesel nonroad engines rated at 50
horsepower or greater would utilize DPFs, either installed by the original equipment manufacturer or
retrofitted. Retrofitted DPFs must be verified by USEPA. Active DPFs or other technologies proven to
achieve an equivalent reduction may also be used.
Hazardous Materials
To ensure no adverse effects on human health and the environment from dredging and excavation
activities occur, OPRHP will request a permit from NYSDEC in accordance with a NYSDEC Use and
Protection of Waters Permit (6 NYCRR Part 608.2(a)); Freshwater Wetlands Permit (6 NYCRR Part
663); SPDES Permit (6 NYCRR Part 751.3(a)(6)); and Clean Water Act § 401 Water Quality
Certification.
Under the permitting process, all dredging and excavation activities will be reviewed and approved by
NYSDEC and conducted in accordance with the NYSDEC Technical & Operational Guidance Series,
Section 5.1.9. BMPs that will be employed, including the construction method for removal of sediments
and soils, the handling and movement of sediments and soils to a temporary dewatering location within
the project area to be determined during the permitting process, and methods to minimize transport of
sediments and soils during dredging/excavation beyond the dredge/excavation area, such as using
turbidity curtains. Should temporary dewatering be necessary to conduct the dredging or excavation, the
dewatered area would be minimized to the extent practicable and would not be expected to substantially
interrupt stream flow. Dredging and excavation will also consider potential seasonal restrictions on inwater work to avoid or minimize impacts on life cycle periods of aquatic organisms. The use of BMPs
would minimize the potential for contaminants in the sediments to migrate during dredging and once the
dredge materials are stored on-site in an appropriate containment location prior to transport to an offLong Island permitted disposal facility.
Upon USACE review of the joint permit application and receipt of comments on the October 2018 EA
from USEPA, USFWS, and USACE, the team collaborated with these agencies to further refine the
proposed design of the wetland creation and rehabilitation in the NE and NW Ponds. The resulting project
design further reduces the extent of dredging and excavation activities necessary to implement the project.

27

Hempstead Lake State Park – Negative Declaration

December 18, 2019

Because of these design modifications, the quantity of material to be removed from the site and subject to
the preliminary sediment management plan has been reduced to no more than 9,581 cubic yards.
See the preliminary sediment management plan, included in Appendix Z, for further details regarding
dredged materials disposal. NYSDEC would approve this plan prior to any dredging.
Water Quality
A SWPPP and notice of intent will be prepared for the project because the amount of ground disturbance
at the site would be greater than 1 acre. The project will adhere to the conditions in the SWPPP. BMPs
such as silt fences and erosion prevention, will be implemented, as required by permits or agency
direction.
An Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands Permit will be obtained from NYSDEC and a Section 404 Individual
Permit will be obtained from USACE for the placement of fill and other construction activities affecting
wetland and open waters. Adherence to the permit conditions will limit construction impacts.
Compensatory mitigation, as identified by USACE and OPRHP through the permitting process, will be
implemented to offset permanent impacts.
Silt curtains will be installed around the dredging area or at the outlets of each pond to prevent turbidity
downstream of the dredging areas. Additionally, specific mitigation measures identified during the
permitting process by federal and state agencies will be implemented.
Threatened and Endangered Species
To avoid impacts on northern long-eared bat, efforts will be made to conduct tree removal activities
during November 1 to March 31, outside the active season. Northern long-eared bats hibernate between
November 1 and March 31 and will not be affected by tree removal activities during that time, which will
avoid incidental takes. Tree removal during the active season will be limited to only those trees required
to be removed for dam improvements and bridge installation. A qualified biologist will survey trees for
northern long-eared bats prior to and during tree removal activities using the USFWS guidelines for
Indiana bat surveys, which are also applicable to northern long-eared bats. If tree removal is required
during active/roosting season in other areas, OPRHP will coordinate with NYSDEC and (if necessary)
with USFWS and GOSR.
To avoid impacts on fringed boneset (threatened), weak rush (endangered), and slender crabgrass
(endangered), a qualified biologist will survey suitable habitat within the proposed areas of disturbance
prior to construction to note the presence or absence of these species. If found in an area that is proposed
to be disturbed, the plant(s) will be relocated to a similar nearby habitat outside the area of disturbance to
avoid adverse impacts to these state-listed species in consultation with NYSDEC.
The November 1 to March 31 tree-clearing window for all tree-clearing activity not associated with dam
improvements and bridge installation would avoid the migratory bird breeding season, which occurs
between April 1 and August 31. Only tree removal associated with the dams, gatehouses and bridges
component may occur from April 1 to October 31. A qualified biologist would survey trees for migratory
birds prior to and during tree removal activities. Additionally, tree removal would be minimized to the
greatest extent practicable, and trees to be protected from cutting would be clearly demarcated to prevent
unnecessary clearing.
Vegetation, Wildlife
To avoid impacts on resident raptor species, raptor surveys will be conducted prior to and during
construction by qualified OPRHP biologists to address the possible presence of raptors. Temporarily
disturbed areas would be reseeded following construction. Native plant materials will be used for wetland
and upland revegetation. Pollinator habitat and native grasses will be planted on Hempstead Lake Dam,
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and native grasses will be planted on South Pond Dam. See Appendix D for Planting Plans and Planting
Schedules. A comprehensive park-wide invasive species management and restoration plan is being
developed for the park to identify short- and long-term actions to improve ecological conditions.
Additionally, boating activity associated with the proposed kayak launches will be prohibited during the
late fall and winter to avoid disturbing wintering waterfowl.
An operations and management plan would be developed and implemented to avoid detrimental impacts
on wildlife in NE and NW Ponds. A first draft is shown in Appendix K. The plan would establish a
management plan to identify and remove invasive plant species that degrade existing habitat and provide
for post-construction monitoring of the proposed habitat improvements to ensure that the habitat
restoration efforts are successfully achieved. The plan would also include a contingency plan for the
maintenance period that would secure appropriate funding to cover any necessary replanting and
stabilization of the work areas.
Noise
Construction noise mitigation measures would be implemented, including outfitting equipment with
mufflers and complying with Town of Hempstead noise ordinances (i.e., time-of-day work limitations).
COORDINATED REVIEW:
GOSR circulated a SEQRA lead agency coordination letter and Part 1 EAF to involved and interested
agencies on May 19, 2017, including the Town of Hempstead, Village of East Rockaway, Village of
Hempstead, Village of Lynbrook, Village of Malverne, Village of Rockville Centre, Hempstead Union
Free School District, West Hempstead School District, Rockville Centre School District, Malverne Union
Free School District, New York State Police – Long Island Region, Rockville Centre Police Department,
Malverne Police Department, Hempstead Police Department, Rockville Centre Fire Department,
Lakeview Fire Department, Hempstead Fire Department, West Hempstead Fire Department, Long Island
Regional Planning Council, Nassau County, NYSDEC, NYS Department of Transportation, and the NYS
State Historic Preservation Office. Responses consenting to GOSR serving as SEQRA lead agency were
received from the Nassau County Planning Commission and the Village of Hempstead. No substantive
comments were provided in the responses received.
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE:
In addition to the factors considered above, GOSR considered the following guidance from SEQRA and
its implementing regulations and determined that the proposed action would:
(i)

Not result in “a substantial adverse change in existing air quality, ground or surface water quality
or quantity, traffic or noise levels; a substantial increase in solid waste production; a substantial
increase in potential for erosion, flooding, leaching or drainage problems;” (§617.7(c)(1)(i))

(ii)

Not result in “the removal or destruction of large quantities of vegetation or fauna; substantial
interference with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species; impacts on a
significant habitat area; substantial adverse impacts on a threatened or endangered species of
animal or plant, or the habitat of such a species; or other significant adverse impacts to natural
resources;” (§617.7(c)(1)(ii))

(iii)

Not result in the impairment of the environmental characteristics of a critical environmental area
as designated pursuant to section 617.14(g);” (§617.7(c)(1)(iii))

(iv)

Not result in “the creation of a material conflict with a community’s current plans or goals as
officially approved or adopted;” (§617.7(c)(1)(iv))

(v)

Not result in “the impairment of the character or quality of important historical, archeological,
architectural, or aesthetic resources or of existing community or neighborhood character;”
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(§617.7(c)(1)(v))
(vi)

Not result in “a major change in the use of either the quantity or type of energy;”
(§617.7(c)(1)(vi))

(vii)

Not result in “the creation of a hazard to human health;” (§617.7(c)(1)(vii))

(viii)

Not result in “a substantial change in the use, or intensity of use, of land including agricultural,
open space or recreational resources, or in its capacity to support existing uses;”
(§617.7(c)(1)(viii))

(ix)

Not result in “the encouraging or attracting of a large number of people to a place or places for
more than a few days, compared to the number of people who would come to such place absent
the action;” (§617.7(c)(1)(ix))

(x)

Not result in “the creation of a material demand for other actions that would result in one of the
above consequences;” (§617.7(c)(1)(x))

(xi)

Not result in “changes in two or more elements of the environment, no one of which has a
significant impact on the environment, but when considered together result in a substantial
adverse impact on the environment; or (§617.7(c)(1)(xi))

Therefore, GOSR, acting as Lead Agency, and having prepared a Full Environmental Assessment Form
(FEAF), has determined that the proposed action will not have a significant effect on the environment and
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not need to be prepared.

Matt Accardi

Date: December 18, 2019

Assistant General Counsel
Bureau of Environmental Review and Assessment Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery
55 Beaver Street, 5th Floor, New York 10004
Office: (212) 480-6265
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Attachments:
•

Attachment 1. Figures

•

Attachment 2. Environmental Assessment Form (Parts 1, 2, and 3)

•

Attachment 3. Negative Declaration Distribution List

•

Attachment 4. References

•

Appendices A through Z (available at http://www.stormrecovery.ny.gov/environmental-docs)

A copy of this notice is available at the following web address:
http://www.stormrecovery.ny.gov/environmental-docs
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Figure 3: Site Plan, North
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Figure 4: Site Plan, South
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Figure 5: Hempstead Lake Dam, Upstream Embankment Looking East

Figure 6: Hempstead Lake Dam, Upstream Dam Embankment Looking West with Gatehouse at Center
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Figure 7: Hempstead Lake Dam, Crest of Dam Looking Southwest to Tree Cover of Downstream
Embankment

Figure 8: Hempstead Lake Dam, Tree-Covered Downstream Embankment Looking West
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Figure 9: South Pond Dam, Dam Crest Looking West

Figure 10: South Pond Dam, Dam Crest Looking West
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Figure 11: South Pond Dam, Original Pond Outlet Structure Looking Southeast

