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On January 29, 2016, the US Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) released the 
Draft Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers, Flood Risk Management, General Re-Evaluation 
Report and associated Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for public review.  A 
public meeting, consisting of a presentation and poster session, at which the public was 
encouraged to ask questions of the District’s project team, was held on February 25, 2016.  The 
public review period closed on March 31, 2016.   
 
The District received approximately 270 comments from the public regarding the selected 
alternative and its associated impacts.  The comments received centered around seven topics: 

• The removal of the Ward Avenue Bridge 
• Compliance with New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) and Village of 

Mamaroneck coastal zone management regulations. 
• The Halstead Avenue Bridge 
• The project elements in the Harbor Heights area, including the proposed non-

structural plan, the Glendale Road (Harrison, NY) also known as the Road-to-
Nowhere, and the removal of the Westchester Joint Water Works Dam 

• Real Estate requirements 
• The removal of the footbridges in Columbus Park 
• Aesthetics – what will the project look like? 

 
A brief synopsis of the comments received for each topic as well as a summary of the District’s 
response is provided below.  This summary is followed by the table of all comments and their 
respective responses: 
 
Removal of the Ward Avenue Bridge 
Commenters were concerned and objected to the removal of the Ward Avenue Bridge, which 
carries a two-lane roadway, providing access to public transportation, local businesses and the 
Metro-North station.  Removal, without replacement, would severely limit residents on Ward 
Avenue access to much of the Village they can easily access now.  Removal of the bridge would 
also eliminate a short-cut access to the downtown area for other drivers.  Commenters also noted 
that turning Ward Avenue into a cul-de-sac or dead end would have an effect on the ability of 
emergency vehicles to reach them. 
 
In response to these comments, the District is re-analyzing the creation of a dead-end street along 
Ward Avenue and will determine if the amount of parking, sidewalks, and land that would be 
needed to safely do this, enabling the emergency vehicles to access the area was underestimated. 
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The District will determine whether or not that replacement of the bridge would be necessary to 
return residents back to pre-construction conditions. 
 
Compliance with New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) and Village of Mamaroneck 
coastal zone management regulations. 
Comments received were concerned with the finding by the Village Harbor and Coastal Zone 
Management Commission that the project was not consistent with coastal zone policies, 
particularly regarding aesthetics and environmental concerns.  Some requested the use of green 
infrastructure technologies to control storm water or to store or retain water, as well as the 
construction of river walks and pedestrian pathways. 
 
The District has determined that it is in compliance with the NYSDOS and the Village of 
Mamaroneck coastal zone management and a revised determination, with additional details, was 
provided to the NYSDOS.  The discussion of aesthetics, to include some representative examples 
is provided below.   
 
Further, the District analyzed retention and detention basins but concluded that they were not an 
effective means to reduce flood elevations and was determined to no be economically justifiable 
(a requirement for federal interest).  Other alternatives, such as aquifer storage, green roofs, bio-
swales, etc., will not provide enough flood risk management benefits to reduce flood damages to 
be cost-effective.  The District has been authorized to study and recommend plans or features 
that meet the objectives of flood risk management that contribute to the economic development 
of the nation. Because a river walk does not aid in meeting this objective, the District cannot 
recommend it.  If implemented, the currently selected plan would not prevent the Village or 
another entity from creating a river walk. 
 
The Halstead Avenue Bridge 
Commenters noted that the draft General Re-Evaluation Report indicated the small flow capacity 
of the channel bends and the small size of the Halstead Avenue Bridge were the main causes of 
frequent flooding of the Village.  If this is accurate, the bridge should be removed and replaced 
with a larger bridge. 
 
The removal and replacement of the Halsted Avenue Bridge would increase the project cost by 
almost 30%.  To reduce the water surface elevation along this portion of the river, the District is 
undertaking channel modification under the Halstead Avenue Bridge.  Channel modification in 
this area is a more cost effective way to achieve the necessary reductions in water surface 
elevations in this reach. 
 
The project elements in the Harbor Heights area, including the proposed non-structural plan, the 
Glendale Road (Road-to-Nowhere), and the removal of the Westchester Joint Water Works Dam 
Some residents felt that elevating and/or flood-proofing homes for Harbor Heights is inadequate 
and will not resolve the flooding problems experienced in this section of the Village.  
Commenters were also concerned that the Village’s proposal to remove the Westchester Joint 
Water Works Dam and the project’s decision to leave Glendale Roar (“Road to Nowhere”) 
would increase flooding in the area.  In addition, the proposed plan only recommends solutions 
for eight residences although there are over 20 homes that flood in the area.   
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The hydraulic model was conducted with the Westchester Joint Water Works Dam both in place 
and removed to ascertain the downstream impacts.   It was determined that there would be no 
significant increase in peak flows and water surface elevation with the removal of the dam.  
Channel modification, in this area to include the removal of the “road to nowhere” would have 
only a negligible effect to the water surface elevations.  The only plan identified as economically 
justifiable with a reduction in water surface elevation was the proposed non-structural plan.  
During the design phase, there is the potential for additional structures to be included in the non-
structural plan once physical surveys and more detailed real estate surveys are conducted.   
 
Real Estate requirements 
Commenters were concerned about which properties will require permanent and temporary 
easements and how property owners would be compensated. 
 
The only acquisitions being proposed for this project are permanent channel improvement 
easements and temporary work area easements.  The details regarding the location of all 
permanent and temporary easements will be determined once the surveys of the river are 
completed and project details are plotted.  The Non-Federal Sponsor, the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation, will work with each affected property owner and 
will conduct appraisals for the property needed.  Affected property owners will be compensated 
for the fair market value of the property for both temporary and permanent easements and 
property owners will still own their property.  
 
The non-structural portion of the proposed plan is currently recommending measures for 
approximately eight structures.  During the design phase, additional structures may be added to 
the proposed plan.  Participation by individual property owners in any non-structural measures is 
voluntary.   
 
The removal of the footbridges in Columbus Park 
A number of comments questioned the removal but not the replacement of the footbridges in 
Columbus Park.  These footbridges provided the easiest access through the park to the train 
station.  The District has determined that one of the footbridges will be replaced in the park to 
restore the park to pre-construction conditions.  
 
Aesthetics – what will the project look like? 
Commenters were concerned with the heights of the proposed retaining walls as well as the 
aesthetics of the trapezoidal channel and the creation of a completely concrete channel. 
 
The proposed plan consists of several elements.  Sloped or pitched vegetated banks (trapezoidal 
channel) are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along the Sheldrake 
River in Columbus Park as well as reaches within the upper and lower Mamaroneck River.  
Retaining walls will be constructed in those areas where the trapezoidal channel cannot be 
constructed, typically where buildings, roads or other features may be affected.  The details for 
the location of the concrete and steel cantilever retaining walls will be determined as part of the 
design phase.  Retaining walls will vary in height above the water level, depending on the 
location of the wall (steep embankment, etc.). From the land side, retaining walls would either be 
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level with or not extend more than six inches above post-construction ground surface.  The 
concrete retaining walls may be textured to resemble stone or similar. The channel bottom will 
remain natural except in the location of the Station Plaza Bridge, which currently has a concrete 
bottom where it crosses the Mamaroneck, and the Halstead Avenue Bridge.  Examples of project 
features as they have been constructed on existing projects is provided here and will be included 
in the final report (Figures 1-9).   
 
Trees and vegetation removed to enable construction will be replaced with native trees and 
grasses.  Trees will be replaced in accordance with the Westchester County “Tree Restitution 
Program” as well as the Village’s tree ordinance. 
 

 
Figure 1:  Clearing activities before construction. 
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Figure 2:  Concrete retaining walls and sloped grassed embankments. 

 

 
Figure 3:  Examples of concrete retaining walls  
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Figure 4:  Example of culvert structure 

 

 
Figure 5:  Example of concrete retaining walls and deepened channel and would be 

representative of what is proposed for the Sheldrake River east of Mamaroneck Avenue. 
 



7 
 

 
Figure 6:  Example of concrete retaining walls and deepened channel and would be 
representative of what is proposed for the Sheldrake River near Waverly Avenue. 

 
 
 

 
Figure 7:  Example of a sloped grassed bank or trapezoidal channel. 
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Figure 8:  Example of a sloped grassed bank or trapezoidal channel in winter. 

 
The District responded to all comments received and the detailed responses are provided below, 
in no particular order.  These responses are available to the public through the District’s website 
as well as included as an appendix to the final Environmental Impact Statement.   
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Response to Public Comments
Mamaroneck-Sheldrake Rivers Flood Risk Management Project
General Re-Evaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Questions/Comments Response

we have learned from the mistakes of the past, it seems imperative that we strive to 
be both practical and as forward-thinking about environmental concerns and 
aesthetics as possible For example, just because there is a retaining wall in place on a 
certain stretch of the river, does that mean we must replace it with another retaining 
wall, or could we do better? 

Sloped or pitched vegetated banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both banks of the Sheldrake River in Columbus 
Park and both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other 
option.  Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of 
retaining walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will 
remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is 
existing concrete.  

what if the banks were pitched and made of natural materials.The banks could be 
engineered to deal with overflow and runoff without having our community bisected 
by concrete and steel valleys. 

Sloped or pitched vegetated banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing 
concrete.  

And with or without an Easement, we would like the "improvements" to the Lower 
Mamaroneck River behind our house to NOT be a cement channel but to be made of 
natural materials including lots of trees, vegetation, and rocks.

Sloped or pitched vegetated banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing 
concrete.  

While I support protecting the environment and eco system for generations to follow, 
my concerns are also for the residents,business owners, employees, and other 
property owners in the Village. Really, how about the Quality Of Life of residents and 
property values of the residents who are within the project area? Both of the above 
issues need to be balanced and a win- win proposal has to be put into place

The project's intended purpose is to reduce the risk of flooding, The project proposed to balance the environmental concerns and engineering solution by 
using a combination of vegetated sloped banks and retaining walls.  Retaining walls will only be used where there is no space to accommodate a sloped bank.  
The amount of retaining walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both 
rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and the Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete.

Save the Sound requests studies and analysis be conducted on the potential use of 
green infrastructure technologies in the Study area for the long-term control of 
stormwater to realize the dual benefits flood reduction and water quality 
improvement.

USACE is not authorized to study and build projects to control stormwater.

Can you please explain the effects of this project on expected groundwater flooding
This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the recommended project may be a small decrease in 
groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The USACE may evaluate this potential decrease during the development of plans and specifications.

Due to the paving of dirt roads near my house and possibly other factors, I have 
experienced the groundwater rising through my basement flood on days when we 
have heavy rain. I am wondering whether rising groundwater concerns in 
Mamaroneck will be addressed by the current plan.

This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the recommended project may be a small decrease in 
groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The USACE may evaluate this potential decrease during the development of plans and specifications.

The ACE report does not address the aquifer. Does the aquifer affect flooding? If so, to 
what degree? 

The aquifer has little to no impact on large floods.  This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the 
recommended project may be a small decrease in groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The USACE may evaluate this potential decrease 
during the development of plans and specifications.

What information and what field investigations have you completed for the aquifer’s 
contribution to the wetland (i.e., river)?

The aquifer has little to no impact on large floods.  This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the 
recommended project may be a small decrease in groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The USACE may evaluate this potential decrease 
during the development of plans and specifications.

Can you please explain what costs, if any, resulting from this plan will be borne by the 
Village of Mamaroneck?

Flood risk management projects are cost-shared 65% federal and 35% non-federal. The non-federal sponsor for this project is the New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).  NYSDEC may chose to enter into its own cost-sharing agreement with the Village of Mamaroneck.  This agreement 
would not be with the federal government so it is unknown what will be the Village's cost.
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Response to Public Comments
Mamaroneck-Sheldrake Rivers Flood Risk Management Project
General Re-Evaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Questions/Comments Response

GRR pages v and vi say two different things about operation and maintenance costs. 
One talks about the non-Federal partner and the other about the non-Federal sponsor. 
Can you identify the non-Federal sponsor and explain the relationship between the 
non-Federal partner and the non- Federal sponsor.

Operation and Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) is a Non-Federal Sponsor  (NYSDEC) responsibility. The NYSDEC may request 
that a Local Partner, such as Westchester County or the Village of Mamaroneck,  conduct the OMRR&R.  The text of the report will be corrected in the report, 
accordingly.

The Executive Summary indicates the channel walls will average 8.5 feet. But, more 
detailed information in Appendix C4 suggests that certain concrete walls will be up to 
17 feet high. To understand the environmental impacts for individual properties, it 
would be helpful if each property owner had precise information on the specific 
structures that will be placed on his or her property and to what extent such 
structures will be above grade. Can you provide this information on a property by 
property basis

The recommended project consists of the modification and deepening of the channel with construction of vegetated sloped banks and retaining walls along 
the length of the Sheldrake River from Fennimore Road to Columbus Park and the Mamaroneck River from the Route 95 Bridge to the Tompkins Avenue 
Bridge (see Appendix C-6).  The sloped banks will consist of graded streambanks vegetated with native grasses.  The retaining walls will be used in areas that 
do not have the space to accommodate a sloped bank and are needed to provide stable slide slopes and to prevent streambanks in these areas from eroding 
into the river.   From a resident's back yard, the retaining walls are expected to be flush with the ground to no higher than six (6) inches high or flush with the 
ground. From the river, the walls would average about 8.5 ft. in height, although in some places where there is a steep streambank, the viewable retaining 
wall may be taller (at bridges).  Most of the  retaining walls will be made of concrete but they can be formed and textured to look like a stone wall.  The 
existing concrete walls on the Sheldrake and Mamaroneck Rivers are the best examples of what the new walls will look like. Retaining walls whose visible 
heights will be less eight (8) feet may be constructed of a steel sheet pile capped with concrete.  The location and height of retaining walls will be re-evaluated 
during the development of plans and specifications.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) except under the Metro North Railroad and 
Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete. 

GRR page 3-14 says the average slope of the Mamaroneck River is approximately 10 
feet per mile. Page 3-6 says that the “channel bottom has a moderate slope, 
approximately 12 feet per mile.” Appendices also say the slope is 12 feet per mile. 
Please reconcile these conflicts. Please also indicate the ultimate slope of the river 
bottom once the project is completed

Pages 3-6 and 3-12 have been changed to read 12 ft. per mile.  The improved slope will be 0.3% or about 16 ft. per mile which is very close to the existing 
slope of the river in that area.

GRR page 3-10 has a typo related to the date of Tropical Storm Floyd -- September 15-
15, 1999.

Page 3-10 will be revised, accordingly.

GRR page 3-15 repeatedly states that the small flow capacity of the channel bends and 
the small size of the Halstead Avenue Bridge are key reasons for the frequent flooding 
in the Village of Mamaroneck. Yet it seems that the plan 1Z leaves both of these 
problematic root causes unchanged. Please explain why the plan has chosen not to 
modify the river bends nor the Halstead Avenue bridge

By deepening and widening the channel through the bends and under the bridges, the flow capacity is increased.  Providing a diversion culvert to by-pass the 
bends effectively increases the capacity of the river in that area.  The Halstead Ave bridge would be particularly expensive to replace due to its' proximity to 
the railroad, heavy traffic, and the utilities in the left abutment.  The more cost effective ways to reduce the flooding have been selected.  Furthermore many 
of the bridges in the Village may be replaced over the next several years.  Replacement bridges should be constructed to have more flow capacity, improving 
the performance of the recommended project beyond what has been computed.  

GRR page 3-30 inaccurately describes the coastal zone for the Village of Mamaroneck, 
as adopted in the Village of Mamaroneck Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan and 
concurred with by the NYS Department of State and U.S. Department of Commerce. 
The coastal area corresponds to Village of Mamaroneck municipal boundaries

The GRR page 3-30 does not describe the coastal zone for the Village of Mamaroneck but describes the project as entirely located within the New York-
designated coastal zone management area.  The GRR and accompanying DEIS recognizes that the coastal zone area corresponds to the entire Village.

GRR page 6-21 says that a total of eight alternatives were analyzed but according to 
page 6-20, Alternative 7 – which was the combination of structural and non-structural 
was dropped from the analysis. Section 2-2 of the EIS also indicates that eight 
alternatives were considered when only seven were presented. Can you explain which 
of these conflicting statements is correct and conform the report to the correct 
statement

Seven alternatives (Alt 1-7) were originally considered.  Alternative 7 was dropped from consideration upon the addition of Alternative 8, which was 
requested by NYSDEC, Westchester County and Village of Mamaroneck (the reservoir/bridge modification alternative).  Alternative 7 was a combination of 
structural and non-structural alternatives.  Alternative 1 was determined to be the TSP and during optimization, both structural and non-structural flood risk 
management features were analyzed, which was the basis for the original/removed Alternative 7.  The GRR will be updated to include this discussion to more 
clearly explain the alternative analysis.
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Response to Public Comments
Mamaroneck-Sheldrake Rivers Flood Risk Management Project
General Re-Evaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Questions/Comments Response

GRR page 6-21 says that “all channel improvements proposed will result in loss of 
natural flood plain storage, and the flood peak reductions associated with it. That is, 
peak flows will increase downstream of proposed channel improvements, and will 
occur sooner, under improved conditions, as compared to existing conditions. The loss 
of downstream flood peak attenuation (reduction) is not linear with regard to loss of 
natural flood plain storage. That is, a percent loss of storage does not necessarily result 
in a 10 percent increase in peak flow, under improved conditions, as compared to 
existing conditions.” Knowing that the effects are non-linear does not explain the 
order of magnitude of these effects. Can you be more specific about the effects of the 
loss of natural flood plain storage in terms of downstream peak flows?

To clarify the paragraph within Appendix C1, pg. 13, here are the change in percentage based upon comparing existing conditions vs. present improved 
conditions at three locations:  Sheldrake at Mouth, Mamaroneck upstream of confluence, and Mamaroneck at mouth.  The comparison will be based upon 
the 50-year return period.  Sheldrake at Mouth (plus  16.7 % ), Mamaroneck upstream of confluence (plus 5.0 %), and Mamaroneck at Mouth (plus 8.2 % ).

Please also note that in the Clean Water Act evaluation (Appendix F of the Draft EIS) 
you note that peak flow will increase downstream of channel improvements and will 
decrease downstream of the culvert. But in Appendix C-1, it seems to be claimed that 
the culvert will not make enough of a difference in peak flows to require any new 
analysis. Can you reconcile these conflicting statements

The culvert will only decrease flood flows in the Mamaroneck river from Jefferson Ave to the railroad Bridge.  This distance of about 400 ft is to small to and 
too infrequent to make any change in the environment or habitat.    

The table on page 6-22 of the GRR and repeated in the draft EIS (AppendixB) shows a 
390 foot tunnel was considered as part of alternatives 1, 2 and 3 Can you explain what 
this tunnel is?