Figure 12: South Pond Dam, Dam Spillway Looking North
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Figure 13: Tree Removal Plan
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Figure 14: Northwest Pond Dam, Removal Plan
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Figure 15: Northwest Pond Dam, Proposed Dam Plan
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Figure 16: Northwest Pond Dam, Proposed Impoundment Levels
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Figure 17: Northwest Pond Dam, Planting Plan
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Figure 18: Northwest Pond Dam, Wetland Loss and Impacts
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Figure 19: Northwest Pond Dam, Twin Culvert Replacement Wetland Loss and Impacts
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Figure 20: Hempstead Lake Dam, Gatehouse
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Figure 21: Hempstead Lake Dam, Tree Removal
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Figure 22: Hempstead Lake Dam, Proposed Impoundment Levels
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Figure 23: South Pond Dam, Tree Removal
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Figure 24: South Pond Dam, Proposed Impoundment Levels
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Figure 25: South Pond Dam, Wetland Loss and Impacts
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Figure 26: Trash and Floatables 1
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Figure 28: NE and NW Ponds Component Locations
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Figure 29: Mill Creek Bank Stabilization and Erosion Control and Floatables Catcher
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Figure 30: Mill Creek Bank Stabilization and Floatables Catcher Wetland Loss and Impacts
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Figure 31: NE and NW Pond Connection Improvements
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Figure 32: NE and NW Pond Connection Improvements, Wetland Loss and Impacts: Culvert A (bottom right)
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Figure 33: NE and NW Pond Connection Improvements, Culvert B (left) and Culver A (top right)
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Figure 34: NE Pond New Wetland B
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Figure 35: Northern Ponds Existing Soils
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Figure 36: Sample Berm and Slope Profile
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Figure 37: New Wetland B Wetland Loss and Impacts Map 1
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Figure 38: New Wetland B Wetland Loss and Impacts Map 2
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Figure 39: NW Pond Wetland Detention Basin
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Figure 40: Wetland Detention Basin and Wetland Channel, Wetland Loss and Impacts
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Figure 41: Northeast and Northwest Ponds, Summary of Cut and Fill Locations
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Figure 42: Tree Removal and Erosion Control Plan, Key Map
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Figure 43: Tree Removal and Erosion Control Plan, Mill Creek Bank Stabilization, NE Pond Floatables Catcher, and New Wetland B
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Figure 44: Tree Removal and Erosion Control Plan, Culvert A, NW Pond Sediment Basin, and Staging Areas
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Figure 45: Tree Removal and Erosion Control Plan, NW Pond Dam and NE Pond Access
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Figure 46: Landscape Plan, Key Map
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Figure 47: Landscape Plan, Culverts
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Figure 48: Landscape Plan, New Wetland B
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Figure 49: Landscape Plan, Northwest Pond Sediment Basin
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Figure 50: Landscape Plan, Channel Structure & Maintenance Access
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Figure 51: Environmental and Education Resiliency Center Site Plan
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Figure 52: Education Center Elevations: North and South
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Figure 53: Education Center Elevations: East and West
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Figure 54: Potential Mitigation Sites
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Figure 57: Coastal Barrier Resource System
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project and Setting
Instructions for Completing Part 1
Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding,
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist,
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to
update or fully develop that information.
Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that
must be answered either “Yes” or “No”. If the answer to the initial question is “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow. If the
answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any
additional information. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in
Part 1is accurate and complete.
A. Project and Sponsor Information.
Name of Action or Project:
Hempstead Lake State Park Project

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map):
Hempstead Lake State Park, Nassau County, Town of Hempstead (See Attachment A for location maps)

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need):
Please see Attachment B for a more detailed project description and Attachment C for the proposed project site plan.
The purpose of the LWTB Project is to improve community resilience and reduce risk from flooding and damage to life and property by mitigating local
flood risk from stormwater, while improving drainage, enhancing natural resources, and improving public access.
The purpose of the proposed Hempstead Lake State Park Project, as a component of the LWTB Project and Resiliency Strategy, is to build resiliency for
neighboring and downstream communities through improved stormwater management, enhanced natural ecosystems, increased connectivity among
diverse populations, enhanced access to natural spaces and recreational resources, enhanced safety, and the promotion of environmental education and
storm resiliency programs at the Park.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor:

Telephone: 631-321-3533

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation, Long Island Region

E-Mail: Scott.Fish@parks.ny.gov

Address: PO Box 247
City/PO: Babylon

State:

Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role):

Telephone: (212) 480-6265

Matt Accardi, Bureau of Environmental Review and Assessment

NY

Zip Code:

E-Mail: Matt.Accardi@stormrecovery.ny.gov

Address:
Governor's Office of Storm Recovery; 25 Beaver Street, 5th Floor

City/PO:

State:

New York

NY

Property Owner (if not same as sponsor):

Zip Code:
10004

Telephone:
E-Mail:

Address:
City/PO:

State:
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Zip Code:

11702

B. Government Approvals
B. Government Approvals Funding, or Sponsorship. (“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of financial
assistance.)
Government Entity

If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s)
Required

Application Date
(Actual or projected)

a. City Council, Town Board,  Yes ✔
 No
or Village Board of Trustees
b. City, Town or Village
 Yes ✔
 No
Planning Board or Commission
c. City Council, Town or
 Yes ✔
 No
Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies
 Yes ✔
 No
e. County agencies

 Yes  No
✔

f. Regional agencies

 Yes ✔
 No

g. State agencies

✔
 Yes  No

See Attachment B

h. Federal agencies

 Yes  No
✔

See Attachment B

See Attachment B

i. Coastal Resources.
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway?
ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program?
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area?

 Yes ✔
 No
 Yes ✔
 No
 Yes ✔
 No

C. Planning and Zoning
C.1. Planning and zoning actions.
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?
x If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.
x If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1

 Yes ✔
 No

C.2. Adopted land use plans.
✔
a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site
 Yes  No
where the proposed action would be located?
If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action
 Yes ✔
 No
would be located?
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway
 Yes  No
✔
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
Nassau_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
County Stormwater Management Program
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan,  Yes ✔
 No
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan?
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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C.3. Zoning
a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance.
 Yes  No
✔
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Project
location is on State Park land and not subject to local zoning.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit?

 Yes ✔
 No

c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes,
i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site? ___________________________________________________________________
C.4. Existing community services.
a. In what school district is the project site located? Hempstead,
________________________________________________________________
West Hempstead, Rockville Centre, and Malverne Union Free School Districts
b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
New_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
York State Park Police
c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Rockville
Center Fire Department, Lakeview Fire Department, Hempstead Fire Department, West Hempstead Fire Department
d. What parks serve the project site?
The__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
project location is entirely within Hempstead Lake State Park. Other nearby parks include Harold Walker Memorial Park, Campbell Park, RVC Athletic
Complex,
Morgan Days Park, and the Mill River Complex Park.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

D. Project Details
D.1. Proposed and Potential Development
a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all
components)? See Attachment B
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action?
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed?
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor?

521 acres
_____________
60 acres
_____________
521 acres
_____________

c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use?
 Yes ✔
 No
i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units,
square feet)? % ____________________
Units: ____________________
✔ No
d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision?
 Yes 
If Yes,
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed?
 Yes 
✔ No
iii. Number of lots proposed? ________
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum __________ Maximum __________

e. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases?
 Yes  No
✔
i. If No, anticipated period of construction:
_____ months
ii. If Yes:
4
x Total number of phases anticipated
_____
2020 year
2 month _____
x Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolition)
_____
12
2021
x Anticipated completion date of final phase
_____ month _____year
x Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases: _______________________________________________________________
The project ____________________________________________________________________________________________________
will be conducted in phases with work conducted simultaneously when possible. Phasing will minimize environmental impacts and disruption to
park services.
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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f. Does the project include new residential uses?
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed.
Two Family
One Family
Initial Phase
At completion
of all phases

 Yes ✔
 No
Three Family

Multiple Family (four or more)

___________

___________

____________

________________________

___________

___________

____________

________________________

g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)?
If Yes,
i. Total number of structures ___________
1
51'8''
95'8'' length
21'10"
________width;
and _______
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: ________height;
iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: ______________________
8,000 square feet

 Yes  No
✔

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any
 Yes  No
✔
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?
If Yes,
impoundments: improvements to dams and ponds/wetlands to increase flood resilience and water quality
________________________________________________________________________________
i. Purpose of the impoundment: Existing
✔
ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water:
 Ground water ✔
 Surface water streams  Other specify:
See _________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Attachment B for further detail
iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.
NA _________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Volume: ____________
iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment.
See Attmt B million gallons; surface area: ____________
See Attmt B acres
Attmt B length
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure:
________
Attmt B height; _______
vi. Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment
B
D.2. Project Operations
a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both? ✔
 Yes  No
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)
If Yes:
i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? Increase
_______________________________________________________________
flood resiliency, improve water quality, improve habitat
ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site?
x Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): ____________________________________________
1500 cy from stone facing of dam, ~2,743 cy from ponds
x Over what duration of time? ____________________________________________________
estimated at 4 mos
iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment
B
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials?
 Yes  No
✔
If yes, describe. ___________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment B
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
~7.6
v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? _____________________________________acres
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? _______________________________
~5.8 acres
vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? __________________________
~10 feet
viii. Will the excavation require blasting?
 Yes ✔
 No
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan: _____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment
B
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment
 Yes  No
✔
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?
If Yes:
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic
description): See
______________________________________________________________________________________________
Attachment B and D
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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ii. Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment
B
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments?
 Yes  No
✔
Attachment B
If Yes, describe: See
__________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation?

✔ Yes  No
If Yes:
___________________________________________________________
x aFUHV of DTXDWLFvegetation proposed to be removed very
minimal aquatic vegetation, disturbed area
net loss of 2.76 acres of wetlands/open waters
x H[SHFWHG acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion________________________________________
x purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access): ____________________________
installation
of sediment basin to improve filtering and downstream water quality, increased pond depth for flood attenuation/habitat
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
x proposed method of plant removal: minimal
aquatic vegetation/ dredging
will not be used
x if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): _________________________________________________
v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: _________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment
B, Question (b)(ii).
c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water?
 Yes  No
✔
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: __________________________
122 gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply?
 Yes  No
✔
If Yes:
Hempstead Water Department
x Name of district or service area: West
_________________________________________________________________________
x Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal?
 Yes  No
✔
✔
x Is the project site in the existing district?
 Yes  No
x Is expansion of the district needed?
 Yes ✔
 No
✔
x Do existing lines serve the project site?
 Yes  No
iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project?
 Yes 
✔ No
If Yes:
x Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
x Source(s) of supply for the district: ________________________________________________________________________
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site?
 Yes ✔
 No
If, Yes:
x Applicant/sponsor for new district: ________________________________________________________________________
x Date application submitted or anticipated: __________________________________________________________________
x Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: _______________________________________________________________
v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: ___________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: _______ gallons/minute.
✔
d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes?
 Yes  No
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: _______________
122 gallons/day
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and
approximate volumes or proportions of each): __________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Sanitary
wastewater
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities?
 Yes  No
✔
If Yes:
Bay Park Sewage Treatment Plant
x
Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: _____________________________________________________________
County
x
Name of district: Nassau
______________________________________________________________________________________
x
Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project?
 Yes  No
✔
x
Is the project site in the existing district?
 Yes  No
✔
x
Is expansion of the district needed?
 Yes ✔
 No
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x
x

Do existing sewer lines serve the project site?
 Yes  No
✔
Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes:
x Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ____________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes:
Applicant/sponsor for new district: ____________________________________________________________________
x
Date application submitted or anticipated: _______________________________________________________________
x
What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? __________________________________________________
x
v. If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed
receiving water (name and classification if surface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: _______________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new point
 Yes  No
✔
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction?
If Yes:
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?
8.001 acres (impervious surface)
_____ Square feet or _____
521 acres (parcel size)
_____ Square feet or _____
ii. Describe types of new point sources. __________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Stormwater
runoff with be directed to bioswales in parking area, and into vegetated areas along trails. Trails will be composed of stone dust over a
crushed
stone drainage layer. This trail cover was counted towards impervious surface area although it allows infiltration.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
x If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: ________________________________________________
No
direct flow into surface waters or wetlands. Flow will ultimately enter Northeast Pond, Northwest Pond, Hempstead Lake, South Pond, See
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Attachment
D
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
x Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties?
 Yes ✔
 No
✔
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater?
 Yes  No
f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel
 Yes ✔
 No
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?
If Yes, identify:
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit,
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit?
If Yes:
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet
ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)
ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate:
x ___________Tons/year (VKRUWWRQV) of Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
x ___________Tons/year (VKRUWWRQV) of Nitrous Oxide (N22)
x ___________Tons/year (VKRUWWRQV) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
x ___________Tons/year (VKRUWWRQV) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)
x ___________Tons/year (VKRUWWRQV) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of HydrofloXrocarbons (H)&V)
x ___________Tons/year (VKRUWWRQV) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
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 Yes ✔
 No
 Yes ✔
 No

h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants,
 Yes ✔
 No
landfills, composting facilities)?
If Yes:
i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): ________________________________________________________________
ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring): ________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as
 Yes ✔
 No
quarry or landfill operations?
If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial
 Yes ✔
 No
new demand for transportation facilities or services?
If Yes:
 Evening
Weekend
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply):  Morning
 Randomly between hours of __________ to ________.
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: _______________________
Existing _____________
Proposed ___________
Net increase/decrease _____________
iii. Parking spaces:
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking?
 Yes  No
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within ½ mile of the proposed site?
 Yes  No
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric
 Yes  No
or other alternative fueled vehicles?
 Yes  No
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing
pedestrian or bicycle routes?
k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand
 Yes ✔
 No
for energy?
If Yes:
i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: ____________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or
other):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation?
 Yes  No
l. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply.
i. During Construction:
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
x Monday - Friday: _________________________
none
x Saturday: ________________________________
none
x Sunday: _________________________________
none
x Holidays: ________________________________

ii. During Operations:
dawn to dusk all year
x
Monday - Friday: ____________________________
dawn to dusk all year
x
Saturday: ___________________________________
dawn to dusk all year
x
Sunday: ____________________________________
dawn to dusk all year
x
Holidays: ___________________________________
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✔
m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction,
 Yes  No
operation, or both?
If yes:
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:
During_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
construction of education center, wetlands, dams, trails, piers, and observation points. Various heavy equipment will be used including bobcat,
dredged
clamshell, trucks, power tools. During construction hours only.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
 Yes  No
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen?
Describe: _________________________________________________________________________________________________
Tree removal. Main locations for removal are at Hempstead Lake Dam, South Pond Dam, and the Northern Pond areas. Tree removal will
decrease the buffering capacity of noise from the surrounding roadways. See Attachment B
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

n.. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting?
 Yes  No
✔
If yes:
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Site lighting
will be kept to a minimum. There will be no new lighting on trials, and limited amounts for security at new education center. Lighting will bw
Dark Skies
compliant
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen?
 Yes  No
Describe: Tree
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
removal. Main locations for removal are at Hempstead Lake Dam, South Pond Dam, and the Northern Pond areas. Tree removal will
open viewscape, however, main source of light is from car headlights which will have minimal impact as park closes at dusk See Att. B
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures: ______________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (FRPELQHGFDSDFLW\RIover 1,100 gallons)
 Yes ✔
 No
or chemical productsJDOORQVLQDERYHJURXQGVWRUDJHRUDQ\DPRXQWLQXQGHUJURXQGVWRUDJH?
If Yes:
i. Product(s) to be stored ______________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Volume(s) ______ per unit time ___________ (e.g., month, year)
iii. Generally describe proposed storage facilities ___________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔ Yes  No
q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides,

insecticides) during construction or operation?
If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):
There________________________________________________________________________________________________________
is a possibility for pesticide use to manage invasives for this project. Park operates an existing Integrated Pest Management Plan.
This will
not be altered by the project. Park's regional staff has developed an Invasive Species Management Plan (see appendices) that
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
proposes
to remove and/or control invasives by employing, among other practices, the use of broad-spectrum, non-selective, post
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
emergent
contact herbicides via aerial spraying.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices?
 Yes  No
✔
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal  Yes ✔
 No
of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?
If Yes:
i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
x Construction: ____________________ tons per ________________ (unit of time)
x Operation : ____________________ tons per ________________ (unit of time)
ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste:
x Construction: ________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
x Operation: __________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site:
x Construction: ________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
x Operation: __________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes:
i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities): ___________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
x ________ Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
x ________ Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment
iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: ________________________________ years
t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous
 Yes ✔
 No
waste?
If Yes:
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility: ___________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: ___________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated _____ tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: ____________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility?
 Yes  No
If Yes: provide name and location of facility: _______________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
If No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action
E.1. Land uses on and surrounding the project site
a. Existing land uses.
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site.
✔
 Urban
 Industrial  Commercial  Residential (suburban)  Rural (non-farm)
 Forest  Agriculture ✔
 Aquatic
 Other (specify): parkland
____________________________________
✔
✔
ii. If mix of uses, generally describe:
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Adjacent
land uses primarily residential and recreational. Project site is State Park land comprised of forested area, wetlands, a lake, ponds, trails, roads,
tennis
courts, carousel. The project areas is currently used for walking, running, biking, bird watiching, horseback riding, fishing, nonmotorized boating
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Land use or
Covertype
Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces (including trails)
Forested
Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (nonagricultural, including abandoned agricultural)
Agricultural
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.)
Surface water features
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.)
Wetlands (freshwater or tidal)
Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill)
Other
Describe: Open
_______________________________
Space
________________________________________

Current
Acreage

Acreage After
Project Completion

Change
(Acres +/-)

104.25

112.25

+8.00

111.6

-11.5*

100.1

4.5

10.17

+6.78

0

0

0

166.08

165.01

-1.07

56.52

54.67

-1.85

0.86

0

-0.86

76.74

76.74

0

* does not include replanted vegetation
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✔
c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation?
 Yes  No
__________________________________________________________________________________________
i. If Yes: explain: The
project site is Hempstead Lake State Park

d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed
 Yes  No
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?
If Yes,
i. Identify Facilities:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Safe Ways
Daycare: 38 Sutton Street, Hempstead; Perfect Touch Day Care: 127 Green Avenue, Hempstead,
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
e. Does the project site contain an existing dam?
 Yes  No
If Yes:
i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
_________________________________
x Dam height:
See Attachment B feet
See Attachment B feet
_________________________________
x Dam length:
See Attachment B acres
_________________________________
x Surface area:
See Attachment B gallons OR acre-feet
x Volume impounded: _______________________________
ii. Dam=s existing hazard classification: _________________________________________________________________________
Hempstead Lake Dam: Class C; NW Pond Dam: Unclassified, South Pond: Class A
iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
See Attachment
B
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility,
 Yes ✔
 No
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?
If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed?
 Yes  No
x If yes, cite sources/documentation: _______________________________________________________________________
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: __________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin
 Yes ✔
 No
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste?
If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any
 Yes ✔
 No
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site?
If Yes:
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site
 Yes ✔
 No
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
 Yes – Spills Incidents database
Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________
 Yes – Environmental Site Remediation database
Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________
 Neither database
ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures:_______________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database?
 Yes  No
, 130019
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s): C130140
______________________________________________________________________________
iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
C130140:
Some contaminated soils remain. New apartment building under construction. Mitigation in place to address vapor inhalation.
130019:
The results of the post-remedial sampling conducted at the site indicate that the Simkins Industries site remediation was complete and the site
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
was delisted from the Registry.
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v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses?
 Yes ✔
 No
x If yes, DEC site ID number: ____________________________________________________________________________
x Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): ____________________________________
x Describe any use limitations: ___________________________________________________________________________
x Describe any engineering controls: _______________________________________________________________________
x Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place?
 Yes  No
x Explain: ____________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site
a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site?

________________
1200 feet
 Yes ✔
 No

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site?
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? __________________%
c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site:

Enfield silt loam
___________________________
Plymouth loamy sand
___________________________
Udipsamments
____________________________

14.2
__________%
23.0
__________%
9.9
__________%

0 feet
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: _________

e. Drainage status of project site soils: ✔
 Well Drained:
 Moderately Well Drained:
✔
 Poorly Drained
✔

53.7
_____%
of Vite
1.2
_____%
of site
2.6
_____%
of Vite

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: ✔
 0-10%:
 10-15%:
✔
 15% or greater:

90
_____%
of site
_____% of site
10
_____%
of site

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes, describe: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
h. Surface water features.
✔
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers,
 Yes  No
ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site?
 Yes  No
✔
If Yes to either i or ii, continue. If No, skip to E.2.i.
✔
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal,
 Yes  No
state or local agency?
iv. For each identified UHJXODWHGwetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information
A, C
885-179, 885-178, 885-184, 885-186, 885-187
Name ____________________________________________
Classification _______________________
x Streams:
C, A
885-185, 885-187, 885-179
Lakes or Ponds: Name ____________________________________________
Classification _______________________
NYS Wetland (in a...
Federal Waters, Federal Waters, Federal Waters,...
t Wetlands:
Name ____________________________________________
Approximate Size ___________________
 Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) _____________________________
L-3, L-2, L-1
✔
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired
 Yes  No
waterbodies?
If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: _____________________________________________
Name
- Pollutants - Uses:Hempstead Lake – Nutrients – Recreation
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________



i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway?

 Yes ✔
 No

j. Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain?

 Yes ✔
 No

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain?

 Yes ✔
 No

✔
l. Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer?
 Yes  No
If Yes:
Source Aquifer Names:Nassau-Suffolk SSA
i. Name of aquifer: Sole
_________________________________________________________________________________________
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:
migratory birds
squirrel, chipmunk, muskrat, mice
______________________________
_______________________________
amphibians, reptiles
raptors (hawks, eagles)
______________________________
_______________________________

______________________________
raccoons, deer
______________________________
fish
______________________________

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community?
 Yes  No
✔
If Yes:
i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): _____________________________________
Coastal
Plain Pond Shore
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: ________________________________________________________________________
NYS Natural Heritage Program
iii. Extent of community/habitat:
24.88 acres
______________________
x Currently:
24.88 acres
x Following completion of project as proposed: _____________________
0 acres
______________________
x Gain or loss (indicate + or -):
o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as
 Yes  No
✔
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species?

Project site contains potential habitat for Northern long-eared bat which is listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act. The site also is
used by Bald Eagles which are listed in NYS as Threatened. The NY Natural Heritage Program(NHP) identifies three plants listed as Threatened or
Endangered for NYS: Threatened: Fringed Boneset, Globe-fruited Ludwigia; Endangered: Weak Rush. See Attachment E for NHP map.

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of
special concern?

 Yes ✔
 No

Fringed Boneset (Eupatorium torreyanum) and Globe-fruited Ludwigia (Ludwigia sphaerocarpais) are listed as Imperiled in NYS. Weak Rush (Juncus
debilis) is listed as Critically Imperiled. Imperiled means typically 6 to 20 occurrences, few remaining individuals making it very vulnerable. Critically
Imperiled means typically 5 or fewer occurrences; few remaining individuals or some factor of its biology making it especially vulnerable.