This 8 foot high by 25 foot wide culvert would start at the Jefferson Ave bridge pass under the commuter parking lot and convey flood waters to the Metro-
North RR Bridge.  This culvert/Tunnel increases the capacity of the river in the Columbus Park area.

Table 18 gives summary of the actions involved in each permutation of alternative 1 
but does not uniformly agree with prior tables. For example, Alternative 1M is either 
3470 feet of channel work Mamaroneck upstream river portions or is 2400 feet, 
depending on whether Table 13 or Table 18 is consulted. It’s also odd that Table 14 
showing the Alt #1 L does less channel work than the medium alternative. Please 
clarify which, if any, of these tables is correct and reconcile the contradictions

Alternative 1M proposed 1,340 feet of channel work in the Harbor Heights area of the Mamaroneck River. Alternative 1L proposed non-structural treatments 
instead of the additional channel work for the Harbor Heights area.   Adding 1,340 to 2,400 results in 3,740 ft of channel work for Alt 1M. Table 13 uses the 
total of 3,740 ft  for Alt 1M while Table 18 shows the length split between  the two areas as 2,400 and 1,340.  Since the publication of the draft GRR/DEIS, the 
design lengths have been further refined and will be updated in both reports. 

When Alt 1 was optimized, the amount of channel work increased dramatically. 
Originally, Alt 1 involved 1400 feet of channel work on the Mamaroneck River but 
substantial bridge work. Can you explain why channel work was dramatically increased 
and bridge work dramatically decreased during the optimization phase?

The Village of Mamaroneck made the assumption that bridges will be replaced at some point in the future by the State, County or Village.   Therefore, the non-
federal sponsor and local partners agreed that the project should maximize channel modification in lieu of bridge removal/modification.  In the future, as 
bridges are removed/modified, the flood risk management benefit of the project would be increased.

It appears that the optimization of alternative 1 involves variations in bridge work that 
is not described in the text.For example, the removal/replacement of the Halstead 
Avenue bridge seems to be a major difference between Alternative #1L and the others 
and seems to be the major cost differential between this and other alternatives but 
this bridge work is not described in the text. It’s also unclear why, if Alt. 1L and Alt 1M 
do the same amount of channel work, why does Alt. #1L cost twice as much for levees 
and floodwalls

The major differences between Alt 1M & 1L are:  1) the replacement of the Halstead Ave bridge; Alt 1L includes replacement of the bridge, which is expensive 
to replace due to its proximity to the railroad, heavy traffic and the utilities along the left abutment.  Alternative 1L was determined to not be economically 
justified; 2) the treatment in the Harbor Heights area of the Mamaroneck; Alt 1M consists of channel modification and Alt 1L consists of non-structural 
treatments; 3)  the depth of the channel modifications; the channel modification for Alt 1L is a little deeper than 1M.    There are no levees or floodwalls 
proposed as part of the recommended project; only retaining walls to stabilize the streambanks are proposed.  Under Alt 1L, there are 55% more retaining 
walls proposed, some of which are taller than those proposed for Alt 1M due to the  deeper channel excavation associated with Alt 1L.  Considerable effort 
was made separate the "most cost effective" alternative from a series of "good" alternatives. Please note that "Levees and Floodwalls" is an account code, 
which is a set category of cost used by the USACE that includes "retaining walls".  The other account code "Channels & Canals" includes the costs associated 
with the channel modifications.   None of the alternatives 1L, M, F, or Z include levees and/or floodwalls, however, the account code must be used to provide 
the cost for the proposed retaining walls.   
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Response to Public Comments
Mamaroneck-Sheldrake Rivers Flood Risk Management Project
General Re-Evaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Questions/Comments Response

On GRR page 8-1, the report explains that the value engineering recommendation was 
to keep the Station Plaza Bridge as is and substitute the replacement of that bridge 
with an overflow diversion culvert under the commuter parking lot on the north bank 
of the river. The S-turns remain but the report says the impact of the head losses from 
these S-turns will be reduced since a portion of the river will flow straight through the 
culvert. There is no explanation as to why the culvert rejoins the river upstream of the 
Railroad bridge –and therefore upstream of the Halstead Avenue Bridge–which is 
identified as the second source of flooding in the Village of Mamaroneck. Can you 
explain why daylighting this culvert further downstream was not considered? Can you 
explain in layperson terms how the bottleneck at the Halstead Avenue bridge will be 
altered in light of the the channel work –which will increase and speed up peak flows 
downstream to this point?

The culvert rejoins the river upstream of the Railroad Bridge because the cost to tunnel under or through the railroad will be very expensive.   The existing 
channel under the Railroad and Halstead Ave bridges  will be made up to five (5) feet deeper and more streamlined.  This increase in the channel size under 
these bridges will allow more flow to pass under these bridges without involving structural work to the bridges themselves.  The capacity of the channel 
under the bridges can be increased while avoiding a major increase in the project cost.

GRR page 8-14 shows the building proposed for a non-structural ringwall. Why is a 
building so far from the channel work in need of protection after the project 
completion and why are larger buildings ignored for non- structural measures?

The non-structural features were identified using a computer screening analysis based on main floor elevation, flood elevations, type of structure and type of 
foundation.  The non-structural features will be reevaluated in more detail during the next phase of the study. This building is in a low area of Fenimore Rd 
and the building's main floor appears to be near the ground level, therefore this building would still get flooded during large events even with the project.  All 
structures identified for non-structural treatments had a benefit to cost ratio of greater than one, therefore the flood damages prevented was greater than 
the cost of treatment for each building.  Other buildings in this area were either damaged less often or were more expensive to treat, resulting in a benefit to 
cost ratio less than one.  This was a feasibility cost analysis only.  Non-structural treatment of additional structures in the design phase will be conducted.

The figure on GRR page 8-15 shows no reduction in water surface elevation levels 
downstream of the Halstead Avenue bridge. Is work in this area cost- beneficial?

The figure shows smaller inundation in the 100 year improved condition (yellow outline) compared to the 100 year existing condition (cream colored area).  
This segment is cost effective.

GRR page 8-16 has a table that lists “return period in years” with an asterisk that is 
unexplained. Please provide some definitive explanation of the entries in this table.

Initial screening identified that this structure is still within the improved 100 yr. floodplain, it is located in a low area of Fenimore Rd and the main floor is very 
low to the ground. The preliminary identification of this building was a combination of depth of future flooding, frequency of future flooding, main floor 
elevation and cost of treatment.  Preliminary screening identified this structure as a very cost effective structure to treat.  More detailed analysis of the non-
structural measures will be conducted in the design  phase.      

GRR page 8-19 and Appendix D Table shows benefits of each element of Plan 1Z but 
does not disaggregate the cost by part of the plan to help illuminate the cost benefit 
ratio for each portion of the 1Z plan. Please provide this information so that taxpayers 
can discriminate the portions that are more and less cost-beneficial.

In accordance with USACE Planning regulations, the District is required to analyze the watershed as a system.  With the exception of the Upper Mamaroneck 
Reach (Harbor Heights), the entire project area is hydraulically connected and cannot be incrementally justified as separate reaches.  As a note, USACE 
conducted an incremental analysis on the Harbor Heights reach regardless.  It was concluded that the only economically and incrementally justified solution 
for this reach is a non-structural one.  USACE cannot recommend any increment that is not economically justified.
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Response to Public Comments
Mamaroneck-Sheldrake Rivers Flood Risk Management Project
General Re-Evaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Questions/Comments Response

GRR page 8-24 seems to show water levels to the flood stages of the 2007 storm for 
the 500-year storm in the Sheldrake River area. So, the Harbor Heights residents will 
achieve protection from the 100-year storm through elevation but many 
Washingtonville residents will not. Is that a correct summary?

Page 8-24 shows that the April 2007 event (roughly a 100 yearflood event) would be reduced 2.5 to 4 feet with Alt 1Z.  Page 8-24 also indicated that with Alt 
1Z an April 2007 depth of flooding would now have only a 0.2% annual chance of occurrence (500 yr) while it used to have 1% chance of occurrence (100 yr).  
In other words the flooding from the April 2007 would be lower or depths like the April 2007 event would be less likely to occur.  Comparisons between the 
two areas with two different types of treatment is best done on a house by house basis. Generally low houses near the river in Harbor Heights might perhaps 
incur less flooding  than low houses near the river in the Washingtonville area, while a house further from the river in the Washingtonville area will incur less 
flooding than houses further from the river in the Harbor Heights area.  

Alternative 6 evaluated non-structural solutions for 363 structures but proved to have 
a cumulative benefit cost ratio of less than one. The environmental impacts of 
channelization of the rivers within the Village of Mamaroneck are large and both our 
LWRP and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommend non-structural solutions such 
as elevation and property acquisition If one ranks the structures by those with the 
greatest BCR to the least BCR, how many structures might be protected before the 
cumulative benefit cost ratio becomes less than 1.00?

In accordance with USACE Planning regulations, the District is required to analyze the watershed as a system.  With the exception of the Upper Mamaroneck 
Reach (Harbor Heights), the entire project area is hydraulically connected and cannot be incrementally justified as separate reaches.  As a note, USACE 
conducted an incremental analysis on the Harbor Heights reach.  It was concluded that the only economically and incrementally justified solution for this 
reach is a non-structural one.  USACE cannot recommend any increment that is not economically justified.

Appendix C-2 says the Ward Avenue bridge has a capacity of 500 year storm. On what 
basis is this bridge being removed?

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 

On what basis are the footbridges being removed and none replaced? The EIS claims 
that there will be no adverse effects because walkers to the train station can 
circumvent the park by adding at most one minute to their walk. But, isn’t there 
environmental value in being able to walk through the park?

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.

GRR page 10-1, table 27, “The cost summary of the NED plan” has no cost indicated for 
“Buildings, Grounds and utilities.” Can you explain why this line is left blank, what this 
account #19 includes, what the estimate is for this work, and who is responsible for 
these costs?

This was an inadvertent omission.  The cost for "Buildings, Grounds and Utilities" is estimated to be $2,401,812.  This cost is already included in the overall 
cost shown in Table 27.  The table will be revised.

GRR page 10-3 says the existing sanitary sewer and water pipelines that will be 
required to be relocated are still being evaluated to determine who owns these lines 
and whether the owners have a compensable property interest. When will this 
information be available and who will be responsible for the costs?

All surveys will be conducted during the design phase (after study approval), including the real estate interest for utilities.  All utility relocations are the 
responsibility of the non-federal sponsor whose cost is credited towards the non-federal 35% cost-share. Any conclusion or categorization contained in this 
real estate plan, or elsewhere in this project report, that an item is a utility or facility relocation to be performed by the Non-Federal Sponsor as part of its 
Land, Easements, Rights-Of-Way, Relocation, and Disposal Areas (LERRD) responsibilities is preliminary only.  The Government will make a final determination 
of the relocations necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance of the project after further analysis and completion and approval of final 
attorney opinions of compensability for any impacted utilities. 

GRR page 12-6 says that the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Westchester County and the Village of Mamaroneck are fully supportive 
of the NED Plan but this statement is unreferenced. Can you please provide the 
detailed meetings/votes/letters that show that all of the governmental bodies are 
“fully supportive” of this plan.

The Letters of Support from NYSDEC, Westchester County and the Village of Mamaroneck are included in Appendix F of the Main Report.   These Letters of 
Support will also be included in the Pertinent Correspondence  Appendix of the EIS during the FINAL report public review.

Can you please validate that this withdrawal rate remains current in light of the 
groundwater flooding that occurs in the Sheldrake River area.

The withdrawal rate cited is the rate from 1985 based on information provided by WJWW who also noted that no ground water sources are currently being 
used for drinking water. Information was provided as historical background of existing conditions
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Appendix B, page 48 fails to identify a federal freshwater wetland just off Fenimore 
Road, north of I-95 that is slated for a temporary easement, probably for construction 
staging. This wetland should be mapped given its potential use for project purposes.

The freshwater wetland just off Fenimore Road, north of I-95 (Knolles Ridge Parcel) is no longer being considered to be used as a construction staging area 
and no longer requires a temporary easement.  This area will not be used for any project related activities.

Appendix B [Draft EIS] page 62 says that, “Approximately 13.4% and 6.1% of Village 
properties would be at risk from a 100-year and a 500-year flood event, respectively 
(Table 6).” Typically every property subject to damage from a 100-year flood is also 
subject to damage from a 500-year flood event so these numbers seem improperly 
described. Please also clarify whether these numbers represent properties in the study 
area or the project area, or some other universe. Finally, it would be helpful to relate 
these properties to the numbers that were considered for “non-structural” measures 
in Alternative 6 to help explain which properties were considered for non- structural 
measures

In Table 6, the 500-year row represents additional homes at the 500-year event. The numbers represent the Study area. The non-structural table is a subset of 
the number of properties in the 100- year floodplain. Not all properties in the 100-year floodplain are targeted for non-structural treatment which is based on 
the height of the main floor elevation.

Appendix B, page 78 says that “Preliminary estimates of the volume of materials that 
will be excavated are 11,250 cubic yards of rock and 60,990 cubic yards (8,601 cubic 
meters and 52,147 cubic meters, respectively) of soil. Preliminary estimates also 
include the use of 25,700 cubic yards of fill, riprap, and crushed stone.” Does this 
mean that we will have a net removal of 46,000 cubic yards of solids? Is this removal 
estimated to lower the water surface elevation in non-flood conditions?

Yes, there is a net removal of channel material and the normal water elevation in the river will be lower.  The depth of the water will be about the same as it 
is now but the bottom of the river will be up to 4 feet lower in some places. 

Appendix B, page 82 says, “Channel bed alterations will consist of a natural bed 
channel and placement of riprap material, with vertical concrete retaining walls used 
in areas with limited space. The construction actions associated with the NED Plan are 
not expected to significantly alter the hydrogeology or groundwater infiltration within 
the study or Proposed Action areas.” This summary does not completely describe the 
nature and extent of the work, making the environmental conclusion questionable. 
The GRR indicates that the channel bed of the Mamaroneck River may be lined with 
concrete, particularly south of the Halstead Avenue bridge and particularly at certain 
bridge abutments. A number of the channel walls are depicted as sloped rather than 
vertical. Some walls are also sheet metal rather than concrete. The Structural 
Appendix (C4) appears to show concrete river bottoms at Upper Mamaroneck River 
cross sections. The channel work appears to involve bedrock in the lower Mamaroneck 
River but it is unclear how the bedrock will be removed. Please discuss the 
environmental impacts of all these hardening techniques, particularly the effects of 
these structures on the large productive aquifer co-located with the Mamaroneck and 
Sheldrake Rivers.

Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible.  The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option. Retaining walls 
are being proposed for areas that cannot accommodate the space needed for sloped banks, especially where  buildings or roads would be affected. The 
location and length of retaining walls will be re-evaluated again in the next phase of study. The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) in all areas, 
except in the area of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete.

It’s unclear why the NED plan will have long-term beneficial effects on shellfish, finfish 
and benthic resources, particularly with hardening of the channel bed. The project 
waters are impaired; please explain why the NED Plan will lead to reduction in the 
impairment of the waterways within the project area

The channel bottom will remain natural in almost all areas. A concrete bottom is only specified for the area of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave 
Bridges. Shoreline stabilization will decrease the amount of sediment entering the stream providing improved conditions for fishes and benthic resources.

What is the Flood Board that is mentioned several places in the EIS –such as on page 
93 of Appendix B?

The Flood Board is referencing The Harbor & Coastal Zone Management Commission. The EIS will be edited to clarify.
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Appendix B p. 108 discusses riverwalks. With permanent easements at the rivers, this 
seems a ripe opportunity to design and introduce this feature, allowing the riverwalk 
to serve as a pedestrian pathway, at the same time as serving as flood fringe. Please 
explain why this idea has not been incorporated into the plan

USACE is required to replace, in-kind, any features that currently exists prior to construction.  A riverwalk does not currently exist at the project site.  USACE, 
as authorized by Congress, can only recommend plans or features that meet the objectives of flood risk management that contribute to the National 
Economic Development (damages prevented exceed the cost of the project).  Because a riverwalk would not meet the objective of flood risk management or 
contribute to the economic development of the nation, the USACE did not include a riverwalk as a project feature.  Construction of the recommended plan 
would not prevent the Village or other entity from creating a riverwalk. 

Appendix B, p.113 says, “The Proposed Action will have no significant adverse 
cumulative impacts on regional hydrogeology, groundwater resources, or tidal 
influences, and is expected to produce long-term benefits to water quality by 
decreasing storm-related erosion and sedimentation.” What kinds of impacts will the 
proposed action have on local hydrogeology, in particular, the large and productive 
aquifer that is co-located with the project? Also, if sedimentation of the rivers is 
caused by runoff from sites outside the project area, how can one expect that 
sedimentation will be decreased?

This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the recommended project may be a small decrease in 
groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  USACE will evaluate this potential decrease during the development of plans and specifications.

Appendix F of Appendix B has a statement that is incomprehensible: “Water 
fluctuations are not anticipated fluctuate then current conditions.”

Will edit to "Water fluctuations are not anticipated to differ from current conditions."

Appendix C1, p 13 talks about two storms during September 2004 – September 8 and 
September 18. The caption referenced only one.

The September 18 storm was a much smaller event and was included only for reference.

Appendix C1, page 38 references eight alternatives when only seven were analyzed. 
The diversion culvert is not described nor is its impact on the hydrology explained but 
in the EIS it is claimed that the diversion tunnel  will reduce peak flows downstream. 
Please clarify the effect of the proposed culvert on peak flows, particularly since the 
culvert re-enters the Mamaroneck River upstream of the Railroad Bridge

Seven alternatives (Alt 1-7) were originally considered.  Alternative 7 was dropped from consideration upon the addition of Alternative 8, which was 
requested by NYSDEC, Westchester County and Village of Mamaroneck (the reservoir/bridge modification alternative).  Alternative 7, both structural and non-
structural flood risk management features were to be analyzed.  The optimization of Alternative 1 resulted in a combination of structural and non-structural 
features, regardless.  Please note that the GRR is being updated to include this discussion to more clearly explain the alternative analysis.     Diversion culverts 
reduce flows in the streams immediately downstream of their upstream ends or intakes.  Flows return to their original value downstream of where the culvert 
re-enters the stream.   This is what will occur for Alt 1Z.  The diversion culvert re-enters Mamaroneck River upstream of the Metro North Railroad Bridge.  For 
the other alternatives, the diversion culvert flows do not return to the streams, but instead discharge into the Mamaroneck Harbor (Appendices C-1, 
Hydrology and C-2, Hydraulics).