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing?
 Yes  No
✔
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: ___________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Hempstead
Lake, McDonald's & South Pond have been stocked for fishing. Project would reduce floatables & sediments, improve water quality/habitat
E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site
a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to
 Yes ✔
 No
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304?
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: _________________________________________________________________
b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present?
 Yes ✔
 No
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site? ___________________________________________________________________________
ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s): _________________________________________________________________________________
c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National
 Yes ✔
 No
Natural Landmark?
If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark:
 Biological Community
 Geological Feature
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: ___________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes:
i. CEA name: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for designation: _____________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Designating agency and date: ______________________________________________________________________________
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e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district
 Yes ✔
 No
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the
State or National Register of Historic Places?
If Yes:
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource:  Archaeological Site
 Historic Building or District
ii. Name: _________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?

 Yes ✔
 No

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site?
 Yes ✔
 No
If Yes:
i. Describe possible resource(s): _______________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for identification: ___________________________________________________________________________________
h. ,Vthe project site ZLWKLQILYHVPLOHVRI any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local
 Yes  No
✔
scenic or aesthetic resource?
If Yes:
Southern State Parkway
i. Identify resource: _________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.): Scenic
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
Byway
iii. Distance between project and resource: _____________________ miles.
i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers
 Yes ✔
 No
Program 6 NYCRR 666?
If Yes:
i. Identify the name of the river and its designation: ________________________________________________________________
ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666?
 Yes  No

F. Additional Information
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project.
If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them.

G. Verification
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge.
Gabriella M. Cebada Mora
Applicant/Sponsor Name ___________________________________
Date_______________________________________

Environmental Analyst 2
Signature________________________________________________ Title_______________________________________
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EAF Mapper Summary Report

Thursday, May 04, 2017 4:35 PM

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist

project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks. Although
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a
substitute for agency determinations.

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area]

No

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area]

No

C.2.b. [Special Planning District]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Potential Contamination History]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Listed]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Environmental Site Remediation Database]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation
Site]

Yes

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation
Site - DEC ID]

C130140 , 130019

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features]

No

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features]

Yes

E.2.h.ii [Surface Water Features]

Yes

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features]

Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and
waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook.

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Stream
Name]

885-179, 885-178, 885-184, 885-186, 885-187

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Stream
Classification]

A, C

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features Lake/Pond Name]

885-185, 885-187, 885-179

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features Lake/Pond Classification]

C, A

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report

1

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands Federal Waters, NYS Wetland
Name]
E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands NYS Wetland (in acres):90.1, NYS Wetland (in acres):142.1, NYS Wetland (in
Size]
acres):60.8
E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - DEC
Wetlands Number]

L-3, L-2, L-1

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies]

Yes

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies - Name and
Basis for Listing]

Name - Pollutants - Uses:Hempstead Lake – Nutrients – Recreation

E.2.i. [Floodway]

No

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain]

No

E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain]

No

E.2.l. [Aquifers]

Yes

E.2.l. [Aquifer Names]

Sole Source Aquifer Names:Nassau-Suffolk SSA

E.2.n. [Natural Communities]

Yes

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Name]

Coastal Plain Pond Shore

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Acres]

24.88

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species]

Yes

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals]

No

E.3.a. [Agricultural District]

No

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark]

No

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area]

No

E.3.e. [National Register of Historic Places]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites]

No

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor]

No

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report
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Attachment B. Additional Details
Hempstead Lake State Park - Part 1. FEAF

A. Project and Sponsor Information
The proposed project is located at Hempstead Lake State Park. The purpose of the proposed
Hempstead Lake State Park Project, as a component of the LWTB Project and Resiliency
Strategy, is to build resiliency for neighboring and downstream communities through improved
stormwater management, enhanced natural ecosystems, increased connectivity among diverse
populations, enhanced access to natural spaces and recreational resources, enhanced safety,
and the promotion of environmental education and storm resiliency programs at the Park.
As identified in the Resiliency Strategy, the water impoundment structures within Hempstead
Lake State Park provide storage and treatment of stormwater runoff before discharging
downstream to the Mill River. The Resiliency Strategy suggests that an assessment of the three
impoundment structures in the Park could lead to improved water management to increase
flood defense for the surrounding communities and restore ecological resources in the Park,
which could benefit downstream resources. As described in more detail below, the proposed
project’s dams, gatehouses, and bridges component would implement repairs and corrective
measures to ensure that the continued operation of the three water impoundment structures
in the Park can be achieved in a manner that minimizes the risk of future dam failure and/or
breach and establishes and maintains water levels that support the habitat and ecosystems in
and around the Park’s waterbodies.
The Resiliency Strategy also indicates that large amounts of floatables and heavy sediment
loads have elevated the level of pollutants in the Park’s northern ponds. In addition, the
Resiliency Strategy notes that the spillway along the downstream side of NW Pond is breached
and not functional. The Resiliency Strategy suggests that an assessment of the northern ponds
could lead to a means to protect these waterbodies from pollutants and restore the ecological
benefits that the ponds provide the community and downstream ecosystems. As described in
more detail below, the proposed project’s NE and NW Ponds component would construct
facilities to collect floatables and sediments and enhance wetlands to filter pollutants from the
runoff and increase storage and treatment of stormwater through ecological enhancements to
NE and NW Ponds.
Finally, the Resiliency Strategy identifies the potential for the Park to increase and improve the
access and urban quality, as well as social resiliency, it provides the communities within the
LWTB project area. The Resiliency Strategy suggests that an assessment of the Park’s assets
could lead to improvements in the ways the public accesses and learns from the Parks’ diverse
natural features and waterfronts. As described in more detail below, the proposed project’s
greenway, trails, and waterfront access components would increase the connectivity of the
1

surrounding community to the Park’s features, including the wetlands, waterfront, and upland
recreational areas, and the proposed education and resiliency center would provide a venue for
educational programming regarding the Park’s role in the southern Long Island ecosystem.
The four components of the proposed project are described in detail below. These descriptions
also include specific statements of purpose and need for each component.

Dams
A full hydrological and hydraulic assessment was conducted for Hempstead Lake State Park
waterbodies. Hempstead Lake State Park has three earthen dams: Hempstead Lake Dam, South
Pond Dam, and Northwest Pond Dam. Per DEC dam safety criteria, vegetation growing on the
dams and embankments must be removed. The project would remove 1,100 trees to meet this
criterion.
The NW Pond dam is breached. The project proposes to restore this dam with a sheet pile dam
that would be 5 feet in height and 230 feet long. Twin culverts which allow flow from NW Pond
to enter Hempstead Lake would be replaced by a singular open bottom structure.
The project proposes to remove all vegetation from South Pond Dam and regrade to provide a
uniform crest elevation and width to improve dam safety. The embankment would be seeded
with native grass mix. The inlet gatehouse would be restored (roof, door, windows) and the
deteriorated outlet gatehouse demolished to grade and backfilled with suitable fill. Gatehouse
work would be conducted in accordance with Historic Preservation guidelines and consultation.
Hempstead Lake Dam would have vegetation and sediment deposits removed. Trees on the
upstream side of the dams that cannot be removed without damaging the stone facing would
be cut to a 4-inch stump. Approximately 1,500 cubic yards would be dredged from the dam
face. On the dams, areas of tree removal would be reestablished with pollinator habitat. These
actions would reduce erosion effects. The dam gatehouse would be restored in a historically
accurate but also functional manner. All sluice gates and control valves would be returned to an
operational status so that water level in the lake can be adjusted on a seasonal basis. New
water level monitoring equipment is proposed to be installed in the gatehouse and a new
catwalk, similar in design to the original, would be installed on the east and north sides to allow
for visual inspection and clearing of debris. Roof, doors, and windows of the gatehouse would
be replaced with durable materials designed to replicate the historic look of the structure.
Debris and abandoned piping within the gatehouse chamber would be removed to improve
flow.
Educational signage is also proposed on the history and working of the structure. The pipe arch
between Hempstead Lake and South Pond would be repaired in localized damaged areas.
Gatehouse and pipe arch repairs would be accomplished through use of a coffer dam to block
flow, with water pumped around the work area and discharged downstream.
Proposed pedestrian bridges would be installed over Mill Creek near where it enters NE Pond

and over the open stream channel between the Southern State Parkway and Hempstead Lake.
The bridge over Mill Creek would be new; the bridge over the open-channel stream between
the Southern State Parkway and Hempstead Lake would replace the existing 5-foot-diameter
culverts, which would be removed. The bridges would be designed to fit into the Park aesthetic.
The bridges would have a width of 11.5 feet, or 1.25 times the bank full width, and would be
designed to handle a load of 15,000 pounds to accommodate emergency and maintenance
vehicles. The elevation of the bridges would be coordinated with the adjacent multi-use paths
and would maintain stormwater flows for most rainfall events.
Ponds
The proposed project in the NE and NW Ponds would mitigate the pollutant loads that enter
the ponds and wetlands. It would include channel bank stabilization and erosion control where
Mill Creek enters the park, installation of a floatables catcher where Mill Creek drains into NE
Pond, improvements to the hydraulic connections between NE and NE Ponds, a new in-pond
filtering emergent wetland to capture and filter runoff from the Southern State Parkway, a new
wetland detention basin (with floatables catcher) at the 96-inch pipe outfall located on the
west side of NW Pond, and a new wetland channel in NW Pond. Installation of these measures
would improve the water quality in the Park and reduce pollutant loading downstream to the
bay. In the ponds, the proposed action would result in a permanent loss of 2.310 acres of
WOTUS (1.050-acres open water, 0.810-acre scrub shrub, and 0.450-acre emergent) and
permanent impacts through habitat conversion to 0.560 acre (0.370-acre emergent and 0.190acre scrub shrub) within the NE and NW Ponds. The permanent losses and permanent impacts
would be substantially offset by the proposed mitigation measures and positive improvements
to the overall NE and NW Ponds area, including significant functional amelioration to existing
wetlands.
Constructing the proposed improvements in NE and NW Ponds would require a net total of
2,743 CY of excavation/dredging in wetlands and 48,042 cubic yards of fill in wetlands. The
improvements would also require 5,608 CY of excavation in uplands and 6,832 CY of upland fill.
Based on the findings in the Sediment Sampling Plan regarding contaminated soils, dredged
sediments would be dewatered and trucked off the project site to a landfill located off Long
Island. The excavated soil would be used to construct the wetland and berms within the ponds.
The excavated soil would be screened as necessary to remove materials encountered that are
unsuitable for reuse within the pond. Unsuitable excavated materials would be disposed offsite in accordance with disposal requirements. An additional approximately 47,000 CY of clean
soils would be imported to the site.