There seems to be conflicting information. The EIS states that the diversion culvert 
reduces peak flows downstream but Appendix C-1 claims that Alt 1Z –with the 
diversion tunnel and elevated structures --does not really have different peak flows 
than Alt. 1M. Please clarify whether peak flows change as a result of the diversion 
culvert and correct whichever appendix makes an inaccurate claim.

Diversion culverts reduce flows in the streams immediately downstream of their upstream ends or intakes.  Flows return to their original value downstream 
of where the culvert re-enters the stream.   This is what will occur for Alt 1Z.  The diversion culvert re-enters Mamaroneck River upstream of the Metro North 
Railroad Bridge.  For the other alternatives, the diversion culvert flows do not return to the streams, but instead discharge into the Mamaroneck Harbor 
(Appendices C-1, Hydrology and C-2, Hydraulics).

Appendix C-2 has the graphs for Alt 1Z flood levels for various frequency storms but 
does not show the existing condition 100-year storm that is shown for the other 
alternatives. Can this line be added to these final tables to show the change from 
existing conditions to proposed project?

The  April 2007 event was almost exactly a 100 year event so the yellow circle floodmarks on the graph of the April 2007 event represent the 100 year existing 
conditions flood elevations.  Comparing the green 100 year improved flowline to the little yellow circles will show how much each plan would have reduced 
the April 2007 event had that particular plan been in place when the storm occurred.  

Drawings in the report use different terminology. For example, Sheet C-201 represents 
the channel bottom profile for the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers under Alt 1A. By 
contrast, Appendix C2, Figure 52’s representation of Alt 1Z shows “Improved Invert” 
and “Existing Invert.” Can you please explain the difference between the channel 
bottom and the “improved invert” line shown on the Alt. 1Z drawing? 

"Channel Bottom" and "Invert" have basically the same meeting;  they both refer to the channel bottom.   "Existing Invert" refers to the bottom of the river 
when the survey was taken.  "Improved Invert" refers to the new channel bottom developed by USACE for that particular alternative.   

It is also somewhat confusing that the distance makers do not use uniform 
designations. One set of drawings uses 40+00M while the others use designations such 
as 4000. Can you explain the relationship between these various distance designations 
so that the drawings can be related to each other

The "+" signifies stationing. The "+" in 40+00 is a marker to show the hundred place just like the "," is a marker for the thousands place in 4,000. Therefore 
40+00 = 4,000 = 4000.  It is often easier to use the bridges as a way of comparing channels.  Please note:  The improved channel are usually straighter than 
existing channels and the stationing between existing and improved sometimes changes.
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Although it appears that the channel bottoms shown on Sheet C-201 should be the 
same as the “improved invert” shown on the Alt 1Z plan, the profiles appear to be 
different.          For example, the Mamaroneck River improved invert shows a  
monotonically decreasing slope from the North Barry Avenue Bridge to the Tompkins 
Avenue bridge while the profile on Sheet C-201 shows an irregular channel bottom. 
Similar discrepancies appear to exist on the Sheldrake Rive profile. The Sheldrake 
Profile on Sheet C-201 shows a dead level portion of the channel bottom at zero 
elevation when nothing similar is shown on the “improved invert” drawing of Alt. 1Z. 
Can you please reconcile these differences?

The profile indicated on sheet C-201 currently shows the existing channel bottom; however, it should show the improved invert.   The profile on sheet C-201 
will be changed to reflect the profile shown on the Alt 1Z plan.

App. C4 has numerous cross sectional drawings of proposed structures for 
channelization but there is not a legend for certain figures that explains the type of 
wall that is being proposed. For example, Figure 17 gives the cross sections for the 
Sheldrake portion of the work. The green hatched line has a legend reference as the 
current survey elevation. Rock areas are noted. There is a red horizontal line above the 
bedrock but the legend says that a red line is the approximate new channel outline 
when the red line extends some 200 feet. There is no legend for the blue turquoise 
markings or for the fuscia pink ones. Without a legend, one has to guess what these 
figures indicate. For the public to understand the composition of these structures— 
many of which may be erected on private property -- a clear legend must be supplied.

The legends on some of the cross-sections did not match the color scheme on the cross-section.  The legend/cross-sections have been updated in the revised 
appendices.

App C4 shows that in some portions of the channel, concrete retaining walls will rise 
14 to 17 feet for proposed structures for Alternative 1Z. There are also portions of the 
channel lined with steel sheet piling. This appendix also indicates that concrete 
retaining walls must include handrails for public safety. Nowhere in the EIS was there a 
discussion of the aesthetics of steel sheet piling nor was there any discussion of areas 
where the retaining walls may extend above adjacent grade. Please evaluate the 
aesthetics of these structural conditions in the EIS.

The retaining walls to not extend more than 6 inches above grade. Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently 
proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The 
intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would 
be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used 
where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro 
North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete.  

Appendix E – the Real Estate Plan – shows a temporary easement for a large parcel off 
Fenimore Rd just north of I-95. Locally, this is known as the Knolles Ridge parcel and it 
contains a federal freshwater wetland that likely makes the parcel inappropriate for 
construction staging. A development proposal on that property was found to be not 
consistent with the LWRP because it interfered with the wetland. Apparently, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service did not recognize that areas outside the project area were 
also being used during the construction. The EIS should deal with the adverse 
environmental impacts of staging this construction project on federal wetlands area

The freshwater wetland just off Fenimore Road, north of I-95 (Knolles Ridge Parcel) is no longer being considered for use as a construction staging area and no 
longer requires a temporary easement.  This area will not be used for any project related activities.

Numerous alternative plans identify the Halstead Ave bridge's inadequate or small size 
and is the key reason for repetitive flooding in Mamaroneck.  Can you identify the 
various reasons or rationale as to why this bridge is slated to remain in place?

The Halstead Ave bridge would be particularly expensive to replace due to its' proximity to the railroad, heavy traffic, and the utilities in the left abutment.  
The more cost effective ways to reduce the flooding have been selected.  Furthermore many of the bridges in the Village may be replaced over the next 
several years.  Replacement bridges should be constructed to have more flow capacity, improving the performance of the recommended project beyond what 
has been computed.  
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Page 7 of the hydraulics section reports the following; Since the Mamaroneck River 
flows into Long Island Sound a Tidal-Fluvial correlation was performed to analyze the 
harbor elevations that may occur due to tide and surge during a typical fluvial event. 
Based on the Tidal-Fluvial correlation and hydraulic analysis, a weak correlation 
between the low frequency tidal and fluvial events was found. Also, the influence of 
high tides during fluvial events on the Mamaroneck River does not extend beyond 
Tompkins Avenue Bridge

The April 2007 event was approximately a 100 year event.  Hurricane Sandy created a coastal storm elevation of about 10.5 feet NGVD'88 in the Mamaroneck 
Harbor area, which is about a 10 year tide.  The chances of experiencing a 100 yr. flow with a 10 yr. tide and both peaks occurring at exactly the same time is 
less likely to occur than a 1,000 year event.   However, if such an event did occur the project would have reduced water surface elevation in Columbus Park of 
5.5 to 6 feet.

First, in your report, it is unclear as to what you want to do.  The chart on page. 27 for 
example mentions removing the Ward Avenue bridge, but you also mention replacing 
it.

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 

You mention on p. 17 that channel modifications have significant environmental 
impacts but do not show what those will be.  In fact you admit that you will be digging 
in superfund sites and do not mention the cost/disposal/damages caused by opening 
areas of buried contaminants.  You also do not provide the damages that will happen 
to wildlife that live in the river year-round and the eco-system supported by all the 
trees you are going to remove.  What affect will removal of so many trees have on 
temperatures? Environment?  Eco-system?  Wildlife and the residents?  The village for 
years will look like a bomb went off.  What will the destruction of all these trees do to 
water absorption in the soil/aquifer – how will their absence ADD to the flooding

Page 17 of the DEIS discusses channel modifications in general and not related to a particular project. The document says "environmental impacts may be 
significant". As stated elsewhere in the DEIS wildlife that utilize the trees are mobile and will relocate during construction and will be able to come back after 
construction. Trees and vegetation removed along the banks of the rivers will be replaced with native trees and vegetation. This includes replanting trees 
damaged or removed during construction in accordance with the Village of Mamaroneck Tree ordinance and the Westchester County "Tree Restitution 
Program" 

We have a major aquifer in the Village of Mamaroneck, and in spots in the Flats by 
Waverly, the DEC has identified the water table at ground level and in other places in 
the flats at 2.5 feet.   Where is the aquifer addressed in this report and your studies?  
What affect does the Aquifer have on the flooding in the village – the groundwater 
level.  Where do you mention the specifics of how deep the aquifer is and will let you 
can dig in the Sheldrake and Mamaroneck Rivers? How does the vaulted sewer line 
under the Jefferson Avenue bridge affect the depth you can dig in the Mamaroneck 
River?  

The aquifer has little to no impact on large floods.  This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the 
recommended project may be a small decrease in groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The USACE will evaluate this potential decrease 
during the development of plans and specifications.

There is a mention of a culvert under the parking lot – yet it is not in the chart for the 
chosen option?  How will that culvert affect the environment?  The wildlife?  Add to 
the flooding as it stops before the Halstead Avenue bridge – which is identified as the 
bottleneck and MAIN source of back flooding?  What are the residents/commuters to 
do without the footbridges in the Park and during the construction in the main parking 
lot?  

The culvert is not included in the table of alternatives because it was conceived as a result of a Value Engineering Study after the initial formulation was 
completed.  The culvert is clearly shown on the drawings of the selected plan. USACE does not foresee any impacts on  wildlife or the environment as a result 
of the culvert. The channel under and through the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges is being widened and deepened to increase the flow 
capacity without incurring large bridge replacement costs.  The construction can be phased to accommodate pedestrian traffic to and from the train station. 

I dont know if this makes a difference or not - but the photo shown of the "upstream 
side of Ward Avenue Bridge" on "page 20" of the report being circulated, is NOT the 
Ward Avenue bridge. Can you please confirm that the bridge you are planning on 
removing is in fact the Ward Avenue bridge - and is not a mistake in calculations based 
on another bridge.
 


The reference photograph on page 20 could not be relocated; if, as part of the revision of the GRR and DEIS, it is located, the caption will be revised.  The 
USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for removal to 
make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the Ward Ave 
bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear most 
floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 

First, in your report, it is unclear as to what you want to do.  The chart on page. 27 for 
example mentions removing the Ward Avenue bridge, but you also mention replacing 
it.

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 
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In reading through the draft environmental impact statement for the Mamaroneck & 
Sheldrake Rivers, I would like to know why the removal/redesign of the Halstead 
Avenue bridge is not included in the chosen plan.   In 1989 “Flood Control Project for 
the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers Basin in the Village of Mamaroneck, New York”, 
the Halstead Avenue Bridge had been identified as a major contributor to backwater 
flooding in the Village of Mamaroneck and was recommended to be removed and 
redesigned.  In your current plan, you AGAIN identify the Halstead Avenue Bridge as 
an obstruction to floodwaters in your optional plans, yet you have chosen to 
completely ignore your own studies as this bridge being a major contributor to our 
continual flooding and chose an option that leaves the bridge intact.   Paul Rubin, a 
well-respected hydrologist,  presented the Village with a report (copy attached) 
identifying the 500 sq. foot opening of the  Halstead Avenue Bridge as a primary cause 
of flooding that must be addressed.   How do you justify ignoring this bridge’s 
contribution to flooding and what amount of flooding will continue because of it being 
left untouched?

By deepening and widening the channel through the bends and under the bridges, the flow capacity is increased.  Providing a diversion culvert to by-pass the 
bends effectively increases the capacity of the river in that area.  The Halstead Ave bridge would be particularly expensive to replace due to its' proximity to 
the railroad, heavy traffic, and the utilities in the left abutment.  The more cost effective ways to reduce the flooding have been selected.  Furthermore many 
of the bridges in the Village may be replaced over the next several years.  Replacement bridges should be constructed to have more flow capacity, improving 
the performance of the recommended project beyond what has been computed.    The existing Halsted Ave Bridge currently causes about a 2.5 foot increase 
in the 100 year watersurface elevation while Alt 1Z will provide about a four (4) foot reduction in the 100 yr watersurface elevations.

There is a mention of a culvert under the parking lot – yet it is not in the chart for the 
chosen option?  How will that culvert affect the environment?  The wildlife?  Add to 
the flooding as it stops before the Halstead Avenue bridge – which is identified as the 
bottleneck and MAIN source of back flooding?  What are the residents/commuters to 
do without the footbridges in the Park and during the construction in the main parking 
lot?  

The culvert is not included in the table of alternatives because it was conceived as a result of a Value Engineering Study after the initial formulation was 
completed.  The culvert is clearly shown on the drawings of the selected plan. USACE does not foresee any impacts on  wildlife or the environment as a result 
of the culvert. The channel under and through the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges is being widened and deepened to increase the flow 
capacity without incurring large bridge replacement costs.  The construction can be phased to accommodate pedestrian traffic to and from the train station. 

The draft main report provides this statement on page 3-15 under existing channel 
conditions-"High velocities downstream of Tompkins Avenue Bridge exist due to a 
steep channel bed slope and channel bends; possible scouring is expected during low 
tides and significant fluvial events." Can you please identify and provide what the 
anticipated downstream effects will be in the aforementioned area and harbor given 
the cumulative effects of upstream  "improved velocity" and current channel condition 
with this proposed alternative 1-Z project in place during low tides and significant 
fluvial events.

USACE models indicate that the velocities below  Tompkins Ave (below the recommended project) do not change as a result of the proposed project.  The 
negligible increase in flow associated with the project is not impacting the downstream areas.

Clarification/Questions – Lands, Easements, Rights of Way – LER  - In the Report, 
Appendix E, there are approximately 110 parcels, 14.33 acres, that will be affected by 
LER, and on page 21 there are questions and answers asserting that:                                                                     
i. The sponsor has legal authority to acquire and hold title to real property for project 
purposes and                                                                                                                                             
ii. Eminent domain can be used for this project and                                                                           
iii. at the Presentation the statement was made that:                                                                      
1. Eminent domain and or takings would not be used.                                                                        

Property owners will be compensated for the fair market value of the permanent and temporary easements needed to be acquired by the Non-Federal 
Sponsor as part of its Land, Easements, Rights-of-way, Relocation and Disposal areas (LERRD) responsibilities. Eminent domain authority is a required 
authority a non-federal sponsor must have in order to qualify as a non-federal sponsor. 

How will property owners be compensated for loss of property use or rights?
The non-federal sponsor will acquire appraisals/surveys/title reports for each property for which an easement is needed for the project. Fair market value for 
the easement interest needed will be established by these appraisals after being reviewed and approved by USACE. 

If a property owner will not agree to an easement/right of way, will eminent domain 
be used?

Non-Federal sponsor will negotiate with each property owner to the fullest extent and if fair terms are unable to be concluded and the property owner 
refuses to support the project USACE will re-assess the project plans at that point.  If the project cannot be redesigned or an agreement negotiated, USACE 
and the non-federal sponsor will determine if the non-federal sponsor will need to use its eminent domain authority.  

Will a taking in any form occur, i.e. loss of any property, property value or property 
rights?

The only form of acquisitions being proposed by this plan are Permanent Channel Improvement Easements and Temporary Work Area Easements. Easements 
are lesser real property interests for which the property owners will be compensated.  Property owners will still own their property.. 

Who will pay the legal costs for property owners to negotiate these items? Any legal costs incurred by the property owners will be at the property owners own expense. 
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Who will notify property owners of these possible LER affects?
Notification, negotiation and acquisition of the easements will be performed by the Non-Federal Sponsor as part of its Lands, Easements, Relocations, Rights-
of-way and Disposal (LERRD) responsibilities.

When will property owners be notified?
The Lands, Easements, Rights-of-way, Relocations, and Disposals (LERRDs) listed in this plan is an estimate based on current project design.  As part of the 
design phase, the list of LERRD will be finalized by the USACE and the non-federal sponsor.  At that time, the Non-Federal sponsor will notify each property 
owner, negotiate fairly and acquire what is needed for the project. 

1.    Project Scope - 1Z                                                                                                                                            
Please clarify the definitions of structural vs. non-structural. ·       Non-structural – 9 
properties are being flood proofed.                                                                                                    
o   Please list: §  the criteria for choosing the properties §  the addresses of the 
locations chosen.                                                                                                                                                       
o   8 in Harbor Heights – raise?                                                                                                               
o   Which 1 in the industrial area – ring-wall?                                                                                                       
o   Can the list be modified if we maintain the net benefits?                                                                      
o   What costs are being covered: • A/E fees • construction • mechanicals • code 
upgrades?                  

could be covered. Please review and respond.

Non-structural features include structure elevation, wet flood-proofing and dry flood-proofing.  Further definition is included in the Hydraulics Appendix (C-2).  
Structure elevation in the Harbor Heights reach was identified based on the first floor elevation flood damage analysis modelled by HEC-FDA. Because surveys 
are not conducted during the current feasibility phase, the number of structures that may be elevated or any other non-structural solution may be revised 
during the design phase.  During the design phase, the USACE, the non-federal sponsor and the Village will coordinate with the structure owners regarding 
any proposed non-structural treatment.  The design phase will help identify additional opportunities for structures to be addressed in the Harbor Heights 
reach.  Specific structures (and addresses) will be identified during the design phase.  All non-structural features are 100% voluntary.  Costs for non-structural 
projects are 100% project funded.  Please note that of March 2016, a ringwall is no longer considered to be a non-structural feature.  Due to a change in 
USACE policy, these features are referred to as structural elements.

·       Level of Protection - Flood Event – Can you clarify the level of flood protection 
with the 1Z plan?                                                                                                                                                                      
o Year flood – 25 _____, 50 _______, 100______, 200 _______                                                                               
o Max flows Cubic feet/sec per flood year:                                                                                                  
 Mam River upstream of Columbus Park                                                                                                               

 Sheldrake River upstream of Columbus Park                                                                                                        

 Combined flows out of Columbus Park.                                                                                                            

o There are different reports of the amount of rainfall per 24 hour period as related to 
the different flood levels.                                              

o 25 _______, 50 _________, 75 _________ 100 _________, 200 _________

On Table 21 (Main Report, page 123) all of the information identified for 1M, except for the line "I-95 to Winfield (Harbor Heights)" would be the same for 1Z.  
For the " I-95 to Winfield (Harbor Heights)", 1Z corresponds to the information provided on this line for 1F.  The Hydrology Appendix C1 : Table 7 gives total 
rainfall data for all the hypothetical events modelled. Tables 9, 13, 15 and 16 give peak flows for all events and frequencies modelled. See Table 4 for a 
description of Node names and locations (MMUPSH, SHELMO & 301000)

1.    Project Costs and SharesHere is our understanding of Project 1Z costs and cost 
sharing:o Total Cost - $69,702,577              

$24,395,902  Is            

report, please cite or reference another document if you can.                                                                                                              
 Would you please explain the local share for:                                                                                  

• LERRs                                                                                                                                                              
there a commitment agreement between the Village and the DEC?                                                                  
o Please confirm annual costs and net benefits:

The Letters of Support from NYSDEC, Westchester County and the Village of Mamaroneck are included in Appendix F of the Main Report.   These Letters of 
Support will also be included in the Pertinent Correspondence  Appendix of the FEIS.  Commitment of funds will be provided once a Project Partnership 
Agreement (PPA) is executed with the non-federal sponsor, after study approval.  The NYSDEC is expected to be the non-federal sponsor for the PPA.  Flood 
risk management projects are cost-shared 65% federal and 35% non-federal.  The NYSDEC may chose to enter into its own cost-sharing agreement with the 
Village of Mamaroneck.  This agreement would not involve USACE.  Lands, Easements, Rights-of-entry, Relocations and Disposals (LERRD) are the 
responsibility of the non-federal sponsor and can be applied as credit toward the non-federal sponsor's 35% cost-share.