Education and Resiliency Center
A new, approximately, 8,000-sq.-ft. building is proposed to be built in a mowed grass field by
Parking Field 1. The building will be designed to reduce environmental demands. Utilities would
be connected to the building through underground boring and trenching. Staging areas would
be in Parking Field 1. Eleven trees would be removed to allow for construction of the building.
Any grass damaged during construction would be reseeded.
Greenways/ Gateways/Waterfront
The proposed project seeks to enhance and expand access to the waterfront for the local
community. It would include approximately 6 miles of formalized trails which would include a
Greenway trail that would accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians, as well as
formalization of an existing social trail leading to a new kayak launch and a trail leading to a
lake observation pavilion.
The proposed trail plan would cover approximately 8 acres (335,947 square feet). Of this, 5.2
acres of existing trails would be resurfaced, 2.3 acres of existing trails would be widened, and 0.8
acre of formalized trails would be constructed. Areas of disturbance adjacent to the trails would be
replanted with native herbaceous materials.
It would also include a formalized 0.91-acre parking area with 4 stormwater retention basins to
replace an informal parking area used by park patrons. In addition, the project proposes to
place along Hempstead Lake a new 416-square-foot kayak launch, as well as a 400-square foot
observational pavilion, and four stairways for lake access. Three existing access points into the
Park, Eagle Avenue, Graham Avenue, and Peninsula Boulevard, would be formalized as
gateways for way-finding purposes.
B. Government Approvals, Funding, or Sponsorship
B.e/g/h
e. County agencies: Nassau County DOT – Road Opening Permit (driveway to access
floatables container @ Peninsula Blvd.)
g. State agencies: NYS DEC –
- Article 15 Protection of Waters Permit,
- Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands Permit,
- 401 Water Quality Certification,
- SPDES General Permit (GP-0-15-002),
- Dam and Impoundment Structures: Part 608 Use and
Protection of Waters
NYSOPRHP – Section 106 (will also cover 14.09)
GOSR – Funding/ Sponsorship
OGS – Construction of docks or piers on or above state-owned lands
under water
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h. Federal agencies: USFWS – ESA Section 7
Consultation HUD – Funding
ACOE – Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
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D. Project Details
D.1. Proposed and Potential Development
D.1.a: What is the general nature of the proposed action?
To increase community resilience by improving drainage and water control. Proposed
actions will improve existing infrastructure to help maintain the natural environment and
improve ecosystems through water quality benefits, while enhancing stormwater
retention. They will also provide increased public environmental awareness, accessibility
and education, as well as access to waterfront locations. Improvements will decrease
vulnerability to disaster impacts while also providing increased ecologic, economic and
social benefits to the surrounding community.
D.1.h.ii: If a water impoundment, what is the principal source of the water?
A hydraulic and hydrological analysis of the watershed has indicated that groundwater
has a significant influence on some of the waterbodies. Northeast Pond lies within
groundwater; Northwest Pond is slightly above groundwater and can go dry during
extended drought periods. Hempstead Lake fluctuates with groundwater levels. South
Pond is fed by Schodack Creek.
D.1.h.iv/v/vi (refer to table below)
Question # and Question

Hempstead Lake
Volume(m.g.): Normal
(seasonal)= 64.7 MG or 198 ac-ft@
D.1.h.iv .: Approximate size of the
EL 17 to 214.7 MG or 658 ac-ft @ EL
proposed impoundment.
22 ; same as existing
Volume (million gallons) & surface
Surface Area(acres): Normal = 64
area(acres)
to 115; Max = 178
D.1.h.v .: Dimensions of the
proposed dam or impounding
structure.
Height(ft) & Length (ft)

D.1.h.vi .: Construction method &
materials

Northwest Pond

South Pond

Volume(m.g.): Normal = 5.7 MG
or (17.4 ac-ft)@EL 21; Max = 25.9
MG or 79.4 ac-ft @EL 25
Surface Area(acres): Normal =6.7
Ac @EL 21; Max = 25 AC @EL 25

Same as existing see Question E.1.e.i
in next Table
Volume(m.g.):
Surface Area(acres):

Height(ft): 17
Length(ft): 1500

Height(ft): 5
Length(ft): 230

Same as existing see Question E.1.e.i
in next Table
Height(ft): 10
Length(ft): 750

Tree removal (including root balls
on downstream side), sediment
removal, sluicegate replacement,
dewatering area to repair sluice
gate and pipe arch outlet,
gatehouse rehab including
windows, doors, roof, pipe arch.
Re-grading

Tree removal, removal of
concrete top slab and wooden
and concrete pilings, installation
of steel sheet pile dam with
earthen embankment behind it.
Re-grading

Tree removal including root balls,
regrading of embankment

D.2 Project Operations
D.2.a.iii.: Describe the nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or
dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
Constructing the proposed improvements in NE and NW Ponds would require a net total
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of 2,743 CY of excavation/dredging in wetlands and 48,042 cubic yards of fill in
wetlands. The improvements would also require 5,608 CY of excavation in uplands and
6,832 CY of upland fill. Additionally, 1,500 CY of sediment will be dredged from the
stone face of the Hempstead Lake Dam. An additional approximately 47,000 CY of clean
soils would be imported to the site.
Sediments
The NE and NW Ponds are the collection point for a highly developed suburban
watershed. As such, low levels of contaminants associated with such development have
entered the ponds over several decades. Samples of the sediments in NE and NW Ponds
were analyzed. Samples indicate high concentrations of contamination in sediment. In
particular, metals were found to be beyond NYSDEC’s Class C contamination thresholds.
The only other Class C classification was for 4,4-DDD at one sample site in the northeast
area of NE Pond. Class C sediments, as described in NYSDEC’s Technical & Operation
Guidance Series, Section 5.1.9, are expected to be acutely toxic to aquatic biota and
would likely be subject to more stringent dredging, management, and disposal
requirements.
Approximately 2,473 CY of wetland cut (dredging or excavation) would be required in
the NE and NW Ponds. Dredging would increase turbidity and expose nutrient-rich
sediments. If disturbed, these sediments could cause the contaminants to become
suspended in the water column of NE Pond, which could cause the contamination to
spread to other areas of NE and NW Ponds, Hempstead Lake State Park, and farther
downstream throughout the Mill River Watershed. Such disturbance presents a
potential impact of exposing aquatic biota to acute toxic effects associated with
potentially contaminated sediments suspended in the water column.
OPRHP submitted the Sediment Sampling Findings Report to NYSDEC for review,
pursuant to the NYSDEC permitting process (further discussed below). NYSDEC stated
that if it were to allow dredged and excavated material to remain on-site, the presence
of contamination above Class C, and in some cases Class B, thresholds, would require
additional testing for contaminant mobility. In addition, if dredged and excavated
material were to remain on-site, NYSDEC would require submission of a Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure analysis for any samples in which lead exceeded 420
parts per million to determine whether the proposed dredged and excavated material
would exceed the hazardous waste thresholds of the Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Wastes (6 NYC RR Part 371).
However, NYSDEC also indicated that OPRHP could forego further testing if all dredged
sediments were disposed at an upland facility off Long Island to protect groundwater
resources. OPRHP has committed to such disposal, and further testing for purposes of
on-site usage of dredge material is therefore not proposed. OPRHP would conduct
additional testing if required by the facility receiving the material or if such testing
would otherwise be required during the permitting process. NYSDEC has indicated that
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such testing could occur while the materials are temporarily stored on-site (prior to
disposal).
An additional 1,500 CY of sediment would be dredged from the upstream face of
Hempstead Lake Dam. The sediment proposed to be dredged from this area consists of
coarse sand material that is unlikely to contain contaminants because of its more recent
deposition (unlike historical sediments deposited during periods of greater contaminant
potential) and the lower potential for coarse sand to contain contaminants. Disturbance
of the sediment could cause suspension of solids. These sediments would also be
included with the off-site disposal procedure as described above.
Soils
The construction of the NE and NW Ponds component of the project would require the
excavation of approximately 6,832 CY of upland soil. The excavated soil would be used
to construct the wetland and berms within the ponds. The excavated soil would be
screened as necessary to remove materials encountered that are unsuitable for reuse
within the pond. Unsuitable excavated materials would be disposed off-site in
accordance with disposal requirements.
Although the project area contains no sites listed on the NYSDEC Environmental Site
Remediation Database, a screening-level assessment was completed to evaluate if the
excavated soils could be used on-site or if further testing was warranted. Soil sample
borings were collected in areas of excavation. Sampling results identified only minor
instances of lead (one sample) and mercury (three samples) that exceeded their
applicable Unrestricted Use/Protection of Ecological Resources Soil Cleanup Objectives.
However, they did not exceed Residential Soil Cleanup Objectives. When site-wide
averages were used to compare against NYSDEC Technical & Operation Guidance Series,
Section 5.1.9 Thresholds, the upland soils achieved Class A Thresholds, indicating that no
appreciable contamination was present. As such, the soil should be suitable for reuse
on-site.
However, accidental discovery of contaminated soils cannot be entirely ruled out. As
such, to ensure that humans and wildlife would not be exposed to contaminated
sediments during upland excavation, mitigation to address accidental discovery of
contaminants would be addressed through the NYSDEC permitting process, discussed
below.
Permitting
To mitigate the potential impacts that could be caused by the disturbance of potentially
contaminated sediments and soils through dredging and excavation, the approval of all
dredging and excavation activities is conditioned upon issuance of a permit from
NYSDEC in accordance with a NYSDEC Use and Protection of Waters Permit (6 NYCRR
Part 608.2(a)); Freshwater Wetlands Permit (6 NYCRR Part 663); State Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) Permit (6 NYCRR Part 751.3(a)(6)); and Clean
Water Act § 401 Water Quality Certification. OPRHP is committed to implementing any
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further analysis, construction restrictions, or permit conditions that NYSDEC would
require under its jurisdiction in issuing the above permits.
Under the permitting process, all dredging and excavation activities would be reviewed
and approved by NYSDEC and conducted in accordance with the NYSDEC Technical &
Operational Guidance Series, Section 5.1.9. BMPs would include: construction methods
for removing sediments and soils, handling and movement of sediments and soils to a
temporary dewatering location in the project area to be determined during the
permitting process, and methods to minimize transport of sediments during dredging
beyond the dredge area such as through the use of turbidity curtains. Should temporary
dewatering be necessary to conduct the dredging or excavation, the dewatered area
would be minimized to the extent practicable and is not expected to substantially
interrupt stream flow. Dredging and excavation would also consider potential seasonal
restrictions on in-water work to avoid or minimize impacts on life-cycle periods of
aquatic organisms. BMPs would minimize the potential for contaminants in the
sediments to migrate during dredging and once the dredged materials are stored on-site
in an appropriate containment location prior to transport to an off-Long Island
permitted disposal facility. These controls would ensure that construction activities
would not affect the health and safety of occupants or conflict with the intended use of
the property, and use of the site as wetlands would not be adversely affected by
hazards (24 CFR Part 50.3(i)(1,2)). These mitigation measures are included in Section 13,
Mitigation Measures and Conditions.
With implementation of BMPs, the proposed dredging and excavation would result in
minimal downstream increases in turbidity, sedimentation, or nutrient/contaminant
inputs; limited impediments to flow or aquatic organism movements in tidal or non-tidal
waterways; limited displacement or degradation of aquatic resources, including benthic
communities; and would not adversely affect special-status species and their habitats.
Biological resources in the dredging/excavation area would only be altered/diminished
for a short, finite period but would recover. Short-term impacts would be localized in
specific areas and would not substantially affect or diminish biological resources
throughout the site. The proposed dredging and excavation would be temporary and
result in short-term, less-than-significant, adverse effects.
Once completed, most of the new pond bottom in the dredging and excavation
locations would be covered by riprap, which would prevent scour of the new sediment
bed and resuspension of sediments. The post-dredging environment would result in
biological resources benefits as a result of permanent removal of contaminated
sediments. Upland areas would be planted with native species.
D.2.a.iv:. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials?
Describe.
Upland materials will be reused on site. Debris and waste materials found in the dredge
materials and soils will be disposed of as municipal solid waste (msw) at a legal landfill;
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the location will be identified during the construction phase based on the awarded
contractor. If soils are required to be dewatered before reuse in the project, they will be
dewatered on-site. Dewatering locations will be authorized under a SPDES Permit for
stormwater associated with Construction Activities.
D.2.a.ix:. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:
See response to D.2.a.iii. above.
Following excavation of upland and wetland soils, fill and regrading of the soils to the
proposed elevation much of the disturbed areas will be planted with wetland vegetation
to the limits shown on the plans to create the filtering wetlands. Other areas, including
trail edges, berms, staging areas, dewatering areas or unvegetated locations, will be
graded and seeded with a native seed mix to revegetate.
D.2.b. i: Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name,
water index number, wetland map number, or geographic description)
Wetlands in the project area have been mapped as part of USFWS’ National Wetland
Inventory (NWI). Approximately 396.4 acres of waterbodies and vegetated wetlands have
been mapped and classified as part of the NWI (Attachment D) and are summarized in the
table below. Most of the NWI-mapped wetlands are associated with waterbodies. From
south to north, the waterbodies are: South Pond, Schodack Brook Pond, McDonald Pond,
Hempstead Lake, NW Pond, and NE Pond. Additional waterbodies include Schodack
Brook, which is a tributary to the west shore of Hempstead Lake, and an intermittent
stream channel between the NE and NW Ponds. Palustrine forested wetlands and
emergent wetlands have also been mapped in association with the north end of
Hempstead Lake, the NE and NW Ponds, and a portion of Schodack Brook. NYSDECregulated wetland areas are associated with each of the waterbodies and vegetated
wetlands in the project area. Each waterbody is a Class 1 wetland and identified as L-1, L2, and L-3 (Attachment D).
Wetland assessments were conducted at the two northern ponds in fall 2016. NYSDEC
staff conducted a wetland delineation at the NE and NW Ponds in May 2017 to establish
the limit of NYSDEC-regulated wetlands in this portion of the project area. NYSDEC staff
flagged wetland limits in the field, and Cashin Associates surveyed them. The field
assessments indicated that there are more extensive vegetated wetlands associated with
each pond than were included in the NWI mapping. An updated wetland delineation was
completed in November 2018, and USACE issued a Jurisdictional Determination
confirming the wetland limits in January 2019. Approximately 18.09 acres of emergent
wetlands and 2.51 acres of scrub shrub wetlands are associated with NW Pond and 1.24
acres of emergent wetlands, 2.32 acres of scrub shrub wetlands, and 2.01 acres of
forested wetland occur at NE Pond, for a total of 26.34 acres of vegetated wetlands.
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Table: NWI Wetlands within the Project Area
Location

NWI Class

Acreage

South Pond

L1UBHh

McDonald Pond

PUBx

4.9

Schodack Brook Pond

PUB/FO1Fh

4.9

Schodack Brook

R2UBH

1.7

Schodack Brook

PFO1C

2.9

Schodack Brook

PFO1C

0.4

Hempstead Lake

L1UBHh

219.1

Hempstead Lake

PEM1Fx

16.0

Hempstead Lake

PEM1Fx

6.1

Hempstead Lake

PEM1E

0.4

NW Pond

L1UBHh

53.0

NW Pond

PUBFx

2.7

NW/NE Stream

R4SBC

0.6

NW/NE Stream

PUB/FO1F

2.3

NW/NE Stream

PFO1Ax

1.5

NW/NE Stream

PFO1Ax

1.1

NE Pond

L1UBHh

36.6

Total

42.3

396.4

Wetland Types
Lake/Pond

365.7

Forested Wetland

5.8

Emergent Wetland

22.6

Stream
Total

2.3
396.4
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D.2.b.ii.

- Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland,

e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or alteration of channels, banks and
shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or
acres
Proposed stormwater filtering project work in the Northern Ponds will affect the
wetlands and waterbodies through dredge, excavation, and fill actions in the open pond
and associated wetland areas, shorelines and uplands, to create filtering wetlands as
well as installation of floatables collectors, sediment basins and repairs to the breached
dam at Northwest Pond. In addition, small areas of surface waters along the back side
of the side of the dam at the pond outlet channel would be permanently displaced by
the dam resurfacing. The impacts are within the USACE Wetland Delineation limit of
WOTUS. The objective of the proposed project is to increase flood resiliency and
improve water quality and habitat through enhanced wetland filtration, sediment
capture, and removal of garbage (floatables) that come from the upper watershed and
flow down through the system out to the bay and ocean.
The project would result in 2.76 acres of net wetland loss, including 1.00 acre of open
water, 0.76 acre of emergent wetland, and 1.00 acre of scrub shrub wetland. The table
below provides a summary of the existing and proposed open water and wetland areas
and the net change by wetland type..
Table: Summary of Wetland Impacts Across All Project Components

Wetland Loss Acres

Wetland Creation
Acres

Net Loss Acres
Adjusted for Created
Wetlands

Open Water

-1.071

+0.070

-1.001

Emergent Wetland

-0.849

+0.090

-0.759

Scrub Shrub Wetland

-1.000

0.000

-1.000

Total

-2.920

+0.160

-2.760

Aquatic Resource Type

An alternatives design analysis and wetland functional assessment was prepared.
During the design process, multiple design options for different aspects of the design
were considered. The design options were developed through discussions with project
partners, input from community members, and feedback from field meetings with
NYSDEC wetland representatives. The design team presented concepts at public
meetings and at meetings with NYSDEC and modified designs based on location, design
concept, limitations and constraints, and agency input. The proposed project as
presented has avoided and minimized impacts to the extent possible, while remaining
functional to meet the project purpose and need. The wetland functional assessment
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was performed to evaluate potential changes to wetland functions within four
separate wetland systems affected by the proposed project. Upon USACE review of the
joint permit application, as well as receipt of comments on the October 2018, EA from
USEPA, USFWS, and USACE, the design team collaborated with these agencies to
further refine the proposed design of the wetland creation and rehabilitation in the NE
and NW Ponds. The resulting project design further reduced the extent of construction
and associated impacts.
The creation of additional recreational trails would not have direct impacts on
wetlands and open water.
OPRHP prepared a draft compensatory mitigation proposal for review and comment by
USACE. The proposal underwent a 30-day public review in fall 2019. All the mitigation
sites are on-site and proximate to the wetlands and waters that the proposed project
would affect. Due to their proximity to the affected aquatic resources, these sites have
a higher potential to offset the loss of functions associated with the affected wetlands
and open waters.
Several sites were proposed for mitigation within Hempstead Lake State Park. All the
mitigation sites are on-site and proximate to the wetlands and waters that the
proposed project would be affect. Due to their proximity to the affected aquatic
resources, these sites have a higher potential to offset the loss of functions associated
with the affected wetlands and open waters.
Of the 2.92 acres of total WOTUS loss, USACE has determined that compensatory
mitigation is required for the loss of 1.849 acres of special aquatic sites. USACE has
determined that a combination of Sites 1, 1a, 4, 5, 7, and 7a may be sufficient to
replace lost aquatic functions resulting from project impacts.
Next, the conceptual mitigation sites would be advanced to develop a complete
mitigation proposal that would include a design for each site, a description of the
construction approach, planting plan, anticipated wetland functional improvements,
and a post-construction monitoring and management plan. Additional field studies
would be required to prepare the mitigation proposal, including refining the limits of
each mitigation site and the mitigation approach that would be employed. OPRHP
would complete the final site selection in consultation with USACE.

D.2.b.iii. – Describe disturbance to bottom sediment
Approximately 2,473 CY of wetland cut (dredging or excavation) would be required in the
NE and NW Ponds. Dredging would increase turbidity and expose nutrient-rich
sediments. If disturbed, these sediments could cause the contaminants to become
suspended in the water column of NE Pond, which could cause the contamination to
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spread to other areas of NE and NW Ponds, Hempstead Lake State Park, and farther
downstream throughout the Mill River Watershed. Such disturbance presents a potential
impact of exposing aquatic biota to acute toxic effects associated with potentially
contaminated sediments suspended in the water column.
OPRHP submitted the Sediment Sampling Findings Report to NYSDEC for review,
pursuant to the NYSDEC permitting process (further discussed below). NYSDEC stated
that if it were to allow dredged and excavated material to remain on-site, the presence
of contamination above Class C, and in some cases Class B, thresholds, would require
additional testing for contaminant mobility. In addition, if dredged and excavated
material were to remain on-site, NYSDEC would require submission of a Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure analysis for any samples in which lead exceeded 420
parts per million to determine whether the proposed dredged and excavated material
would exceed the hazardous waste thresholds of the Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Wastes (6 NYC RR Part 371).
However, NYSDEC also indicated that OPRHP could forego further testing if all dredged
sediments were disposed at an upland facility off Long Island to protect groundwater
resources. OPRHP has committed to such disposal, and further testing for purposes of
on-site usage of dredge material is therefore not proposed. OPRHP would conduct
additional testing if required by the facility receiving the material or if such testing would
otherwise be required during the permitting process. NYSDEC has indicated that such
testing could occur while the materials are temporarily stored on-site (prior to disposal).
Under the permitting process, all dredging and excavation activities will be reviewed and
approved by NYS DEC and conducted in accordance with the NYS DEC Technical &
Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 5.1.9. Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will
be employed, including the construction method for removal of sediments and soils, the
handling and movement of sediments and soils to a temporary dewatering location
within the project area to be determined during the permitting process, and methods to
minimize transport of sediments and soils during dredging/excavation beyond the
dredge/excavation area, such as through the use of turbidity curtains. Should temporary
dewatering be necessary to conduct the dredging or excavation, the dewatered area
would be minimized to the extent practicable and would not be expected to substantially
interrupt stream flow. Dredging and excavation will also take into account potential
seasonal restrictions on in-water work to avoid or minimize impacts to life cycle periods
of aquatic organisms. The use of BMPs will minimize the potential for contaminants in
the sediments to migrate during dredging and once the dredge materials are stored onsite in an appropriate containment location prior to transport to an off-Long Island
permitted disposal facility.
D.2.b.v - Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance
A Freshwater Wetlands Permit, Protection of Waters Permit, and 401 Water Quality
Certification from NYSDEC would be required to physically disturb the wetlands. Prior
to construction, the project sponsor would be required to secure Clean Water Act
14

Section 404 Authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
The alternatives analysis and impact assessment are also required as part of the permit
applications to compare a no-build alternative with design alternatives that were
considered to avoid and minimize impacts and still accomplish the goals of project.
NYSDEC and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will determine the need for
compensatory mitigation during the permitting process.
D.2.m.ii - Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a
noise barrier or screen? Describe.
Up to 1,799 trees would be removed. Main locations for removal are at Hempstead Lake
Dam and South Pond Dam, as well as in the Northern Pond areas. Tree removal will
decrease the buffering capacity of noise from the nearby roadways.
D.2.n.ii - Will proposed action remove existing natural light barriers that could act as
a light barrier or screen? Describe.
Up to 1,799 trees will be removed. Main locations for removal are at Hempstead Lake
Dam and South Pond Dam, as well as in the Northern Pond areas. Tree removal will open
the viewscape. Headlights of cars would be more visible; however, the park closes at dusk
and thereby will not result in an increased impact from the opened area.
E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action
E.1 Land uses on and surrounding the project site
E.1.e.i./iii (refer to table below)
Question # and Question

E.1.e.i .: Dimensions of existing
dam and impoundment.
Height & Length (ft), Volume
(million gallons) & surface
area(acres)

Hempstead Lake
Top gates are cut open and lower
sluice gates inoperable
Volume(m.g.): Normal =
175,308,068 (538 acre-ft) Max =
818,864,636 (2513 acre-ft)
Surface Area(acres): 105 @ EL 21
Height(ft): 17
Length(ft): 1500