 Project Phasing, Risks and Contingencies                                                                                                                    
a.What is an estimated timeline - duration is _______ months?                                                                            
Best case – start_______, finish ________                                                                                                         
b. Average case start ______, finish _______                                                                                                     
is phasing being planned so that work does not cause flooding during or shortly after 
construction? I.e. stream work sometimes modifies channels…?                                                                                 
c.  What potential cost overruns are most likely?                                                                                                    
• Table 29 - 10.3 There are sewer lines that need to be relocated …                                                                           
d. Is there a cost estimate for this work?                                                                                                                         
e. Are the lines identified?                                                                                                                                             
f  Will you work with the Village to coordinate/improve flows?                                                         
g • Line 19 Bldgs, grounds, utilities. Confirm costs. No line item cost.

a. The estimated construction duration is about 33 months,  b Current schedule is based on February 2018 construction start date & completion by October 
2021,.  The phasing plan is currently undetermined and it is developed to PED phase.  Cost overrun analysis is documented in the cost schedule risk analysis 
risk register. d. There is a cost estimate for the sewer lines that needs to be relocated under Table 29 - 10.3. e. The lines are identified. f. Design and 
construction will be implemented in full cooperation/coordination with NYSDEC, Westchester County and the Village of Mamaroneck. g. The cost for Line 19 
Bldgs, grounds, utilities is shown in table 27 at a $2.4 million.
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Questions/Comments Response
1.    The Confluence – What has your 50, 75, 100, 200 year modeling shown?                                              
o Will the culvert improve flows out of Columbus Park                                                                                         
o What will be the effect when the culvert flow hits the Sheldrake flow right before the 
RR Bridge, (90 degree impact)?

Yes, the culvert will help get more flow out of the Columbus Park area.  The channel under the railroad Bridge will be made deeper to increase the flow 
capacity.  With the new culvert, much of the Mamaroneck River flow will tend to pass through the left opening in the bridge and the Sheldrake flow will tend 
to pass through the right opening. 

Bridges                                                                                                                                                                              
o The Halstead Bridge - We see this bridge was considered an obstruction in several of 
the US ACE scenarios but is not included in the 1Z plan.
o Why is it not in the 1Z plan?
o Are you assuming the County will fix?
o Other reports have stated the Halstead Bridge as a major obstruction: 
 Leonard Jackson

 HydroQuest

o Has your 50, 75,100, 200 year modeling shown it as an obstruction?
o Do you consider it an obstruction?
o Can we swap the funds from the Ward Ave Bridge to Halstead Ave Bridge?
o Can we swap the funds from Ward to Halstead if we maintain the net benefit?                                                            
o The Report for the reuse of 690 Mamaroneck Ave (Three Jalapenos Restaurant) – 
study says Halstead Bridge is an obstruction.
o Have you looked at this report?
o Would you review and comment?                                                                                                                              
o Anita Lane Bridge - Wing Wall and Center Abutment – Reports, residents and the 
County identify wing wall and center abutment as an obstruction to flow.
o Has your 50, 100, 200 year modeling shown this as an obstruction?
o Do you believe obstruction? 
o Why not in the1Z? 
o Are you assuming it will be repaired by others? 
o Exhibit A – Harding Report 1945 shows it as an obstruction.
o Can we swap funds if we maintain the net benefit?                                                                                                 
o Ward Ave Bridge - This Bridge has not been identified earlier as a primary 
obstruction.
In your report you mention capable of handling a 500 year storm.
• Please clarify

By deepening and widening the channel through the bends and under the bridges, the flow capacity is increased.  Providing a diversion culvert to by-pass the 
bends effectively increases the capacity of the river in that area.  The Halstead Ave bridge would be particularly expensive to replace due to its' proximity to 
the railroad, heavy traffic, and the utilities in the left abutment.  The more cost effective ways to reduce the flooding have been selected.  Furthermore many 
of the bridges in the Village may be replaced over the next several years.  Replacement bridges should be constructed to have more flow capacity, improving 
the performance of the recommended project beyond what has been computed.    The existing Halsted Ave Bridge currently causes about a 2.5 foot increase 
in the 100 year watersurface elevation while Alt 1Z will provide about a four (4) foot reduction in the 100 yr watersurface elevations.  Anita Lane/Valley Place 
Bridge:  This bridge, like the Halstead Ave Bridge, causes a 2.5 foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations.  The channel under this bridge is being widened 
and slightly deepened to increase flow capacity.  The wing wall will also be corrected as part of the channel improvements.  Westchester County is currently 
designing a replacement bridge.  If the bridge is replaced by another entity with improved hydraulic efficiency the performance of the USACE recommended 
project will improve beyond the level assumed.     Ward Ave Bridge - This bridge causes about a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The 
table that lists the Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is 
high enough to clear most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream.   USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended 
removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.

 Tidal Effects                                                                                                                                                                  
General knowledge has it that normal hi tide has an effect up to the Tomkins Ave 
Bridge.
We have seen above normal high tides – lunar, storms, fetch, bring high tide up an 
add! 10 to 12 feet of high tide. What is the elevation difference between Harbor Island 
Beach and Columbus Park?
o At low tide
o At high tide
• Have you modeled this effect with a 50, 100, 200, 500 year flood and say a 10+ high 
tide?
• What are the results? 

The elevation of Harbor Island Beach ranges from 0 to 14 feet North American Vertical Datum establish in 1988 (NAVD'88) with the majority of the park at 
about elevation 10.  Columbus Park is roughly elevation 18 feet NAVD'88 but damages really to not start until about elevation 20 or more feet NAVD'88.  As a 
reference Hurricane Sandy reached roughly elevation 13 ft NGVS in many areas of the metropolitan area.  USACE completed a computer simulation with a 
tide at elevation 10 feet NAVD 88 and it had no impact on the flood elevations in the Columbus Park area. 
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 The Aquifer and TOD                                                                                                                                                     
Residents are concerned that addl’l development which can be allowed by the TOD 
and by reducing the flood plain, allowing add’l development, will cause more flooding 
due to add’l impervious surfaces.
• How does the aquifer effect flood flows?
• Can we use the aquifer for storm water detention or retention?
• Can we lower the water levels in the aquifer as was done in the past by use of local 
businesses or in a new planned way?

The aquifer has little to no impact on large floods.  This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the 
recommended project may be a small decrease in groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The USACE may evaluate this potential decrease 
during the development of plans and specifications.        All future development information was provided to USACE by the State, County and Village.  Any 
new development must be in accordance with the Village's floodplain management program, which has specific FEMA requirements regarding elevation and 
impervious surfaces.  USACE recommended plan takes this future development into account.

 Storage                                                                                                                                                                         
NY DEC and the County discussed storage at WJW, Maplemoor Golf Course and 
Larchmont reservoir
• What is the effect of storage in these locations for the:
o 50, 100, 200, 500 year floods

These storage locations where evaluated at the request of the NYSDEC & the County as a series of variations identified as Alternative 8 (Appendix C.2 
Hydraulics pp 81-86).  The general impact was less than two (2) feet of flood reduction at a cost greater than the cost of proposed Alternative 1Z.  Since the 
benefits were less than the costs, USACE cannot recommend any of these storage  alternatives.

New Technologies
Can we consider new technologies?
o computer controlled gates to manage storm water e.g. at Larchmont Reservoir
o aquifer – water storage/removal
o Green Infrastructure:
o Green roofs
o Bio swales
o Retention/detention basins
o Other.

Alternatives analyzed included retention/detention basins (Alternative 8) and were determined to not be economically justified and therefore, cannot be 
recommended for federal funding.  Analysis was also conducted on the reservoirs and was also determined to be not economically justified.  Aquifer storage 
and new technologies such as green roofs, bioswales, etc. will not provide enough flood risk management benefits to reduce flood damages and be cost 
effective comparable to Alt 1Z. 

Do we have a table showing flows for all obstructions and sections of rivers for the 50, 
100, 200, 500 year floods?+C89

These tables can be found in the GRR Figures. 39-41, and Appendix C1- Hydrology, Figures 39-41

Environmental Impacts The report mentions several possible impacts positive and 
negative in different sections. Can you clarify impacts and mitigation strategies:       i.     
Shellfish, fish, vegetation etc. ii.     Cultural resources iii.     River access.

There will be adverse impacts to segments of the historic district resulting from the removal of the retaining walls and the Ward Ave Bridge.  Proposed 
mitigation efforts include the documentation of these resources through photographs, drawings, historical research, monitoring during construction, etc.  This 
information will be used to create a publication and website to display and distribute this information.  in addition, during the design phase, as the detailed 
location and length of retaining walls is identified, USACE will also determine if stone may be reused in the construction of the new retaining walls and adding 
texture to concrete walls to mimic stone.  To minimize impacts to fish within the Sheldrake and Mamaroneck Rivers, a construction window, avoiding working 
within the channel in the summer months will be instituted.  Vegetation removed as part of construction will be replaced by native species.  There are no 
impacts to shellfish and therefore no mitigation is proposed.  Because the retaining walls on the upland side will either be flush with the ground surface or no 
more than about six (6) inches high, river access will not be impeded.

I think the Army Corps report contemplates payment for the easements although the 
amount of payment is unclear.  Here is what is given in the real estate plan on page 4: 
Incidental cost $1.2 million, Acquisition Cost $3.4 million, Contingency $243,360. Total 
Lands and Damages $4.9 million. The real estate plan mentions that the acquisition 
costs involved an appraisal cost estimate. That suggests something was done to value 
the land involved. I don't believe that appraisal cost estimate has been published?  
Who would be the best person to reach out to in order to get some clarity?  How will 
my property taxes be effected?

The values listed in the Real Estate Plan are estimates used for planning purposes based on the current recommended plan. Upon receiving a Notice to 
Proceed Letter from the USACE, the Non-Federal Sponsor's appraiser will contact each affected owner  provide an opportunity for them to provide their 
input. The USACE will review the final appraisal and approve the Fair Market Value only then will the acquisition for the easements with the property owner 
go forward. 
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The flood management plan which you recently e-mailed to us seems inappropriate 
for Harbor Heights.  According to the plan, the water level in Harbor Heights will be 
reduced by 3 inches.  That is not helpful.  It will not solve the flooding problems we 
experience.  The plan also mentions elevating homes or flood-proofing homes.  It is 
unclear which homes will be elevated, and which homes will be “wet” or “dry” flood-
proofed. Plus, if the dam is removed and the “road to nowhere” kept intact, it seems 
that there will be much more flooding on our property resulting in the Mamaroneck 
River encircling our homes on a regular basis.  This does not sound like a solution that 
you would accept if you lived here.  Also, the plan addresses 100 year floods.  
Obviously we are concerned with 100 year floods,  but we are also concerned with 
enduring the floods that are less catastrophic

While the recommended plan is not designed to reduce river levels in the Harbor Heights area there is a residual reduction of about 5 inches in the 100 year 
event.  The original hydraulic model was conducted with the dam in place. Once USACE learned of the Village's desire to remove the dam, a confirmatory 
hydraulics analysis was conducted to ascertain the downstream hydraulic impacts.  The results, which may be found in the GRR (page 9-2 and Table 25) 
indicated that there will be no significant increase in peak flows and water surface elevation with the removal of the dam. Channel modification, including the 
removal of  Glendale Road (the "road to nowhere"), was determined to not be economically justifiable and did not lower the water surface elevations to 
provide an appreciable "level of protection" to Harbor Heights.  The non-structural solution in Harbor Heights was determined to be the only economically 
justified solution.  For USACE to recommend and participate in any project or element, it must be economically justifiable.  Further, as noted in the report 
(refer to Alternative 8) an analysis was conducted on all of the bridges that may act as an impediment.  The detailed results may be found in Appendix C-2, 
Hydraulics.  Removal or modification of bridges was also determined to not be economically justifiable and therefore could not be recommended by USACE. 
To summarize, channel modification, bridge removal, dam removal/repair, road removal and/or bridge modification feature within the Harbor Heights reach 
of the study was determined to be not hydraulically effective or economically justified for USACE to recommend.

NED Plan Section 4.3.1.1 - Land Use and Cover Second paragraph reads  - The removal 
of the Ward Avenue Bridge and three footbridges will not represent major changes in 
land use given that alternative crossings are located near the bridges slated for 
removal.  Section 3.12.1 - Ward Avenue:  Ward Avenue is a two-lane roadway that 
travels west-northwest through a residential and wooded area between Union and 
Halstead Avenue.  This is not stated correctly as Ward Avenue leading from Spencer 
Place to Union Avenue is one way only. These alternative crossings mentioned above 
are not located near the bridge slated for removal, but are rather quite a distance 
away for walking pedestrians using this route to access public transportation, grocery 
shopping, laundry facilities, etc.  This route is used to access the Mamaroneck Avenue 
businesses and shops along with the Metro-North train for a number of Ward Avenue 
and neighboring residents.

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 

Section 4.12 Transportation 4.12.1 NED Plan Bridge Replacement.  The removal of the 
Ward Avenue Bridge will have long-term minor adverse impacts on transportation 
resources, other crossings are available one or two blocks north and south of Ward 
Avenue. What crossings are you are referring? Once the bridge is removed, there will 
be no other crossing South of Ward Avenue, pedestrians would have to walk quite a 
distance to get to Mamaroneck Avenue for their needs.  This will impact the elderly 
greatly who now walk to pickup medications, milk bread, basic necessities.

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 
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7.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 3rd paragraph There also will be long-term effects on 
recreation and transportation resulting from the permanent close of the Ward Avenue 
Bridge and the two pedestrian bridges.  The Ward Avenue bridge removal still offers 
two river crossing one block south and north.  Pedestrians can walk around the park 
instead of utilizing the footbridges with only a minute or two increase in time. This is 
not accurate.  The Ward Avenue bridge removal does not have any river crossings 1 
block south nor north of Ward Avenue off of Union.   Pedestrians cannot walk around 
the park as the park is at the lower end of Ward Avenue and at this time the only 
passage across the river, is the Ward Avenue bridge.   This will not increase the walk 
time by a minute or two, once the bridge is removed, the minutes would be very much 
increased.  This will greatly impact anyone who is walking and commuting to New York 
City via MetroNorth.   It will be considerably more time and many additional long 
blocks to reach the train and / or Mamaroneck Avenue.  This will impact the elderly 
greatly should they need to walk into town for their basic needs.   I've taken this walk 
many times so I can safely say, a minute or two increase in time is not the case.   

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 

At the very least I would think there would be major efforts to slow and retain water 
throughout the watershed. Things like extensive green roofs, water gardens, swales, 
and more permeable pavement. Thanks for considering incorporating permaculture 
practices into the flood mitigation plan.

New technologies such as green roofs, bioswales, etc. will not provide enough flood risk management benefits to reduce flood damages and be cost effective 
comparable to Alt 1Z. 

Can the NED Plan be improved by incorporating "modern fluvial geomorphic design 
criteria"? What would be the additional costs and benefits of doing so?

The recommended plan achieves maximum flood risk management within the study area.  Modern fluvial geomorphologic design criteria would likely result 
in increased cost for real estate acquisition and would not be more cost effective than the recommended plan. The objective of the project is to reduce flood 
damages while minimizing environmental impacts.  To provide an appreciable reduction is water surface elevations during storm events, the rivers must be 
deepened and/or widened to increase the capacity of channels.  Because development has encroached onto the riverbanks, there is little to no opportunity to 
incorporate "modern fluvial geomorphic design criteria" into the current plan.

we're not sure why removing "The Road to Nowhere" is not part of the plan. This road 
juts out into the river on the Harrison side and serves no purpose.

Removal of the Glendale Rd. abutment will be re-considered as part of the design phase.  Due to the utilities in this abutment it is likely removing the 
abutment will cost more than the flood risk management benefits it generates.

the “road to nowhere,” the road that juts out halfway into the river, should be 
eliminated because it changes the flow of the river during high river volume: the 
Mamaroneck River becomes two rivers, and the second Mamaroneck River flows into 
our back yards.  

Removal of the Glendale Rd. abutment will be re-considered as part of the design phase.  Due to the utilities in this abutment it is likely removing the 
abutment will cost more than the flood risk management benefits it generates.

The draft main report provides this statement on page 3-15 under existing channel 
conditions: High velocities downstream of Tompkins Avenue Bridge exist due to a 
steep channel bed slope and channel bends; possible scouring is expected during low 
tides and significant fluvial events. Can you please identify and provide what the 
anticipated downstream effects will be in the aforementioned area and harbor given 
the cumulative effects of upstream  "improved velocity" and current channel condition 
with this proposed alternative 1-Z project in place during low tides and significant 
fluvial events.

Our models indicate that the velocities below  Tompkins Ave (below the recommended project) do not change as a result of the recommended project.  The 
negligible increase in flow associated with the recommended project will not change downstream conditions.  Note that much of the downstream channel is 
bedrock. The lighter sediments moved about by coastal action will continue to be scoured out by larger river events.  Analysis of existing scour problems 
downstream of the project can be evaluated in the design phase.
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With this overall project implementation can you please describe what the "improved 
velocity" numbers actually represent in laymen’s terms?   For example when a number 
increases from 10 to 15 on your chart what effect will      this have on the river,  
riverbed and banks in the channelized sections and non          channelized or natural 
areas of the river. What are the anticipated downstream effects and impacts on the 
riverbed and banks for improved velocity conditions in these areas of the river:                                                                                                                               
-from channelization upstream for both Mamaroneck and Sheldrake rivers to the 
confluence before the Halstead ave bridge,                                                                                                                                                                    
-through the Halstead ave bridge                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
-channelization up to and past Ward ave bridge and                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
-between the Tompkins Ave. bridge to East Boston Post Rd. bridge.   

Generally if a channel velocity in this area of the country is over 8 feet per second there may be erosion issues.   Velocities over 15 feet per second will need 
significant erosion control protection.  USACE has evaluated the potential impacts of the improved velocities and are calling for the placement of riprap on the 
bottom and sides of the channel in select locations and concrete under and around the Metro North Rail Road and Halstead Ave Bridge (Appendix C-2 
Hydraulics,  Section 4.5 "Erosion Protection and Bank Stabilization" pages 99 & 100).  This has been analyzed and incorporated into the recommended plan. 

I am a resident of Mamaroneck and I support the ACE flood mitigation plan. However, 
I believe the plan should be consistent with the Village’s Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Program. Please do what you can to make your plan consistent with our 
local waterfront concerns.

The District is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the 
NYSDOS requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies. 

my my only comment  is that any solution must be consistent with the Village of 
Mamaroneck's Local Waterfront Revitalization Program.   

The District is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the 
NYSDOS requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies. 

Attached is a petition signed by residents and business owners in the Village of 
Mamaroneck. We respectfully request that you (as well as the New York State 
Department of State and the Village of Mamaroneck Board of Trustees) reject the 
LWRP consistency recommendation made by the Village of Mamaroneck Harbor and 
Coastal Zone Management Commission (HZCMC) regarding the proposed Army Corps 
of Engineers Flood Risk Management Project for the Mamaroneck & Sheldrake Rivers. 
We respectfully submit that the HCZMC’s decision was in violation of Village Law and 
the Village LWRP. It is clear from the record that the HCZMC failed to balance the 
economic needs of the Village and its residents against the potential environmental 
impacts of the project, as required by the LWRP. Therefore, their findings of March 16, 
2016 must be rejected.

The District is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the 
NYSDOS requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies. 

the Army Corps made a basic fundamental error, because the entire Village is in the 
Coastal area and that entire area is covered by the LWRP, and they did not submit 
their application to the Department of State based on the Village of Mamaroneck’s 
LWRP.

The GRR and DEIS were prepared with the understanding that the entire Village was within the coastal zone and the Village was covered by an LWRP.  USACE 
is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the NYSDOS 
requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies. 

The raising of homes leaves many questions.  What is criteria used to pick the homes 
To be lifted?  What if a homeowner doesn't want their home raised.  Will they still be 
able to maintain their flood insurance?  Who pays for any unforeseen issues that may 
arise during the raising?  Who pays for the landscaping that will need to be redone 
after the machinery has been all around the property?  Is there any possibility that the 
mechanicals could be raised instead of raising the home?

 The  anticipated flood levels, the main floor elevations and the type of structure and foundation are all part of the criteria (Appendix C-2 Hydraulics,  Section 
3.2.7 "Alternative #6: Non-Structural Alternatives" pages 68 & 80 for more details). Raising or flood proofing a home is optional; the program is voluntary.   
The insured contractor will be responsible for any damage they cause by raising the home.  The site will be returned to the original condition upon completion 
of the work.  Generally the treatment selected is based on what will work or what is possible.  Once in a while a structure has two possible options and there 
is flexibility in the selected treatment.  The owner is also allowed to increase the level of protection if they are willing to pay the additional cost.  The owner 
might possible be allowed to select a low cost alternative.   

My family and I reside at 1605 Ellis Place, Mamaroneck. I attended the public 
information session last evening. I asked a representative if he could tell me if my 
home is one that is being considered for structural elevation.

Regarding the elevations in Harbor Heights, USACE identified eight (8) individual structures that would be economically justified to elevate.  As stated in the 
report and communicated to our non-federal sponsors, during the design phase it will be determined the exact number and location of the structures to be 
elevated.   As part of the design phase, surveys will be  conducted and the structures in Harbor Heights requiring specific project plans will be identified and 
the non-federal sponsor will being coordination with the property owner.
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the only flood mitigation work for Harbor Heights is to raise 8 homes.  There are over 
20 homes that flood in Harbor Heights; therefore, the majority of Harbor Heights flood 
victims will not have any relief. How are you selecting the 8 homes?  Do you have any 
plans for any flood mitigation work for the remaining 12+ homes (I didn’t see anything 
addressing this in the plan)?

The number of homes will be further evaluated in the design phase.  The screening of the homes selected was based on the cost to benefit ratio, which means 
that the amount of flooding prevented (benefits) has to be higher than the cost of the raising.   There is a small residual reduction in the 100 year flood of 
about 5" with the NED plan.

Does the funding cover 100% of the costs for raising a home (eg housing during the 
work, architectural fees, structural engineer fees, building permits, repairing damage 
to driveways & lawns, raising decks to bring the house back to current state, etc)?

House raising is voluntary.  Property owners will not be entitled to relocation benefits; however those who qualify as a displaced tenant may qualify for 
temporary relocation benefits under Public Law 91-646. Construction costs for home raising will be covered.  Any other costs incurred by the property 
owners, including legal fees, will be borne by the property owner  Structural & Architectural fees are part of the design is done by the Corps, the deck would 
be done by the Corps and driveways and lawns would be returned to pre-project conditions.

If a homeowner is selected for “house raising” and chooses not to do this, will that 
homeowner still be able to get flood insurance?

House raising is voluntary.  Please contact your insurance company for any details regarding flood insurance.

lease quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 1- The Ward 
Avenue Bridge is not removed;P

A 4 foot increase in .01% flood height in this area; BCR drops below one; Small cost change and big benefit loss

Please quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 2- The 
Ward Avenue Bridge is replaced;

The benefit to cost ratio would drop below 1 and the project would not be justified.

Please quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 3- The 
Halstead Avenue Bridge is replaced;

The benefit to cost ratio would drop below 1 and the project would not be justified.

Please quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 4- The 
Ward Avenue Bridge is not removed and the Halstead Avenue Bridge is replaced;

There would be a 4 foot increase in flood height at the 0.01% event due to Ward Ave Bridge remaining.

Please quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 5- The two 
pedestrian bridges in Columbus Park are not removed;

The water surface elevation will not be reduced by 0.1 ft for the 0.01 event if the impediments are not removed.

Please quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 6- One 
pedestrian bridge in Columbus Park is not removed;

The water surface elevation will not be reduced by 0.1 ft for the .01 event if the impediments are not removed.

Please quantify the costs/benefits of the following changes to the NED Plan 7- The 
Glendale Road river obstruction (aka Road to Nowhere) is removed.

The water surface elevation will decrease approximately 0.7 ft at Winfield in the 0.01 event.

To clarify, I would appreciate if the benefits for the NED Plan and for the changes to 
the NED Plan in the seven items above could be broken out by geographic location (as 
shown in Table 9 of Appendix D for the "Without-Project Condition").

The formulation process is an incremental assessment of flood damage reduction measures in comparison to costs.  The individual tradeoffs requested would 
not change the recommendation, since the USACE evaluation compares performance of features as a system.  Therefore, evaluation by specific reaches is not 
evaluated for each of the scenarios.

I request a breakdown of costs in the Proposal to the nearest $5,000 figure. How much 
will this proposal add to our Westchester and State taxes?

USACE cannot speculate on the tax implications for the State and County. Please contact the State and County for tax implications.

How much would less channel work or innovative channel work such as walkable 
berms, planting, bridge work, etc, increase the cost of the ACE project by? How likely is 
it that the Federal gov’t, State and County will approve such funding?

Alternatives analyzed included retention/detention basins (Alternative 8), which were determined to not be economically justified and therefore, could not be 
recommended for federal funding.  Analysis was also conducted on the reservoirs, which were also determined to not be economically justified.  Aquifer 
storage and new technologies such as green roofs, bioswales, etc will not provide enough flood risk management benefits to reduce flood damages and be 
cost effective comparable to Alt 1Z. 

If we were to incorporate case study ideas from the company www.xylem.com , into 
the ACE project, how much would it increase the cost of the ACE project by? b) How 
likely is it that such funding will be approved? 

Xylem.com does not provide flood risk management measures that are applicable for this project

How much will new technologies such as computer controlled gates to manage storm 
water, aquifer: water storage/removal, green infrastructure: green roofs, bio swales, 
retention/detention basins etc, increase the cost of the project by?How likely is it that 
such funding will be approved? 

Alternatives analyzed included retention/detention basins (Alternative 8), which were determined to not be economically justified and therefore, could not be 
recommended for federal funding.  Analysis was also conducted on the reservoirs, which were also determined to not be economically justified.  Aquifer 
storage and new technologies such as green roofs, bioswales, etc will not provide enough flood risk management benefits to reduce flood damages and be 
cost effective comparable to Alt 1Z. 
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can we swap funds from the Waverly Avenue Bridge portion of the project to deepen 
or widen the river channel at or near Halstead Avenue Bridge.  

Deepening the channel under the Halstead Ave Bridge is already part of Alt 1Z. It is unknown at this time when or if the Town of Mamaroneck will be 
removing/replacing Waverly Avenue Bridge. Regardless, USACE and its non federal sponsor are currently re-assessing the plans for the Ward Avenue Bridge.  
Any revisions to the bridges will be incorporated into the final report.

Collectively we request that dredging the channel and the anchorage to maintain the 
health of the marine industry on one of the few remaining working harbors in Western 
Long Island Sound be incorporated into the end of the project with the estimated cost 
reflected in the final numbers as.a line item.

The current feasibility study is being conducted under an authorization for flood risk management.  Dredging the federal channel in Mamaroneck Harbor is 
authorized and funded through the USACE navigation program.  The federal channel was last dredged in June 2008.  Any other dredging in the harbor would 
require its own authorization and appropriation of funds. 

If the project is extending East of the Tompkins Avenue bridge why not extend the 100-
200 yards and address the problems along the entirety of the river.

The section of the river downstream of Tompkins Ave is controlled by coastal events.  Channel modification in this area will not reduce flooding in this area.  
This project is not authorized or funded to perform coastal or erosion protection measures.  

Both of us have significant concerns as the plans for the USACE project do not extend 
all the way to the retaining walls just downriver from us, instead concluding 1 property 
upriver, just east of the Tompkins Avenue Bridge.  

The section of the river downstream of Tompkins Ave is controlled by coastal events.  Channel modification in this area will not reduce flooding in this area.  
This project is not authorized or funded to perform coastal or erosion protection measures.  

it would be very helpful to have a clearer picture of the aesthetic impact of installing 
concrete and sheet steel retaining walls in the Sheldrake and Mamaroneck Rivers. I 
suggest illustrations and graphics of what our rivers will look  like after the project is 
completed.

USACE presented images at the February 2016 public meeting as a representative example of what the project would look like once it is completed.  These 
photos will be included in the final report and attached to this response packet. 

Why has there been no study of the acres-large aquifer, its role in the flood mitigation 
project, and the ultimate impact this body of water may have on cement channels?

The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) in almost all areas.  A concrete bottom is only specified for the base of the Metro North Railroad and 
Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete. The aquifer has little to no impact on large floods.  This project is not designed to alleviate 
groundwater flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the recommended project may be a small decrease in groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the 
rivers.  The USACE will evaluate this potential decrease during the development of plans and specifications. 

Why has a GEIS not been done for the entire affected area? If this discussion has been 
going on for years, certainly there has been plenty of time to implement such studies 
in preparation for engaging in dialogue with the public?

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared  and submitted for public review for the project area. Public meetings were held on June 22, 
2010, May 22, 2014, and February 25, 2016. On November 16, 2010 a presentation was given to the Village's Flood Commission.

I had the opportunity to travel to North Adams, Mass, and was very dismayed to see 
what our village would potentially look like with de-nuded landscapes and concrete 
chutes rather than vibrant, living, riverine ecosystems. Furthermore, chain link fences 
and barbed wire are apparently necessary to keep people and animals out of the 
concrete channels. Have you done any projects where such fences and barbed wire 
are not necessary?

The recommended project will not resemble the project constructed in North Adams, MA.  The project in North Adams includes nearly three (3) miles of 
concrete chute (concrete sides and concrete bottom), and the floodwalls have an average height of nearly 20 feet.  The recommended project will have a 
natural river bottom throughout, with the exception of the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete.  In 
addition, sloped banks will be used wherever possible.  Retaining walls will be used only in areas that cannot accommodate sloped banks. The height of the 
retaining walls will not extend more than six (6) inches above the existing ground surface.  From the rivers, the retaining walls will average 8.5 feet, with some 
areas being not taller than 10 feet.  The Sheldrake River will have retaining walls on both sides, with vegetated sloped bank proposed for the Columbus park 
area.  Along the Mamaroneck River, there is a greater opportunity for sloped banks.  Retaining walls along this stretch of the recommended plan  will have an 
average height of 8 ft with the tallest walls potentially reaching 14 feet to 17 feet  along the eastern side of the Mamaroneck River near Hillside Ave, where 
the embankment is steep.  

There is still the risk that the chutes could be accessed, especially as fences age, or are 
impacted. This should be discussed frankly with village officials and residents, since it 
could not only present a life threatening situation, but the maintenance and upkeep of 
such fences will permanently impact the village budget, as will all the solid structures 
proposed.

Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) is a non-federal sponsor (NYSDEC) responsibility.  NYSDEC may request, as part 
of its agreement with the local partner, such as Westchester County or the Village of Mamaroneck,  that the local partner conduct the OMRR&R. An 
Operations and Maintenance manual is provided to the non-federal sponsor upon construction completion.  The project is then turned over to the non-
federal sponsor and is inspected by the USACE in perpetuity.  Failure of the non-federal sponsor to properly operate and maintain the project may result in 
the project being deemed "ineligible" for the Inspection of Completed Works program and associated funding to repair damage that is identified during a 
FEMA declared disaster.

There are no images or photos of these concrete structures so that people can better 
visualize and understand what is being discussed. This fosters a sense that information 
is being kept from the public, and engenders mistrust.

The USACE presented images at the February 2016 public meeting as a representative example of what the project would look like once it is completed.  
These images were also provided to the Village of Mamaroneck and will be incorporated into the final report and attached to this response package. 
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Has the amount of heat thrown off by dry concrete channels in the heat of the 
summer been measured? Particularly where properties will be stripped of trees and 
other shade providing plants in order to install concrete and steel walls, how will 
increased heat from such structures impact people, wildlife and properties adjacent to 
them?

A stream temperature model was conducted in Adams, MA  in 2006 for the concrete flood chutes that were constructed in the 1950s.  The result was that no 
increase in temperature was realized because of the concrete flood chutes.  As part of the recommended plan, however, the channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) in almost all areas, with the exception of the areas beneath the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, which will have 
concrete along their bases, where there is existing concrete. 

There should be no concrete walls along the rivers!! There are alternative ways that 
are more appropriate to residential areas.

Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing 
concrete. 

we spoke briefly about the Army Corps project last week and I confess I haven't 
followed it closely. It is not clear to me whether the Village will be responsible for the 
cost of re-foresting. I am concerned that we will not have the funds to do so as quickly 
as needed. Also, I am puzzled to learn that the river bank will be paved with concrete. 
As this is completely non-porous, it seems like a bad idea.  Where will the replanting 
be done?

The proposed plan includes being in accordance with Westchester County's "Tree Restitution Program".  Trees will be replanted in accordance with this 
Program as a project cost.  The operation and maintenance of the replanting will be a non-federal responsibility at 100% non-federal expense (after a season 
of monitoring to ensure the trees have propagated).  Further, The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  Usually a retaining 
wall is only called for where buildings or roads that would be impacted by a sloped bank. The amount of retaining walls will be re-evaluated again in the next 
phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) in all areas, with the 
exception of the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete.  

Lining the rivers with concrete or sheet piling: Once that is done, what happens to any 
storm water or flood water that collects behind it?  i.e., water  that can no longer drain 
into a river? Will mosquitoes breed there?

All walls will be either flush or about 6 inches high when viewed from the upland side.  Drainage will be provided to allow local runoff to flow back into the 
river. Given the scale of our concept plans, we were unable to indicate the provisions we've already considered to carry existing storm drains into the river 
through our improvements.  Additional grading or wall penetrations will be provided, as required, to ensure runoff water ultimately reaches the river.  The 
Mamaroneck River elements will include a combination of sloped banks and retaining walls.  The Sheldrake River project features consist of retaining walls 
because there is no room to construct sloped banks.

Who will be in charge of overseeing the condition of the concrete walls over time?

Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) is a non-federal sponsor (NYSDEC) responsibility.  NYSDEC may request, as part 
of its agreement with the local partner, such as Westchester County or the Village of Mamaroneck,  that the local partner conduct the OMRR&R. An 
Operations and Maintenance manual is provided to the non-federal sponsor upon construction completion.  The project is then turned over to the non-
federal sponsor and is inspected by the USACE in perpetuity.  Failure of the non-federal sponsor to properly operate and maintain the project may result in 
the project being deemed "ineligible" for the Inspection of Completed Works program and associated funding to repair damage that is identified during a 
FEMA declared disaster.

Will  the USACE make holes in the concrete for any existing or new storm water 
outfalls?

Given the scale of the current concept design, it is not possible to indicate the provisions already considered to carry existing storm drains into the river 
through the recommended improvements.  Additional grading or wall penetrations will be provided, as required, to ensure runoff water ultimately reaches 
the river.

What will happen, if and when graffiti is written all over them?

Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) is a non-federal sponsor (NYSDEC) responsibility.  NYSDEC may request, as part 
of its agreement with the local partner, such as Westchester County or the Village of Mamaroneck,  that the local partner conduct the OMRR&R. An 
Operations and Maintenance manual is provided to the non-federal sponsor upon construction completion.  The project is then turned over to the non-
federal sponsor and is inspected by the USACE in perpetuity.  Failure of the non-federal sponsor to properly operate and maintain the project may result in 
the project being deemed "ineligible" for the Inspection of Completed Works program and associated funding to repair damage that is identified during a 
FEMA declared disaster.
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Will the walled- in areas of each river become hangout’s for teenagers, homeless, or 
others in times of drought, when the water is low?

Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) is a non-federal sponsor (NYSDEC) responsibility.  NYSDEC may request, as part 
of its agreement with the local partner, such as Westchester County or the Village of Mamaroneck,  that the local partner conduct the OMRR&R. An 
Operations and Maintenance manual is provided to the non-federal sponsor upon construction completion.  The project is then turned over to the non-
federal sponsor and is inspected by the USACE in perpetuity.  Failure of the non-federal sponsor to properly operate and maintain the project may result in 
the project being deemed "ineligible" for the Inspection of Completed Works program and associated funding to repair damage that is identified during a 
FEMA declared disaster.

Can the USACE provide us with an example of a similar project completed successfully 
in the USA?