Northwest Pond

South Pond

Dam is breached
Volume(m.g.): 0
Surface Area(acres): 0
Height(ft): 4
Length(ft): 230

Volume(m.g.): Normal = (110 acreft); Max = (198 acre-ft) (LKB)
Surface Area(acres): Normal = 22,
Max = 27 (LKB)
Height(ft): 10 (LKB)
Length(ft): 750 (LKB)

E.1.e.ii.: Existing hazard
classification

E.1.e.iii.: Date and summary of
results of last inspection

Dam is Unclassified earthen
Class C
embankment
11/3/2016 - Inspection noted that
dam is overgrown with trees and
brush which need to be removed
to allow for proper inspection. The
low-level outlets (sluice gates) are
NA
not operable

Class A

11/3/2016 - There are trees and brush
covering the entire dam. The crest of
the dam is uneven and narrow in
some locations

E.3: Designated Public Resources on or Near Project Site
E.3.g.: Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been
identified on the project site?
15

Hempstead Lake State Park was determined eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places by the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation on June 5,
2017. The Park meets Criterion A in the areas of recreation, conservation, and Park
planning as one of a network of state parks established on Long Island in 1924 as part of
New York’s comprehensive state park and parkway plan. The Park also meets Criterion C
in the area of design. Resources in the Park that could be affected by the project include
the Hempstead Lake Dam and South Pond inlet gatehouse.
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts

1SPKFDU
%BUF

Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency. Part 2 is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential resources that could
be affected by a proposed project or action. We recognize that the lead agency=s reviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental
professionals. So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment process by providing a series of questions that
can be answered using the information found in Part 1. To further assist the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question. When Part 2 is completed, the
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity.
If the lead agency is a state agency and the action is in any Coastal Area, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding
with this assessment.
Tips for completing Part 2:
x Review all of the information provided in Part 1.
x Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF Workbook.
x Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2.
x If you answer “Yes” to a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section.
x If you answer “No” to a numbered question, move on to the next numbered question.
x Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact.
x Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a question should result in the reviewing agency
checking the box “Moderate to large impact may occur.”
x The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis.
x
If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help to review the sub-questions for the general
question and consult the workbook.
x When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, that is, the Awhole action@.
x Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as direct impacts.
x Answer the question in a reasonable manner considering the scale and context of the project.

1. Impact on Land
Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of,
the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part 1. D.1)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j. If “No”, move on to Section 2.

 YES
✔

 NO
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is
less than 3 feet.

E2d



✔


b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater.

E2f

✔




c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.

E2a


✔



d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons
of natural material.

D2a


✔



e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year
or in multiple phases.

D1e

✔




f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).

D2e, D2q

✔




g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area.

B1i

✔




✔




h. Other impacts: _______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
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2. Impact on Geological Features
The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit
access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes,
minerals, fossils, caves). (See Part 1. E.2.g)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c. If “No”, move on to Section 3.

 NO
✔
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

 YES
No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. Identify the specific land form(s) attached: ________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

E2g





b. The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a
registered National Natural Landmark.
Specific feature: _____________________________________________________

E3c









c. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

3. Impacts on Surface Water
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water
bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes). (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - l. If “No”, move on to Section 4.

✔
 YES

 NO
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may create a new water body.

D2b, D1h


✔



b. The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or more than a
10 acre increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water.

D2b


✔



c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material
from a wetland or water body.

D2a



✔


d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or
tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.

E2h



✔


e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion,
runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.

D2a, D2h



✔


f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal
of water from surface water.

D2c

✔




g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge
of wastewater to surface water(s).

D2d


✔



h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving
water bodies.

D2e


✔



i. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or
downstream of the site of the proposed action.

E2h



✔


j. The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or
around any water body.

D2q, E2h

✔




k. The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of existing,
wastewater treatment facilities.

D1a, D2d

✔
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l. Other impacts: _______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

✔


4. Impact on groundwater
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer.
(See Part 1. D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, move on to Section 5.

✔
 NO

Relevant
Part I
Question(s)



 YES

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional demand
on supplies from existing water supply wells.

D2c





b. Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable
withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.
Cite Source: ________________________________________________________

D2c





c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and
sewer services.

D1a, D2c





d. The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater.

D2d, E2l





e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locations
where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated.

D2c, E1f,
E1g, E1h





f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products
over ground water or an aquifer.

D2p, E2l





g. The proposed action may involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100
feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources.

E2h, D2q,
E2l, D2c









h. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

5. Impact on Flooding
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding.
(See Part 1. E.2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, move on to Section 6.

 YES
✔

 NO
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway.

E2i

✔




b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain.

E2j

✔




c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain.

E2k

✔




d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage
patterns.

D2b, D2e



✔


e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to flooding.

D2b, E2i,
E2j, E2k




✔

f. If there is a dam located on the site of the proposed action, LVWKH dam LQQHHGRIUHSDLU
RUXSJUDGH"

E1e



✔
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g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

✔


6. Impacts on Air
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source.
(See Part 1. D.2.f., D,2,h, D.2.g)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f. If “No”, move on to Section 7.


✔ NO
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)



 YES
No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

D2g
D2g
D2g
D2g
D2g













D2h





b. The proposed action may generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designated
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous
air pollutants.
c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an emissions
rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or may include a heat
source capable of producing more than 10 million BTU=s per hour.

D2g





D2f, D2g





d. The proposed action may reach 50% of any of the thresholds in “a”through “c”,
above.

DJ





e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1
ton of refuse per hour.

D2s









a. If the proposed action requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may
also emit one or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels:
i. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide (CO2)
ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N22)
iii. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)
v. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of
hydrochloroflRurocarbons (HFCs) emissions
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane

f. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

7.

Impact on Plants and Animals
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. (See Part 1. E.2. m.-q.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j. If “No”, move on to Section 8.
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

 NO

 YES
✔

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any
threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

E2o


✔



b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by
any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the federal
government.

E2o

✔




c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any
species of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the
Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

E2p


✔



d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by
any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or
the Federal government.

E2p


✔
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e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural
Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect.

E3c


✔



f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any
portion of a designated significant natural community.
Source: ____________________________________________________________

E2n

✔




E2m



✔


h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest,
grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat.
Habitat type & information source: ______________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

E1b





i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of
herbicides or pesticides.

D2q

✔





✔



g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or
over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site.

j. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

8.

Impact on Agricultural Resources
The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, move on to Section 9.
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

✔
 NO

 YES

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the
NYS Land Classification System.

E2c, E3b





b. The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc).

E1a, Elb





c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil profile of
active agricultural land.

E3b





d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural
uses, either more than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District, or more than 10
acres if not within an Agricultural District.

E1b, E3a





e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land
management system.

El a, E1b





f. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased development
potential or pressure on farmland.

C2c, C3,
D2c, D2d





g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland
Protection Plan.

C2c









h. Other impacts: ________________________________________________________
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9.

Impact on Aesthetic Resources
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and
a scenic or aesthetic resource. (Part 1. E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, go to Section 10.

✔
 NO

Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

 YES

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local
scenic or aesthetic resource.

E3h





b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.

E3h, C2b





c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points:
i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons)
ii. Year round

E3h






d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed
action is:
i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities

E3h
E1c







e. The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and
appreciation of the designated aesthetic resource.

E3h





f. There are similar projects visible within the following distance of the proposed
project:
0-1/2 mile
½ -3 mile
3-5 mile
5+ mile

D1a, E1a,
D1f, D1g









E2q,

g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological
resource. (Part 1. E.3.e, f. and g.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 11.

 YES
✔

 NO
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, any buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been
nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State or
National Register of Historic Places.

E3e


✔



b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, an area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory.

E3f


✔



c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory.
Source: ____________________________________________________________

E3g

✔
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d. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

✔




If any of the above (a-d) are answered “0RGHUDWHWRODUJHLPSDFWPD\
e. RFFXU”, continue with the following questionsto help support conclusions in Part 3:
i.

The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part
of the site or property.

E3e, E3g,
E3f





ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting or
integrity.

E3e, E3f,
E3g, E1a,
E1b
E3e, E3f,
E3g, E3h,
C2, C3









iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting.

11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted
municipal open space plan.
(See Part 1. C.2.c, E.1.c., E.2.q.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 12.

 NO
✔

Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

 YES

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ecosystem
services”, provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater
storage, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat.

D2e, E1b
E2h,
E2m, E2o,
E2n, E2p





b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource.

C2a, E1c,
C2c, E2q





c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in an area
with few such resources.

C2a, C2c
E1c, E2q





d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by the
community as an open space resource.

C2c, E1c









e. Other impacts: _____________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________

12. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical
environmental area (CEA). (See Part 1. E.3.d)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c. If “No”, go to Section 13.

 NO
✔
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

 YES
No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

E3d





b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

E3d









c. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
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13. Impact on Transportation
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.
(See Part 1. D.2.j)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - I. If “No”, go to Section 14.

✔
 YES

 NO
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

a. Projected traffic increase may exceed capacity of existing road network.

D2j

No, or
small
impact
may occur
✔


b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or
more vehicles.

D2j

✔




c. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access.

D2j

✔




d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations.

D2j


✔



H. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods.

D2j


✔




✔



I. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

14. Impact on Energy
The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.
(See Part 1. D.2.k)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 15.

 NO
✔
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur


 YES
No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action will require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation.

D2k





b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission
or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a
commercial or industrial use.

D1f,
D1q, D2k





c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity.

D2k





d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square
feet of building area when completed.
e. Other Impacts: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

D1g





15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.
(See Part 1. D.2.m., n., and o.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f. If “No”, go to Section 16.

✔
 YES

 NO

Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No, or
small
impact
may occur

✔

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur


a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local
regulation.

D2m

b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence,
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.

D2m, E1d

✔




c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day.

D2o

✔
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d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties.

D2n

✔




e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing
area conditions.

D2n, E1a

✔








f. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

16. Impact on Human Health
The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure
to new or existing sources of contaminants. (See Part 1.D.2.q., E.1. d. f. g. and h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - m. If “No”, go to Section 17.

✔
 YES

 NO

Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No,or
small
impact
may cccur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day
care center, group home, nursing home or retirement community.

E1d


✔



b. The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation.

E1g, E1h


✔



c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed environmental site
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action.

E1g, E1h

✔




d. The site of the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the
property (e.g.easementRUdeed restriction)

E1g, E1h

✔




e. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in place
to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human health.

E1g, E1h

✔




f. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that future
generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the
environment and human health.

D2t


✔



g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste
management facility.

D2q, E1f


✔



h. The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste.

D2q, E1f

✔




i. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of
solid waste.

D2r, D2s

✔




j. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of
a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste.

E1f, E1g
E1h

✔




k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill
site to adjacent off site structures.

E1f, E1g

✔




l. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from the
project site.

D2s, E1f,
D2r

✔




m. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
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✔

17. Consistency with Community Plans
The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.
(See Part 1. C.1, C.2. and C.3.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, go to Section 18.

 NO
✔
Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

 YES
No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action’s land use components may be different from, or in sharp
contrast to, current surrounding land use pattern(s).
b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or village
in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%.
c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations.

C2, C3, D1a
E1a, E1b
C2









C2, C2, C3





d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use
plans.

C2, C2





e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is not
supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure.