There are constructed projects with retaining walls and channel modifications proposed, such as the flood risk management project in Yonkers.  These 
projects were used as the source for the representations of project elements included in the February 2016 presentation and that will be included in the 
revised report. The NY District Corps of Engineer Channel Improvement Projects in the NY/NJ metro area are: Saw Mill River in Yonkers, Nepera Park & 
Chappaqua, NY;  East Branch of the Rahway River in  South Orange NJ: Ramapo River in Oakland, NJ. and the Byram River in Pemberwick, CT.

Please advise if the statement is correct that “the river bank will be paved with 
concrete”.

Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing 
concrete.  

That is not my understanding.  Where wall reconstruction/installation is necessary, 
those walls will be reinforced concrete in order to properly support up-gradient loads 
and structures, but I have never heard that the entire river channel will be “paved with 
concrete”.  Where will the replanting be done?

Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing 
concrete.  

will a concrete river bottom be included adjacent to the Columbus Park?  If so, can it 
instead be kept earthen, or even rock, or does it have to be concrete? 

The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Rail Road and Halstead Ave 
bridges, where there is existing concrete.  

a berm/walk/bile lane along our rivers, with amenities along the entire Rivers and with 
flood control gates all along the rivers. We are at the bottom of the watershed. We 
must control flow upriver.

USACE is required to replace, in-kind, any existing features that currently exist prior to construction.  A riverwalk does not currently exist at the project site.  
USACE, as authorized by Congress, can only recommend plans or features that meet the objectives of flood risk management that contribute to the National 
Economic Development (damages prevented exceed the cost of the project).  Because a riverwalk would not meet the objective of flood risk management or 
contribute to the economic development of the nation, the USACE did not include a riverwalk as a project feature.  Construction of the recommended plan 
would not prevent the Village or other entity from creating a riverwalk. 

What if any impacts shall the proposed use have on the owners current use and 
enjoyment of the property.

Easement language can be found in Appendix E, RE Plan- Exhibit C , which lists any restrictions. 

What if any impacts shall the proposed use have with regards to the legal set backs of 
the property.

This issue will be resolved on a case by case basis between the property owner, the Non Federal Sponsor, and if necessary, the Village.

What formula would be utilized to compensate the owner for the easement (whether 
temporary or permanent in nature).

Non-federal sponsor will acquire appraisals/surveys/title reports for each property for which an easement is needed for the project. Fair market value for the 
easement interest needed will be established by these appraisals after being reviewed and approved by USACE. 

Who will compensate the owner for any out of pocket expenses incurred in the review 
of the proposed easement on the property.

Any costs incurred by the property owners will be at the property owners own expense. 

 Why does Appendix “E” contradict the Notice (dated February 17, 2016) provided in 
advance of the February 25, 2016 presentation which stated, “There is no planned 
taking or condemnation of homes or businesses”?

There is no contradiction; there are no condemnations proposed for this project.   Appendix E, Real Estate Plan, does make reference to eminent domain 
authority because such authority is required by a non-federal sponsor in order for that entity to qualify as a non-federal sponsor.

What part of the property shall be used as “Channel Improvement Easement” (which 
was defined as .010 acres) and “Temporary Work Area Easement” (which was defined 
as .040 acres).

As part of the design phase, the specific layout of both types of easements will be finalized in accordance with the determination of the location and length of 
channel modification, retaining walls, sloped banks, etc.  The layouts will be coordinated with the property owners by the non-federal sponsor.

On this particular property, what will “Channel Improvement” and the “Temporary 
Work Area” entail?

Channel Improvement Easement is required to allow access to widen and deepen various parts of the channel along both the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake 
Rivers; Temporary Work Area Easements are required for a construction staging area, access to project construction area and/or a construction buffer to 
allow for equipment to maneuver during the construction of project elements (sloped banks, retaining walls, diversion culvert).
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In the event that the owner has utilized all of the property legally permitted by zoning 
provisions, how would the aforementioned Easements be applied.

This issue will be resolved on a case by case basis between the property owner, the Non Federal Sponsor, and if necessary, the Village.

What formula will be utilized to determine potential damage (including but not limited 
to; financial hardships, de-evaluation, etc.) for compensation purposes. What, if any, 
appeal process shall be provided in the event Parties are unable to agree as to 
expected damages.

Property owners will be compensated for the fair market value of the permanent and temporary easements needed to be acquired by the Non-Federal 
Sponsor as part of its Lands, Easements, Relocation, Rights-of-way, and Disposal (LERRD) responsibilities. USACE will establish fair market value after 
reviewing appraisals the Non-Federal Sponsor will provide for the easements needed. The appraisals will be conducted by a State certified and licensed 
appraiser. The property owners will have every opportunity to discuss easements and values of those easements with the Non-Federal Sponsor as part of the 
acquisition process. 

What shall the notice process entail with regards to this property? Notification, negotiation and acquisition of the easements will be performed by the Non-Federal Sponsor as part of its LERRD responsibilities.

In addition, for the properties identified as requiring permanent and/or temporary 
easements in Appendix E, it would be helpful if you could provide additional 
information, as follows: 1- quantify the estimated damages for each of the properties 
under the status quo (e.g. "Without-Project Condition") and under the NED Plan;

The USACE model required for comparison of with and without project damages does compute an annual equivalent estimate of damages by structure over a 
fifty year period.  That information is aggregated and presented in the report.  The per structure estimate is an output of the model but is not included in the 
report.  It is consulted to ensure the model is functioning correctly.  The results are in spreadsheet form.

In addition, for the properties identified as requiring permanent and/or temporary 
easements in Appendix E, it would be helpful if you could provide additional 
information, as follows: 2- describe the type of easement and the extent of the 
easement for each of the properties.

Easement language can be found in Appendix E, RE Plan- Exhibit C. 

We would prefer NOT to grant a Permanent Easement and would prefer to keep our 
property whole. And with or without an Easement, we would like the "improvements" 
to the Lower Mamaroneck River behind our house to NOT be a cement channel but to 
be made of natural materials including lots of trees, vegetation, and rocks.

The Non-Federal sponsor will negotiate with each property owner to the fullest extent and if fair terms are unable to be concluded and the property owner 
refuses to support the project USACE will re-assess the project plans at that point.  If the project cannot be redesigned and no agreement with the property 
owner can be reached, USACE and the non-federal sponsor will determine if the non-federal sponsor will need to use its eminent domain authority.  The only 
form of acquisitions being proposed by this plan are Permanent Channel Improvement Easements and Temporary Work Area Easements. Easements are 
lesser real property interests for which the property owners will be compensated. The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) through the project 
with the exception of the areas around the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete. Trees and vegetation removed 
to accommodate construction will be replanted.  Along the Mamaroneck River, sloped banks will be constructed wherever possible.  Retaining walls will only 
be used where sloped banks cannot be constructed.

While I agree that the idea of curbing the river is good, I am really disappointed that 
the details of doing so were not communicated to the property owners who will be 
most effected by the project. I think a permanent easement that basically annexes 
substantial parts of our properties is a drastic measure to all of us affected. In addition, 
getting rid of all the big trees (and their role in water retention) to create the 
easement will have detrimental effect on mother nature, perhaps negating the gains 
intended by the project. 

The Non-Federal sponsor will negotiate with each property owner to the fullest extent and if fair terms are unable to be concluded and the property owner 
refuses to support the project USACE will re-assess the project plans at that point.  If the project cannot be redesigned and no agreement with the property 
owner can be reached, USACE and the non-federal sponsor will determine if the non-federal sponsor will need to use its eminent domain authority.  The only 
form of acquisitions being proposed by this plan are Permanent Channel Improvement Easements and Temporary Work Area Easements. Easements are 
lesser real property interests for which the property owners will be compensated. The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) through the project 
with the exception of the areas around the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete. Trees and vegetation removed 
to accommodate construction will be replanted.  Along the Mamaroneck River, sloped banks will be constructed wherever possible.  Retaining walls will only 
be used where sloped banks cannot be constructed.

My  name is Peter Sivere and I live at 216 Union Ave., Mamaroneck, NY 10543 (154.50-
1-6) Where will the permanent easement be, how much $ will be offered as 
compensation, what structural measures will be introduced at my property, etc.?

At this time, individual property values have not been determined. The values listed in the Real Estate Plan are estimates used for planning purposes based on 
the project design plan at this point. USACE will establish fair market value after reviewing appraisals the Non-Federal Sponsor will provide for the easements 
needed during the design phase.

Marty Spatz came to the building department concerned that his property at 503 
Ogden Avenue was listed as a location for an easement in the Army Corps Report. 
After looking into it I believe that the property was accidentally listed and should 
instead be changed to 300 WAVERLY AVE. The SBL is 8-24-76.

Addresses and surveys (block/lots) will be confirmed as part of the design phase in coordination with the non-federal sponsor once the project layout location 
of easement requirements have been confirmed.

What are the procedures for easements? 
Notification, negotiation and acquisition of the easements will be performed by the Non-Federal Sponsor as part of its LERRD responsibilities. Property 
owners will be compensated for the fair market value of the permanent and temporary easements needed to be acquired by the Non-Federal Sponsor.
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In reading through the draft environmental impact statement for the Mamaroneck & 
Sheldrake Rivers, I would like to know why the removal/redesign of the Halstead 
Avenue bridge is not included in the chosen plan.   In 1989 “Flood Control Project for 
the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers Basin in the Village of Mamaroneck, New York”, 
the Halstead Avenue Bridge had been identified as a major contributor to backwater 
flooding in the Village of Mamaroneck and was recommended to be removed and 
redesigned.  In your current plan, you AGAIN identify the Halstead Avenue Bridge as 
an obstruction to floodwaters in your optional plans, yet you have chosen to 
completely ignore your own studies as this bridge being a major contributor to our 
continual flooding and chose an option that leaves the bridge intact.   Paul Rubin, a 
well-respected hydrologist,  presented the Village with a report (copy attached) 
identifying the 500 sq. foot opening of the  Halstead Avenue Bridge as a primary cause 
of flooding that must be addressed.   How do you justify ignoring this bridge’s 
contribution to flooding and what amount of flooding will continue because of it being 
left untouched?  

By deepening and widening the channel through the bends and under the bridges, the flow capacity is increased.  Providing a diversion culvert to by-pass the 
bends effectively increases the capacity of the river in that area.  The Halstead Ave bridge would be particularly expensive to replace due to its' proximity to 
the railroad, heavy traffic, and the utilities in the left abutment.  The more cost effective ways to reduce the flooding have been selected.  Furthermore many 
of the bridges in the Village may be replaced over the next several years.  Replacement bridges should be constructed to have more flow capacity, improving 
the performance of the recommended project beyond what has been computed.    The existing Halsted Ave Bridge currently causes about a 2.5 foot increase 
in the 100 year watersurface elevation while Alt 1Z will provide about a four (4) foot reduction in the 100 yr watersurface elevations.

A.     Mr. Rubin said the primary obstruction is Halstead Avenue Bridge.  What happens 
if we replace the Halstead Avenue Bridge?  

By deepening and widening the channel under the bridge, the flow capacity through the bridge is increased without actually replacing the bridge structure.   
The Halstead Ave bridge would be particularly expensive to replace due to its' proximity to the RR, heavy traffic and the utilities in the left abutment.   
Deepening and widening the channel under the bridge is a more cost effective way to reduce flooding.  Furthermore, many of the bridges in the Village will be 
replaced over the years and if people are diligent about insuring that the replacement bridges have more flow capacity, the performance of the project will 
improve beyond what we have computed.   A considerable effort was made separate the "most cost effective" alternative from a series of "good" 
alternatives.    The existing Halstead Ave Bridge currently causes about a 2.5 foot increase in the 100 year watersurface elevation upstream while Alternative 
1Z will provide about a 4 foot reduction in the 100 yr watersurface elevations.  By replacing the Halstead Ave Bridge in association with the currently 
proposed plan would lower the 100 year flood elevations in Columbus Park by no more than 2 feet while incurring and additional cost of about $15,000,000. 

Please consider including the replacement of the Columbus Park bridges in the overall 
plan as we all move forward.

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.

the two footbridges currently located in Columbus Park are to be removed and not 
replaced as part of the project. To spend $70 Million and take away the footbridges  is 
a disservice to the neighborhood and penny wise and pound foolish given the 
potential of a child trying to cross the river.    The flood savings will not bring a child 
back.

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.

The first approach to correction should not be invasive dredging requiring removing 
scores of trees and foot bridges costing $70 million.  Moreover these trees and foot 
bridges add so much intrinsic value to our quality of life in the Village that their 
absence would be greatly missed.

Trees and vegetation removed along the banks of the rivers as part of construction of the project  will be replaced with native trees and vegetation. 
Replanting of any trees will be completed in accordance with the Westchester County "Tree Restitution Program" and the Village ordinance.

the removal of the two footbridges in Columbus Park without any plan to replace 
them.  We are strongly opposed to this aspect of the plan and believe the footbridges 
should be replaced

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.
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I currently reside at 100 Sheldrake Place, adjacent to Columbus Park in Mamaroneck.  I 
understand that as part of the Flood Risk Management project, footbridges will be 
removed.  I respectfully urge you to include the reconstruction of such food bridges as 
part of the project, as they provide necessary pedestrian access to/from the 
Mamaroneck train station

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.

I whole heartily support the the plan to mitigate the flooding in the Village of 
Mamaroneck but deeply regret the foot bridges in Columbus Park will be removed and 
not replaced in the current plan

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.

I am writing to you to urge you to support rebuilding the foot bridges in the park
The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.

Going to cause parking issues, traffic issues and lower property values to a street. 
Going to take away a main access point to metro north, Halstead and mamaroneck 
aves. it is just wrong.

The USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.  This bridge was recommended for 
removal to make the channel deeper and wider in this area.  It also causes a five (5) foot increase in the 100 year flood elevations. The table that lists the 
Ward Ave bridge as having a 500 year capacity describes the point at which the water hits the bottom of the bridge.  While the bridge is high enough to clear 
most floods, the bridge is narrow enough that it causes flood issues upstream. 

Since the Ward Ave. Bridge is eligible to be placed on the National Register for Historic 
Places, can it be repaired? If not, can the bridge be replaced?

The Ward Avenue Bridge has been determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places because of its association with the Works Progress 
Administration's construction of retaining walls and associated bridges as part of any flood control project.  Eligibility for or listing on the National Register 
does not require preservation.  It does require federal agencies, such as USACE, to consider other alternatives before making the decision to cause an adverse 
effect on a historic property.  USACE has determined that the height and width of the bridge causes increases in flood elevations upstream and has, based on 
a review of alternatives, determined its removal is necessary to meet the objectives of the project.    USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended 
removal of Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement, however, both removal and replacement would also be an adverse impact to the historic aspects of 
the bridge.  Rehabilitation, which could be done in a manner to maintain the historic characteristics of the bridge, would not meet the objectives of the flood 
risk management project.  Mitigation proposed for these adverse effects may include the potential reuse of the construction material in the new bridge, 
signage, historic research, photography and drawings, archaeological monitoring during construction and the development of a publication putting the bridge 
and retaining walls into historic context as well as information for the County and Village websites.

If Ward Ave. is turned into a Dead End, how much property will be taken from each 
resident to accommodate two-way traffic and parking?

The current concept does not appear to affect residential property; however, street side parking will be eliminated.   USACE is currently re-evaluating the 
removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.

How much area will be allotted for a turn around for the emergency vehicles
The final allotted area will be coordinated with emergency responders.  Currently it is anticipated that a 60 ft turning radius would provide more than ample 
room for a turn around.   USACE is currently re-evaluating the removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.

The top portion of Ward Ave. is very narrow and there are a number of homes that do 
not have much of a front yard, if any, how can you make the street wider without the 
space to do so

The final layout of Ward Ave has not been determined.   While it appears as if the vast majority of Ward Ave can be modified to accommodate two-way traffic 
with minimal to no impact to front yards, the design at the intersection of Union Ave will be challenging.   We will explore numerous options to minimize 
impacts to residential property.  USACE is currently re-evaluating the removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement.

Will we still have the Ward Ave. Park? Many resident families with young children use 
the park

The current concept does not include any changes to the Ward Ave Park.  USACE is currently re-evaluating the removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its 
replacement.  Any revision to the current plan would include avoiding Ward Ave Park.

If Ward Avenue is turned into a dead-end, what will happen to the fire hydrant? Will 
an additional fire hydrant be placed on Ward Ave. or will the ON E existing hydrant be 
relocated?

Currently there is no plan to remove or relocate this fire hydrant.   USACE is currently re-evaluating the removal of the Ward Ave Bridge to include its 
replacement.

Mr. Slingerland said in the Mamaroneck Review that many people "find dead ends to 
be desirable." This dead end would not be a nice looking cul-de-sac, it would face 
another dead end. Is there anything in the plans for beautification to help maintain 
property values?

The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

USARE Flood risk management general reevaluation study for Village of Mamaroneck, 
dated 5/22/14, included many plans. Plan Alt 1, includes removing / replacing the 
Ward Ave Bridge and is less expensive than the proposed plan (Alt 1M). What was the 
logic used to select alternate 1M?   

The Corps is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 
Alt 1Z is the proposed plan, which provides more flood damage reduction than Alternative 1.  The project team which includes the USACE, the State of NY, the 
County of Westchester and the Village of Mamaroneck thought that removing the Ward Ave Bridge without replacement may have been a viable and cost 
effective option.
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How does removing functional infrastructure provide value to residents who use it? 
Was there a civil engineering / (sub) urban planning study completed to address 
potential impacts resulting from the proposed flood remediation plan?

Impacts resulting from the project were addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement released on January 29, 2016

Who makes up the party or group in favor of the Locally Preferred Plan? Did this group 
have vehicular and pedestrian traffic studies for Ward Ave bridge at hand when 
deciding which plan is optimal?  

There is no Locally Preferred Plan, just a National Economic Development Plan (NED Plan), which is Alternative 1Z.  The USACE is reassessing the replacement 
of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge 
versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

Will the Ward Ave bridge be replaced as a part of another project?
The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

If travel distance to town and the train is increased for homes past the Ward Ave 
bridge, presumably home values would be negatively impacted. Was a anticipated tax 
revenue study completed and provided to the group making the decision to remove 
the Ward Ave bridge?  

No tax study was or will be conducted.   The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  
If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed 
plan will be revised in the Final Report.

Ward Ave is a one way, one traffic lane street. If the Ward Ave bridge is removed the 
street would need to accommodate two way traffic. How would a garbage truck, a fire 
truck, an ambulance, a police car or a snow plow turn around at the proposed dead 
end, which is on a hill sloping towards the river?