C3, D1c,
D1d, D1f,
D1d, Elb
C4, D2c, D2d
D2j









C2a









f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density development
that will require new or expanded public infrastructure.
g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residential or
commercial development not included in the proposed action)
h. Other: _____________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

18. Consistency with Community Character
The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character.
(See Part 1. C.2, C.3, D.2, E.3)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, proceed to Part 3.

 NO
✔

 YES

Relevant
Part I
Question(s)

No, or
small
impact
may occur

Moderate
to large
impact may
occur

a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas
of historic importance to the community.

E3e, E3f, E3g





b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g.
schools, police and fire)

C4





c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where
there is a shortage of such housing.

C2, C3, D1f
D1g, E1a





d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized
or designated public resources.

C2, E3





e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and
character.

C2, C3





f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape.

C2, C3
E1a, E1b
E2g, E2h









g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

PRINT FULL FORM
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 3 - Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts
and
Determination of Significance
Part 3 provides the reasons in support of the determination of significance. The lead agency must complete Part 3 for every question
in Part 2 where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to explain why a particular
element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact.
Based on the analysis in Part 3, the lead agency must decide whether to require an environmental impact statement to further assess
the proposed action or whether available information is sufficient for the lead agency to conclude that the proposed action will not
have a significant adverse environmental impact. By completing the certification on the next page, the lead agency can complete its
determination of significance.
Reasons Supporting This Determination:
To complete this section:
x Identify the impact based on the Part 2 responses and describe its magnitude. Magnitude considers factors such as severity,
size or extent of an impact.
x Assess the importance of the impact. Importance relates to the geographic scope, duration, probability of the impact
occurring, number of people affected by the impact and any additional environmental consequences if the impact were to
occur.
x The assessment should take into consideration any design element or project changes.
x Repeat this process for each Part 2 question where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where
there is a need to explain why a particular element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse
environmental impact.
x Provide the reason(s) why the impact may, or will not, result in a significant adverse environmental impact
x For Conditional Negative Declarations identify the specific condition(s) imposed that will modify the proposed action so that
no significant adverse environmental impacts will result.
x Attach additional sheets, as needed.
The SEQRA Part 2 form identified potential impacts from the proposed action on land; surface water; flooding; plants and animals; historic and
archaeological resources; transportation; noise; and human health. Below indicates that the proposed action would not result in a significant adverse
impact on these resources.
1. Land. Project would involve construction in wetlands and uplands. Beneficial impacts to ecological values and functions upon project completion.
2. Surface Water. Wetland loss, but overall improved ecological values and functions from rehabilitation, floatables and sediment capture and removal,
and habitat restoration. The project would also include compensatory mitigation for wetland loss.
3. Flooding. Project site is not located in 100- or 500-year floodplain. Beneficial impact from reduced dam overtopping during peak precipitation events.
4. Plants and animals. Project would involve tree removal and wetlands disturbance. Mitigation is identified to reduce impacts.
5. Historic and archaeological resources. SHPO has determined the project would have no effect on the NRHP-eligible historic district.
6. Transportation. Beneficial impacts to site pedestrian and bicycle circulation and access, as well as improved parking facilities.
7. Noise. Short-term and minor noise impacts during construction that would be mitigated through adherence to the local noise ordinance.
8. Human Health. Short-term impacts during construction related potential exposure to contaminated sediments. Mitigation is identified to reduce impacts.
The construction and operation of the proposed project would result in long-term, beneficial impacts to hazards and nuisances (dam safety and flood risk,
site safety), educational and cultural facilities, public safety, open space and recreation, transportation and accessibility water resources, and vegetation
and wildlife.
As supported by the technical analyses and mitigation measures, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts with respect to land
development, socioeconomic conditions, community facilities and services, or natural features. The project is a component of the Living with the Bay
Project and Resiliency Strategy, and it would result in cumulative beneficial impacts to wetlands, vegetation and wildlife, water quality, and flood risk and
safety.
Short-term impacts during construction are anticipated related to contaminated sediments, surface water, transportation, air quality, and noise. In cases
where short-term potential impacts have been identified, impacts would be mitigated through design, regulatory compliance, and/or implementation of
BMPs.

Determination of Significance - Type 1 and Unlisted Actions
SEQR Status:

✔ Type 1


 Unlisted

✔ Part 1
Identify portions of EAF completed for this Project: 

✔ Part 2


✔ Part 3


Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF, as noted, plus this additional support information
See Negative Declaration

and considering both the magnitude and importance of each identified potential impact, it is the conclusion of the
as lead agency that:

Governor's Office of Storm Recovery

 A. This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, an environmental impact
statement need not be prepared. Accordingly, this negative declaration is issued.
✔ B. Although this project could have a significant adverse impact on the environment, that impact will be avoided or

substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which will be required by the lead agency:
See Negative Declaration

There will, therefore, be no significant adverse impacts from the project as conditioned, and, therefore, this conditioned negative
declaration is issued. A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 NYCRR 617.d).
 C. This Project may result in one or more significant adverse impacts on the environment, and an environmental impact
statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or reduce those
impacts. Accordingly, this positive declaration is issued.
Name of Action:

Hempstead Lake State Park Project

Name of Lead Agency:

Governor's Office of Storm Recovery

Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency:
Title of Responsible Officer:

Matt Accardi

Certifying Officer, Assistant General Counsel

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency:

Date:

12/15/2019

Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer)

Date:

12/15/2019

For Further Information:
Contact Person: Matt Accardi
Address:

Governor's Office of Storm Recovery, 25 Beaver Street, 5th Floor, New York, NY 10004

Telephone Number: 212.480.6265
E-mail: matt.accardi@stormrecovery.ny.gov
For Type 1 Actions and Conditioned Negative Declarations, a copy of this Notice is sent to:
Chief Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be principally located (e.g., Town / City / Village of)
Other involved agencies (if any)
Applicant (if any)
Environmental Notice Bulletin: http://www.dec.ny.gov/enb/enb.html

PRINT FULL FORM
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Distribution List for Lead Agency
Involved/Interested Agencies
Hempstead Lake State Park Project
Supervisor Laura Gillen
Town of Hempstead Town Hall
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550

Councilmember Dorothy Goosby 1st District
Town of Hempstead Council, 1st District
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550

Councilmember Dennis Dunne, S
6th District
Town of Hempstead Council, 6th District
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550

Councilmember Thomas E Muscarella 2nd
District
Town of Hempstead Council, 2nd District
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550

Councilmember Bruce Blakeman 3rd
District
Town of Hempstead Council, 3rd District
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550

Councilmember
Town of Hempstead Council, 5th District
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550

Councilmember Anthony D'Esposito 4th
District
Town of Hempstead Council, 4th District
One Washington Street
Hempstead, NY 11550
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Town Clerk
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Town of Hempstead Department of Planning &
Economic Development
200 North Franklin Street, 1st Floor
Hempstead, NY 11550

Town of Hempstead Department Conservation
& Waterways
P.O. Box 180, Lido Blvd.
Point Lookout, NY 11569

Mayor Bruno Romano
Village of East Rockaway
376 Atlantic Avenue; P.O. Box 189 East
Rockaway, NY 11518

Mr. Kevin Conklin
Superintendent
East Rockaway Department of Public Works
85 Williamson Street
East Rockaway, NY 11518

Mayor Don Ryan
Village of Hempstead
99 Nichols Court
Hempstead, NY 11550

Mr. Frank Germinaro
Director
Village of Hempstead
450 Milburn Avenue
Hempstead, NY 11550

Mayor Alan Beach
Village of Lynbrook
One Columbus Drive
Lynbrook, NY 11563
Mayor Keith Corbett
Village of Malverne
99 Church Street
Malverne, NY 11565

Mr. Phil Healey
Superintendent
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Mr. Kevin Brady
Superintendent Village of Malverne
99 Church Street
Malverne, NY 11565

Mayor Francis Murray
Village of Rockville Centre
P.O. Box 950
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Department of Public Works
P.O. Box 950
Rockville Centre, NY 11571

Ms. Regina Armstrong
Acting Superintendent
Hempstead Union Free School District
185 Peninsula Boulevard
Hempstead, NY 11550

Mr. Daniel Rehman
Superintendent
West Hempstead School District
252 Chestnut Street
West Hempstead, NY 11552

Dr. William Johnson
Superintendent
Rockville Centre School District
128 Shepherd Street
Rockville Centre, NY 11570
Commanding Officer
New York State Park Police - Long Island
Region
P.O. Box 247
Babylon, NY 11702
Mr. John Aresta
Chief
Malverne Police Department
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Superintendent
Malverne Union Free School District
301 Wicks Lane
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Mr. James Vafeades, Commissioner
Rockville Centre Police Department
34 Maple Avenue
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Rockville Centre Fire Department
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Hempstead Fire Department
75 Clinton Street
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Lakeview Fire Department
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Chief
Hempstead Police Department
99 Nichols Court
Hempstead, NY 11550

Mr. David Norton
Chief
West Hempstead Fire Department
295 Hempstead Turnpike
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Long Island Regional Planning Council
1864 Muttontown Road
Syosset, NY 11791
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Nassau County Department of Public Works
1194 Prospect Avenue
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Regional Director
New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYS DEC) - Region 1
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Stony Brook, NY 0
New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYS DEC) - Division of Water
Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety
625 Broadway
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Mr. Richard D. Wilder
PE Design Engineer's Office
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Ms. Laura Curran
Nassau County Executive
Office of the County Executive
1550 Franklin Avenue
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Mr. Sean Sallie
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Nassau County Planning Commission
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New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYS DEC) - Natural Heritage
Program
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Michael F. Lynch, P.E., AIA
Director, Division for Historic Preservation
New York State Parks, Recreation & Historic
Preservation
Peebles Island State Park
P.O. Box 189
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Senator Todd Kaminsky
NY Senate District 9
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Senator Kevin Thomas
990 Stewart Ave.,
Suite LL45A
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Assemblymember Taylor Darling
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2001 Park Street
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Assemblymember Judy Griffin
NYS Assembly District 21
74 N. Village Ave.
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Kerry Holton, President
Delaware Nation
P.O. Box 825
Anadarko, OK 73005

Kim Penrod, Delaware Nation
Director, Cultural Resources/106
Archives, Library and Museum
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Mr. Chet Brooks
Delaware Tribe of Nations
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Bartlesville, OK 74006

Susan Bachor
The Delaware Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
Delaware Tribe Historic Preservation
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Pocono Lake, PA 18347
Mr. Peter D. Lopez
Regional Administrator
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 2
290 Broadway
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David Martine
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Shinnecock Nation
PO Box 5006
Southampton, NY 11969
Harry B. Wallace, Esq., Chief
Unkechaug Nation
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Bonney Hartley
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic
Preservation
New York Office, 65 1st Street
Troy, NY 12180
Thomas D. Asbery, Commander
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) NY
District Office 26
26 Federal Plaza, Room 2113
New York, NY 10278
Mr. Stephen E. Murphy, Deputy Regional
Administrator
US Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) - Region 2 Strategic
Regional Coordination
26 Federal Plaza, Room 3541
New York, NY 10278

Charles Smith, Chairman
Shinnecock Indian Nation Tribal Office
PO Box 5006
Southampton, NY 11969
US Fish & Wildlife Service - Long Island Field Office
340 Smith Road
Shirley, NY 11967

Shannon Holsey, President
Stockbridge-Munsee Community, Band of the
Mohicans
N8476 Moh He Con Nuck Road
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Ms. Lynne Patton
Regional Administrator
US Department of Housing and Urban
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26 Federal Plaza, Room 3541
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