The current concept is to turn Ward Ave into a cul-de-sac.  The design will follow applicable roadway design guides and local requirements to ensure an 
adequate turning radius for large vehicles as well as safe grades for all vehicles to traverse the cul-de-sac.  The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward 
Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the 
costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

Will street parking be impacted if the Ward Ave bridge is removed?  
Street parking will be impacted.    Currently, street parking may be eliminated to allow two-way traffic on Ward Ave.  The USACE is reassessing the 
replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward 
Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

How can residence support an alternate plan to keep the Ward Ave bridge
The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

What is the impact to the overall project if you do NOT remove the Ward Avenue 
Bridge?  Is the removal of this bridge considered a critical component to the success of 
this overall project?  Or not?

The Ward Ave bridge is critical to the performance of the project.  The proposed new channel is wider than the existing Ward Ave Bridge. This bridge is being 
removed (and probably replaced) to make the channel deeper and wider in this area and because it causes a five foot increase in the 100 year flood 
elevations.  While the bridge is high enough to clear most floods, the bridge is narrow enough to cause flood issues upstream. The USACE is reassessing the 
replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward 
Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

Why are the Tompkins Avenue Bridge and Valley Place bridge not being removed?  I 
read that these bridges also contribute to upstream pooling.

The replacement of bridges is expensive and only bridges that have a very significant impact on flood levels are evaluated for replacement.  Both the Ward  
Ave and Tompkins Ave bridges increase flood elevations by about five feet but the Ward Ave Bridge is closer to the main damage areas.  The design to replace 
the Valley Place/Anita Lane bridge is currently underway with the county.  We are coordinating with Westchester County to ensure that the new bridge will 
have a higher hydraulic capacity and will be compatible with our proposed channel improvements.  The increase performance of the a new Valley Place 
Bridge will improve the performance of our project beyond what we have calculated.   
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Have the EMS and Fire Departments serving Ward Avenue been notified of the plans 
to remove the Ward Avenue bridge and will they be included in the final decision? Will 
the Fire Department be contacted to review any emergency and safety impacts to the 
residents of Ward Avenue?  How would Fire Trucks get up I down the street and turn 
around in the event of an emergency, same for EMS?

There has not been preliminary discussions with the local emergency responders.   Upon completion of the work, there will be sufficient road width as well as 
a cul-de-sac designed to afford adequate turning radius for fire trucks and other large vehicles.  The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue 
Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs 
associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.

If the bridge is targeted to be removed, what are the reasons why it would not be 
replaced? Alternate plans reviewed showed the Ward Avenue bridge couldbe 
replaced. Can the Village of Mamaroneck replace the Ward Avenue Bridge?

The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

The Ward Avenue Bridge is eligible for the New York State Historic Preservation, 
shouldn't this bridge be preserved at all costs?  Appropriate repairs made if possible?

The Ward Avenue Bridge has been determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places because of its association with the Works Progress 
Administration's construction of retaining walls and associated bridges as part of any flood control project.  Eligibility for or listing on the National Register 
does not require preservation.  It does require federal agencies, such as USACE, to consider other alternatives before making the decision to cause an adverse 
effect on a historic property.  USACE has determined that the height and width of the bridge causes increases in flood elevations upstream and has, based on 
a review of alternatives, determined its removal is necessary to meet the objectives of the project.    USACE is currently re-evaluating the recommended 
removal of Ward Ave Bridge to include its replacement, however, both removal and replacement would also be an adverse impact to the historic aspects of 
the bridge.  Rehabilitation, which could be done in a manner to maintain the historic characteristics of the bridge, would not meet the objectives of the flood 
risk management project.  Mitigation proposed for these adverse effects may include the potential reuse of the construction material in the new bridge, 
signage, historic research, photography and drawings, archaeological monitoring during construction and the development of a publication putting the bridge 
and retaining walls into historic context as well as information for the County and Village websites.

Will the overall project duration of 2 years include construction on Ward Avenue for 
just as long are will this project be done in various stages?  How long will Ward Avenue 
be under construction?

We anticipate approximately 6 months of construction associated with the Ward Ave improvements.    The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward 
Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the 
costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

Are there plans to install a pedestrian bridge?  If not, why not?
The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.  

Will the Traffic Commission be notified for their input should be  regarding the 
increased traffic on Union Avenue that what the impact would be? Exiting Ward 
Avenue at Union to turn left or right could become quite the challenge for all, 
especially the elder drivers on the block. Today many of these vehicles drive down 
Ward Avenue to access Mamaroneck Ave and the Metro-North RR.

The District welcomes any comments the Traffic Commission may have. The removal of the Ward Avenue Bridge will have long-term minor adverse impacts 
on transportation resources, as other crossings are available one or two blocks north and south of Ward Avenue.  The USACE is reassessing the replacement 
of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge 
versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

I would like to be informed how my property located at Ward Avenue in Mamaroneck 
will be affected by the removal of the bridge. Will Ward Avenue be a dead end street?, 
how we will have access to the avenue and train station. I am also concern of how are 
we getting assistance for emergencies. This street is a narrow, it is  one way street, 
how the street parking for residents will be affected and the sidewalks?  

The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.  
The current concept is to turn Ward Ave into a cul-de-sac.  The design will follow applicable roadway design guides and local requirements to ensure an 
adequate turning radius for large vehicles as well as safe grades for all vehicles to traverse the cul-de-sac.   Ward Ave will likely need to be widened to allow 
two-way traffic.  Street parking will be impacted as it will likely need to be eliminated.  At a minimum, there will be one sidewalk on Ward Ave; however, it 
may be possible to maintain both sidewalks.   Access to the train station/Ward Ave will be via Union Ave.  

What are the plans for sidewalks? Will we continue to have sidewalks?

At a minimum, there will be a sidewalk on one side of Ward Ave.  It is possible that the sidewalks on both sides of Ward Ave can be maintained; however the 
width of the sidewalk(s) may be smaller.  The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  
If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed 
plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

What are the plans for the Fire Hydrant near the bridge?  Will it be relocated or will a 
new one be installed?  Where will it be located?

Currently there is no plan to remove or relocate this fire hydrant.   The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the 
our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the 
bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 
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The properties on this Avenue do not have have much land in the frontof their yards.  
Telephone poles and power lines are quite close now to the house. If this street is 
widened, this  would bring those power lines and telephone poles much closer to the 
structures.  Is this safe

It is very likely that Ward Avenue will need to be widened, and any changes to the north side of Ward Ave appears to require moving a minimum of two utility 
poles.  Typically, the minimum setback from an overhead line to a structure is 15 ft.  Should these poles require relocation, the final design will meet all 
requirements from ConEd and the National Electric Code.  The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-
federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, 
then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

Will power and telephone poles be relocated and to where?  Sidewalk? Would they 
need to be moved onto properties owned by residents?

It is likely that utility poles will need to be relocated.  Since a final layout has not been developed for Ward Ave, final locations for the utility poles have not 
been determined.  Our intent is keep the utility poles within the existing sidewalks and not on residential property.    The USACE is reassessing the 
replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) justified to replace Ward 
Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 

Are there plans to make the road a Cul-de-Sac?

The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report.  
The current concept is to turn Ward Ave into a cul-de-sac.  The design will follow applicable roadway design guides and local requirements to ensure an 
adequate turning radius for large vehicles as well as safe grades for all vehicles to traverse the cul-de-sac.   Ward Ave will likely need to be widened to allow 
two-way traffic.  Street parking will be impacted as it will likely need to be eliminated.  At a minimum, there will be one sidewalk on Ward Ave; however, it 
may be possible to maintain both sidewalks.   Access to the train station/Ward Ave will be via Union Ave.  

here is a suggestion of how to maintain the current Ward Avenue Bridge, and augment 
the flow of water there by building a short culvert similar to the one planned for the 
station parking lot. The length of culvert has to be just the width of the street and 
sidewalk, and the rest can be open "funnels" of natural graded materials.

The USACE is reassessing the replacement of Ward Avenue Bridge in coordination with the our non-federal partners.  If it can be incrementally (economically) 
justified to replace Ward Avenue Bridge versus the costs associated with not replacing the bridge, then the proposed plan will be revised in the Final Report. 
We will consider a bypass culvert as an alternative to replacement of the bridge.   

while we're on the topic, can we extend the culvert under the station parking lot so it 
ends on the SOUTH side of Halstead Avenue; not on the NORTH side of the railroad 
bridge. Let it run beside the Halstead Avenue bridge.

It is anticipated that a culvert under the Railroad, under Jefferson Ave, under Halstead Ave and next to the sewer main will be too disruptive and expensive to 
be cost justified.  

should consider both removal and replacement of the Waverly Avenue Bridge vs. 
removal and non-replacement of the Waverly Avenue Bridge.

It is unknown at this time when or if the Town of Mamaroneck will be removing/replacing Waverly Avenue Bridge. Regardless, USACE and its non federal 
sponsor are currently re-assessing the plans for the Ward Avenue Bridge.  Any revisions to the bridges will be incorporated into the final report.

I want to speak to an engineer about what I can do now to flood proof my house.
USACE cannot recommend an engineer for your private project, but can recommend that you look for reputable licensed company with experience doing the 
work you are requesting.  

what qualification should this engineer have?
USACE cannot recommend an engineer for your private project, but can recommend that you look for reputable licensed company with experience doing the 
work you are requesting.  

how can I find a such person?
USACE cannot recommend an engineer for your private project, but can recommend that you look for reputable licensed company with experience doing the 
work you are requesting.  

I strongly believe we should incorporate the proposals and considerations of the 
HZCMC before going forward. I strongly believe that any plan should include the coast 
flooding which occurs during storms. The plan that exists from The Army Corp of 
Engineers will only add to costal flooding, I believe.

All recommendations and comments from the HZCM will be thoroughly evaluated. The District is required by law to study as directed by Congress. The 
authority Congress gave the District does not include coastal flood risk management. The selected plan will not increase flows into the harbor.

make parts of the flood plain into useful community spaces such as playgrounds and 
parks. I wonder whether more could be done in Mamaroneck to transform some of 
the public land near both the Sheldrake and Mamaroneck rivers into aesthetically 
pleasing and useful public spaces

The District is not authorized to implement playgrounds or parks for this study. However, a non-federal sponsor can do that and the District's plan will not 
hinder any future use of public space. The USACE (as required by Congress) is required to recommend plans or features that contribute to the National 
Economic Development (damages prevented exceed the cost of the project).  Recreation features are not considered to contribute to the economic 
development of the nation in accordance with the guidance.  Therefore, the USACE did not include recreation features as a project feature.

, I would appreciate it if you could make a study of the underground tributaries as a 
part of your flood mitigation efforts.  I'm interested to see if there are underground 
streams or water in the Florence Park area

The USACE is not authorized to address ground water issues.   However, during the design phase,  ground water levels will be included in the analysis.

Please consider including the replacement of the Columbus Park bridges in the plan to 
mitigate the flooding in the area.

The bridges were removed and not replaced as a cost saving measure at the prompting of the local sponsors.  However; a footbridge will be replaced in place 
of the 2 removed footbridges as a functional equivalent to restore pre-construction conditions.
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In my opinion, it would be very helpful to create a model of this project. We need to 
honor the different ways in which residents will digest and be able to dialogue about 
this. Not everyone can read maps, or charts, or hundreds of pages of material. A 
straight forward model would go a long way to assisting the public with visualizing and 
understanding the spatial and other relationships involved in the entire project area.

Although there is not funding available to create a physical model of the project,  a more clear project description and figures, including example photos, of 
what the project entails and what the project will look like upon implementation will be included in the revised report.

We have heard repeatedly that the Halstead Ave Bridge and the Anita Lane overpass 
are prime culprits preventing water from flowing to the Sound. We have learned that 
these structures are County owned, and therefore cannot be addressed in this 
proposal. Why hasn't the ACE dialogued with the County to see if approximately $20- 
$25 million of this $72 million project could be allocated in such a way that the County 
addresses these two bridges immediately? In doing so, it is likely that fewer concrete 
structures would be required, reducing costs, and perhaps funds could then be re-
allocated toward helping those homeowners and properties who are not helped in the 
current plan?

The channel under these bridges is being deepened by the proposed Alternative 1Z.  These bridges were addressed in detail by this proposal and were not 
included mostly for cost reasons. The Anita Lane sewer bridge is scheduled  to be replaced by the county in the near future. Further, in coordination and 
cooperation with the State, County and Village, it was determined that the Halstead Avenue Bridge was too cost prohibitive to replace (approximately one 
third of the total overall project cost) and also, the Halstead Avenue Bridge has a greater opportunity to be replaced in the future, thereby increasing the 
efficiency of the USACE design.  The existing Halsted Ave Bridge currently causes about a 2.5 foot increase in the 100 year watersurface elevation while Alt 1Z 
will provide about a four (4) foot reduction in the 100 yr watersurface elevations.

6) There is a comment in the ACE report that the VOM is fully developed, and future 
population increase is expected to be negligible.  However, village residents are aware 
that housing and other development is proposed in the Industrial and Transit Oriented 
Development Areas, both flood plains. Thus the question arises as to what degree the 
ACE has accounted for such proposed development? Projects in the TOD and IA hinge 
on the ACE project being successful, but to my mind, successful flood mitigation in 
these areas heavily depends upon full information sharing regarding intended 
development ahead of time.

All future development information was provided to the USACE by the State, County and Village.  Any new development must be in accordance with the 
Village's floodplain management program and has specific FEMA requirements regarding elevation and impervious surface.  The USACE recommended plan 
takes this future land development into account.

How is the Mamaroneck River to be dredged if the main sewer pipe runs under the 
Jefferson Avenue Bridge.

USACE has the as-built drawings from the recently repaired sewer line at the Jefferson Avenue Bridge.  The channel work will require relocation of the line 
and final plan contract documents will included provisions to keep the line in service during relocation.  

If new construction takes place in the future will new infrastructure be addressed or 
be overlooked creating more flooding.

All future development information was provided to the USACE by the State, County and Village.  Any new development must be in accordance with the 
Village's floodplain management program and has specific FEMA requirements regarding elevation and impervious surface.  The USACE recommended plan 
takes this future land development into account.

Is a three year time frame sufficient noting that once a project begins there are always 
setbacks (flood insurance rates increase each year).

Based on available project data 3-year construction duration is estimated based size and scope of the project. Schedule will be revisited as part of the design 
phase.  

 This proposal does not include the Halstead Bridge not the Anita Lane Bridge. Both of 
these areas are important to be included and should be part of the entire plan

The channel under these bridges is being deepened by the proposed Alternative 1Z.  These bridges were addressed in detail by this proposal and were not 
included mostly for cost reasons. The Anita Lane sewer bridge is scheduled  to be replaced by the county in the near future.  In coordination and cooperation 
with the State, County and Village, it was determined that the Halstead Avenue Bridge was too cost prohibitive to replace (approximately one third of the 
total overall project cost) and also, the Halstead Avenue Bridge has a greater opportunity to be replaced in the future, thereby increasing the efficiency of the 
USACE design.   Any new development must be in accordance with the Village's floodplain management program and has specific FEMA requirements 
regarding elevation and impervious surface.  The USACE recommended plan takes this future land development into account.

I request loads from the up-county communities and their impact on the load moving 
Into Mamaroneck

USACE has not performed a full sediment transport analysis and therefore has no information regarding the sediment loads from up county. 

What green infrastructure technology will you be recommending that can be done at a 
community/grassroots level?

 Aquifer storage and new technologies such as green roofs, bioswales, etc will not provide enough flood risk management benefits to reduce flood damages 
and be cost effective comparable to Alt 1Z. 

Since removal of the Ward ave bridge and channelization are planned in this area 
please explain what the anticipated downstream effects will be to the natural areas 
downriver through Tompkins Ave bridge, houses bordering the river and existing WPA 
walls through to the East Boston Post Rd bridge and the harbor.  Currently this area is 
not in a FEMA flood zone.

Additional impacts are not anticipated downstream.
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Please see the attached USGS screenshot document indicating that during storm 
Sandy a tidal surge was mapped well upstream past the Ward Ave bridge.  Given this 
information if a fluvial event such as the 50 year, 100 year and  April 2007 storm 
occurs what does your modeling project will happen in the no action alternative and 
proposed 1-Z alternative?

The April 2007 event was roughly a 100 year event.  Hurricane Sandy created a coastal storm elevation of about 10.5 feet NGVD'88 in the Mamaroneck 
Harbor area, which is roughly a 10 year tide.  The chances of experiencing a 100 yr. flow with a 10 yr. tide and both peaks occurring at exactly the same time is 
less likely to occur than a 1,000 year event.   However, if such an event did occur the project would have reduced water surface elevation in Columbus park by 
5.5 to 6 feet. 

Will structures or sites of significant history, architecture, archeology or culture, be 
removed?

The stone retaining walls and the Ward Avenue Bridge have been determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The removal of bridge 
and retaining wall are adverse effects on these historic properties.  USACE is proposing to document the retaining walls and bridge prior to their removal.

Does the ACE project ensure the control of storm water runoff and combined sewer 
overflows draining into coastal waters?

The plan will not increase storm water runoff and combined sewer overflows into the coastal waters.

Does the ACE project preserve and protect tidal and fresh-water wetlands? If so, what 
is the mitigation strategy?

A wetland delineation was conducted and reported in the DEIS. There are no anticipated permanent  impacts to wetlands.

Does reducing the flood plain, and thus allowing additional development, cause more 
flooding due to additional impervious surfaces? 

It is true that if new development that is not in accordance with FEMA floodplain regulations and the Village's floodplain management plan, may increase the 
risk of flooding.  However, terms of the Local Cooperation Agreement included in the Report require the Village to adhere to a USACE approved Floodplain 
Management Plan to maintain eligibility with the USACE Inspection of Completed Works program. 

Did ACE take into consideration the Village of Mamaroneck’s Transit Oriented 
Development that is taking place over 80 acres in the floodplain?  

USACE estimated future conditions and included them in both the H&H models and economic analysis.  USACE added additional urbanization into the 
hydrologic models and computed the increased flow due to increased impervious surfaces.  The impact of future urbanization was very small.  See Appendix 
C1 - Hydrology, Section  4.0, pages 32-35.

Why in its consistency report is the ACE referring to Town of Mamaroneck’s LWRP 
paragraphs and not the Village of Mamaroneck?  Did they review for consistency the 
correct LWRP?  We are not the Town of Mamaroneck

The District is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the 
NYSDOS requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies. 

Sheet piling: What if there is a ton of bedrock where the metal sheet piling is supposed 
to be imbedded in the riverbed? Will blasting be have to be done? If so, how will that 
effect people’s back yards?

No blasting is anticipated as part of the current conceptual design.  Concrete retaining walls will be used where bedrock is anticipated.  If surveys conducted 
during the design phase determine that there is bedrock in additional locations, USACE will utilize concrete retaining walls to avoid blasting. 

Did the Army Corps of Engineers review the VIllage’s Flood Mitigation Committee’s 
Minutes and Agendas to see those residents’ ideas and input?

All comments and suggestions are being coordinated with the State, County and Village 

Will the Flood Mitigation Committee’s work be considered and possibly utilized? All comments and suggestions are being coordinated with the State, County and Village

Floodwater itself: Where does it all come from?       Has the USACE assessed how much 
storm water the Village itself contributes to the volume of water that floods “the 
flats”?   And If so, how to contend with it?

Flood damages are caused by out of bank flooding due to poor channel capacity and river constrictions.  Stormwater management is not within the federal 
authority to mitigate.

Retention wells on the Sheldrake River were included in an Environmental Protection 
Fund Grant awarded to the Village in the 1990s. The Village never installed them. If 
possible, please add these to the Project.

The use of other federal funds that are not appropriated by Congress for this project cannot be proposed as a project feature.  

i am the owner of 134 Spruce street  ( what number am I on the poster board?) and I 
am surprised to hear that there are plans for my property. From the “ poster” boards it 
is impossible to locate my property and what the plans mean. I have been living here 
since late 2003. I heard from neighbors that nothing east of Tompkins Ave bridge 
would be affected. How can the report ( Real Estate Plan) that all are in favor when we 
are not properly informed.

USACE has received letters of support from the non-federal sponsor and the Village.  The project will extend approximately 200 feet downstream of the 
Tompkins Ave Bridge.   As part of the design phase, as the alignment is determined any easements will be determined and coordinated with the property 
owners by the non-federal sponsor.

are people going to be notified about: i. Impacts on their properties? ii. Will 
homeowners lose zoning or land-rights? iii. Where the walls will be? iv. Whether the 
easements will be permanent or temporary? 

Notification, negotiation and acquisition of the easements will be performed by the Non-Federal Sponsor as part of its Lands, Easements, Rights-of-Ways, 
Relocation and Disposal responsibilities. Zoning and land-rights will not be affected by the project. The only form of acquisitions being proposed by this plan 
are Permanent Channel Improvement Easements and Temporary Work Area Easements. Easements are lesser real property interests for which property 
owners will be compensated.  Property owners will still own their property. 
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we need more information. 

USACE, the non-federal sponsor and the Village will continue to make information available as more detail is developed.  Currently, the study is designed to 
provide economic justification of the project for determination of federal funding and decisions within the USACE planning process. As the project moves into 
the design phase more details will be finalized and communicated.  Following the review of these responses, USACE may schedule another public meeting to 
address any concerns and provide clarification on the project and coordination.

how do we manage people’s expectations for information about the project?  When 
will we get answers to individual property owners? 

A site specific survey will be conducted during the Design Phase of this project.  The study phase determines if the plan is feasible and upon approval, 
Congress can appropriate the funds for design and construction.  During the design process, USACE and the non-federal sponsor will coordinate with the 
Village and individual property owners to more accurately determine the real estate requirements for each property.  A real estate handbook has been 
provided to the Village.  Additionally, there will be additional public meetings to specifically address real estate issues during the design phase of the project. 
The Non Federal Sponsor will work with each property owner on a case by case basis.

we are a community divided between those who flood (from river flooding) and those 
who do not.  We need to change the tone so we are all on the same page.  Everyone 
has legitimate concerns, and we should try and bring everyone together on this 
matter. A rush into a decision at this time is premature.  We need to change the tone, 
and the tenor, and publish a letter to every property owner who is shown as having an 
easement

The Corps is providing these responses to help respond to those concerns.  Once the public has had a chance to review the responses, it is the hope that many 
of their concerns will be addressed. Additional public meetings will be scheduled, if necessary.

what were the concerns that were the basis for the HCZMC to find inconsistency? The USACE will respond to the HCZMC's concerns. Please contact the HCZMC regarding their concerns with the project. 

I agree with what Robert Stark said, that we have a community divided.  Many people 
who watched the March 16th meeting noted that the HCZMC did not consider the 
economic impacts of those who flood, just the economic impacts of the boatyards and 
the Marine Industry folk

USACE is providing these responses to help respond to those concerns.  Once the public has had a chance to review the responses, it is the hope that many of 
their concerns will be addressed.  Additional public meetings will be scheduled if necessary.

A.    something should be done to amend the plan and attempt to reduce severe 
structural solutions to less severe structural solutions.

Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing 
concrete.  

A.    The plan is not fixing the bottle neck in the river, it’s building a bigger bottle.  
There should be a way to adjust the project in the same economic framework and 
balance it. 

The "bottleneck" to which you refer is being bypassed by the 400 foot culvert.  A Value Engineering Study was conducted and the culvert was analyzed and 
recommended as a cost-effective solution to costly bridge removals.  

A.    Leonard Jackson said that he had learned through conversations with the Army 
Corps that it would only address and reduce flooding at a level of a 50-year storm.  
That should be clarified 

The design provides reductions in all the flood elevations.  The design provides, depending upon the river reach, risk management and flood damage 
reduction benefits between the 50 yr flood event and 200 year flood event.  The USACE is required to recommend the plan that optimizes the annual net 
benefits, regardless of "level of protection".  The main report includes this analysis in Section 9.

what about plan 5?  That tunnel alternative under Ward Avenue seems to be much 
less impactive. 

 The USACE is required to recommend the plan that optimizes the annual net benefits.  Alternative 5 provided negative net annual benefits and therefore 
could not be considered to be eligible for the recommendation of a federally funded project.

A.    The Army Corps should consider much less impactive alternatives, with less of a 
bottleneck, and the State is not going to allow the Army Corps to destroy a Federal 
Wetland and allow it to be utilized as a staging location (aka. Nolles Ridge property, 
north of I-95, east of Fenimore Road).

The freshwater wetland just off Fenimore Road, north of I-95 (Knolles Ridge Parcel) is no longer being considered to be used as a construction staging area 
and no longer requires a temporary easement.  This area will not be used for any project related activities.

A.    we have 9 different zones of damage under several different scenarios.  These 
should be reviewed and analyzed to show status before and after improvements

The report shows levels of reduction in water surface elevations with  the project on the project map.  The "green" structures indicate structures that were 
previously experiencing first floor damages and the "red" structures indicate that during the design flood event, still are at risk for first floor flood damages.  
This figure shows over an 80% reduction in structures that experience first floor damages.

A.    we have to go back to the Army Corps of Engineers, tell them what works or not, 
and have them give us time frames for further comment. 

Responses to all public comments are being provided.  Upon review, the USACE will conduct additional public meeting to address any additional concerns if 
necessary.
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After reading the current project report, one person made the comparison that this 
was similar to the remake of the Mustang by Ford, where they kept jury-rigging it until 
they finally took it off the line until they could do it right.  1t does seem, based on the 
current understanding of the Project, which many in the community feel the Project is 
more an attempt to do something/anything vs. doing it right.

The design provides, depending upon the river reach, risk management and flood damage reduction benefits between the 50 yr flood event and 200 year 
flood event.  The Corps is required to recommend the plan that optimizes the annual net benefits, regardless of the "level of protection".  The objective of the 
design was to optimize the channelization with as little bridge work as possible and still result in positive annual net benefits.

Is there any potential for construction of a catchment area in the wooded area in the 
Town/Village of Harrison off the East bank of the Mamaroneck River in the general 
area between Winfield Ave and Glendale Rd?

USACE did not look at these specific areas  to store or catch water.  The study did look at six storage locations as part of Alternative 8.  Alternative 8 was the 
least effective alternative.  See Appendix C2 - Hydraulics, Section 3.2.9 pages 81 to 86. 

There are several sections of the Mamaroneck River walls which are shorter than in 
other places. The walls are obviously higher at the dead ends to prevent vehicles from 
driving into the river. Is there any benefit to raising the lower walls?

As part of the design phase, the specific layout of the location, length and height of the retaining walls and sloped banks will be determined.  The existing 
retaining walls will also be evaluated to determine if they may be retained and reused as part of the recommended plan.

As both a home owner and resident ( 348 Wagner Avenue) I submit that consideration 
be given to Flooding along  Wagner street and homes I have not seen or heard 
mentioned yet in the discourse. The absence of storm drains and the existence of this 
large Basin,  contribute to Flood conditions and resulting increase to personal injury 
and property damage .
The area becomes saturated and basements flood  - and do not subside for several 
days following storms. Sewers also backup and bring hazardous debris and waste into 
homes and yards.

Your flooding is not caused by overland flooding from the Mamaroneck River.  Your flooding appears to be caused by groundwater and/or an existing storm 
sewer problem. Unfortunately we have not been funded or authorized to address groundwater or local storm system flooding issues.

The Village Harbor and Coastal Zone Management Commission has found that this 
proposal is not consistent with their policies. Their finding was based primarily on 
aesthetic and environmental concerns expressed at the public hearing. From my 
perspective the proposed Corps of Engineers project, when completed, is aesthetically 
and environmentally identical to the existing channelized river system, except that the 
new system will safely convey floodwaters up to a 100-year event thereby protecting 
lives and property, thereby providing significant environmental and economic 
benefits.           In weighing these benefits of protecting the lives and property of the 
residents of the Village of Mamaroneck against the detriment to the aesthetic views of 
the replaced concrete channels and the temporary detriment to the environment 
during the construction, the Commission has found that the project is inconsistent 
with their policies and that the project’s detriments outweighs its benefits.                                                                  
This finding by the Commission suggests that its policies should be revised to give 
greater consideration to preventing millions of dollars of future flood damages and to 
protecting the lives of Village residents, two of whom, I am advised are known to have 
died as a direct result of flooding in the Village.
 


The District is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the 
NYSDOS requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies.    Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible 
and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates 
Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or 
other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls 
will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base 
of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete.  

Our Industrial Area Task Force has identified sections of the Sheldrake and 
Mamaroneck Rivers that could have amenities installed such as river walks, benches 
and river access to enhance live-ability along these rivers and in these areas.                                              
a. How will we install these amenities if they conflict with channel work and concrete 
barriers?                                                                                                                                                                      
b. Will your design team work with our committees to enhance amenities and live-
ability?

During the design phase, the USACE will coordinate with the non-federal sponsor and Village regarding any amenities that the locals would like to implement.  
Any amenity that is recommended for implementation could not negatively impact the design requirements of the project.  Amenities such as benches and 
walkways would most likely not negatively impact the project so that it can operate as designed.   Any amenities would have be fully funded by the non-
federal sponsor.
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Community professionals, architects, engineers and planners and local residents 
believe there is an opportunity to enhance the project by performing less channel 
work or innovative channel work such as walkable berms, plantings etc. and perform 
more bridge work. a. Will your design team work with our committees and residents 
to enhance amenities and live-ability by exploring these ideas and options?

During the design phase, the USACE will coordinate with the non-federal sponsor and Village regarding any amenities that the locals would like to implement.  
Any amenity that is recommended for implementation could not negatively impact the design requirements of the project.  Amenities such as benches and 
walkways would most likely not negatively impact the project so that it can operate as designed.   Any amenities would have be fully funded by the non-
federal sponsor.  Alternative 8 looked at a "bridge modification only" solution and it could not be economically justified, which is a requirement for federal 
participation and funding.

Has there been a rise in local aquifer in the last few decades?
USACE has not evaluated the aquifer, because the aquifer will have little to no impact on large floods.  This project is not designed to alleviate groundwater 
flooding.  However, an indirect effect of the recommended project may be a small decrease in groundwater levels immediately adjacent to the rivers.  The 
USACE will evaluate this potential decrease during the development of plans and specifications. Also, USACE is not authorized to address ground water issues.    

Can we obtain visual future renderings of how the village will look after the ACE’s work 
is done?

Photographs of what the completed project may look like are provided in this response package and in the revised report. Sloped or pitched banks are being 
used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River 
reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  Usually a retaining wall is only called for where 
buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of 
study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both 
rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and the Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete. 

How many trees will have to be eliminated?  
It is anticipated that approximately 60 trees will be removed. Trees and vegetation removed along the banks of the rivers will be replaced with native trees 
and vegetation. The includes replanting trees damaged or removed during construction to be replaced in accordance with the Westchester County "Tree 
Restitution Program" and the Village's tree ordinance.

Will the cement rivers be wider than I95?

The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave 
Bridges, where there is existing concrete.  The proposed new channel bottom width will be 45 wide or less, which is smaller than Interstate 95.  Sloped or 
pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and both the upper and 
lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  Usually a retaining wall 
is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining walls will be re-evaluated 
in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  

What will be the cost per year of annual and periodic, 5, 10, 15, 20 year maintenance 
after the ACE work is done?

Annual Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation and Replacement (OMRR&R) is estimated at $286,100 annually.  A OMRR&R manual will be prepared 
during construction in coordination with the State, County and Village.

What is the expected life in years of the wall, bridges, river bottoms, and riprap? The project is to exist in perpetuity.  It is the non-federal responsibility to operate, maintain, replace, rehabilitate and repair the project upon construction.  

How much silt will enter the Harbor?
We have estimated the amount of silt entering the harbor will be slightly less with the proposed plan.  Since we are providing some erosion protection as part 
of this project there will be a little less erosion and therefore a little less sediment traveling through the system.

There is a new worldwide industry born to address climate change, with many new 
ideas re flood mitigation and ecology and beauty of the environment.  (please look at 
case studies on this local company’s website – http://www.xylem.com/en-
us/expertise/case-studies/Pages/tunnel-is-a-one-of-a-kind-solution-to-flash-
flooding.aspx )

 Xylem.com does not provide flood risk management measures that are applicable to this project
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Can you show us examples of where the US ACE has completed projects using these 
new ideas?

These are not new ideas. The NY District Corps of Engineer Channel Improvement Projects in the NY/NJ metro area are: Saw Mill River in Yonkers, Nepera 
Park & Chappaqua, NY;  East Branch of the Rahway River in  South Orange NJ: Ramapo River in Oakland, NJ. and the Byram River in Pemberwick, CT.  
Photographs of what the completed project may look like are provided in this response package and in the revised report. Sloped or pitched banks are being 
used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River 
reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  Usually a retaining wall is only called for where 
buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of 
study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both 
rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and the Halstead Ave Bridges, where there is existing concrete. 

Can and how do we incorporate these ideas into our project?

During the design phase, the USACE will coordinate with the Village regarding plans  that the locals would like to implement.  Please note that any plan that is 
recommended for implementation could not negatively impact the design requirements of the project.   Any suggestions for innovative technologies are 
usually discussed and considered during the Value Engineering study that will be conducted during the design phase.  Local plans may be implemented with 
100% local funding if not a design objective and not economically justified.

he believes that the Halstead Avenue Bridge causes the flooding.  

Almost all the bridges and the two 90 degree turns below the confluence cause a considerable increase in flooding.  Some bridges like Ward and Tomkins 
Aves cause about a 5 foot increase in the 100 yr flooding.  Other bridges like Valley Place and Halstead Ave cause a 2-3 foot increase in the flooding.  While all 
bridges are relatively expensive to replace some bridges are more costly than others.  Valley place is a low cost bridge while Halstead Ave and the Metro 
North Railroad bridges are high cost bridges.  We can increase the hydraulic capacity of a bridge without replacing it by deepening and possible widening the 
channel under the bridge which is a much more cost effective approach than replacing the bridge.  Considerable effort was made separate the "most cost 
effective" alternative from a series of "good" alternatives and that is why we have not replaced the Halstead Ave Bridge.  Furthermore many of the bridges in 
the Village will be replaced over the years and if people are diligent about insuring that the replacement bridges have more flow capacity, the performance of 
the project will improve beyond what we have computed. 

Ms. further stated that the DOS has informed the Army Corps that their paperwork 
was wrong and that the current proposal would have significant coastal impacts.  The 
Army Corps needs to revise and resubmit their forms.  Ms. believes that the Village 
should work together to come up with a plan that will work and not vilify the HCZMC.  

The District is resubmitting its Consistency Determination to the NY State Department of State (NYSDOS) for review with the additional information the 
NYSDOS requested. USACE determined that the recommended project complies with both the Village of Mamaroneck and New York State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such policies. 

 He doesn’t understand why they want to fix water upstream and not start 
downstream.  He believes that we need to start downstream and work our way up.  

Correct, construction of a flood channel projects generally should and do proceed from downstream to upstream. With the exception of tidal areas which are 
not impacted by river flow.

He doesn’t fully understand how this plan will work.  He was told that all easements 
would be temporary; that is a lie. 

The easements being proposed by this plan are Permanent Channel Improvement Easements and Temporary Work Area Easements.

 Someone needs to explain the plan; we need to have an open forum with the Army 
Corps. she asked the Board to please find a way to have a community discussion about 
alternatives, as there have been a series of alternatives presented.  We cannot do that 
if we cannot speak to each other and get solid information.

Vegetated sloped or pitched banks are being used where possible and are currently proposed for areas along both the Sheldrake River in Columbus Park and 
both the upper and lower Mamaroneck River reaches (see Plates Appendix C-6) The intent is to only install retaining walls where there is no other option.  
Usually a retaining wall is only called for where buildings, roads or other features would be impacted by a sloped bank. The location and length of retaining 
walls will be re-evaluated in the next phase of study.  Retaining walls will not be used where a sloped bank can be used.  The channel bottom will remain 
natural (no concrete) along the lengths of both rivers, except at the base of the Metro North Railroad and Halstead Ave Bridges, .  Following the review of 
these responses, USACE will schedule another public meeting to address any concerns and provide clarification on the project and coordination if necessary.
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 He asked how things would work if we take out the Halstead Avenue Bridge

If the Halstead Ave Bridge were removed the performance of the proposed project will improve beyond what we have computed.  Since the Halstead Ave 
Bridge with the proposed project is increasing the 100 year flood by about 2.5 feet, removal of the  bridge would create a less than 2.5 foot additional 
reduction.   However, the cost to replace Halstead Avenue Bridge is almost one-third of the total project cost and upon evaluation, was not a cost-effective 
option to replace.

I am very concerned that de-commissioning of the Dam at the WJWW is being 
considered

Removal of the dam is independent of USACE and the current recommended plan.  

We urge you to have an independent hydrologist study the effects of removing the 
Dam before voting on this matter.  There is obviously a lot to consider and it is a very 
serious concern of ours and our neighbors

Removal of the dam is independent of USACE and the current recommended plan.  

I am also concerned with the village talking about decommissioning the dam At the 
Water Works.  As I'm sure you are aware the dam helps us in a small storm.

Removal of the dam is independent of USACE and the current recommended plan.  

we believe that we would have endured even more floods if the Mamaroneck Dam 
were not functioning. The dam should not be eliminated.

Removal of the dam is independent of USACE and the current recommended plan.  

I don’t understand why the reservoir dam in the Village of Mamaroneck would be 
removed rather than repaired and used for water retention during severe storms.

Removal of the dam is independent of USACE and the current recommended plan.  
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