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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
750 Cell Maximum Security Correctional Facility, Seneca County, NY 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Seneca Maximum Security Correctional 
Facility was distributed by the New York State Department of Correctional Services (DOCS) on 
December 15, 1998. A public hearing on the DEIS was held at the Willard Drug Treatment Campus 
in Willard, New York on January 8, 1999. At the hearing, DOCS accepted oral and written 
comments on the DEIS. At the end of that meeting, the hearing was closed. DOCS invited written 
comments on the DIES to be submitted during the 30-day public comment period, which ended on 
January 18, 1999. 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) incorporates the December 1998 DEIS by 
reference and all comments received at the January 8, 1999 public hearing or submitted separately 
in writing. Appendix A includes copies of all written comments, and any written responses to those 
comments. Section 2.0 presents each of the comments made on the content of the DEIS by 
individuals, organizations or agencies that submitted written or oral comments, along with responses 
to those comments. These comments and responses are presented for those sections of the DEIS on 
which comments were made (e.g. Project Description, Water Resources, Land Use and Zoning, etc.) . 
After each comment, the name of the person or organization that made that comment is noted , and 
then a response is provided, if necessary. (Some comments do not require responses.) Where a 
number of persons made similar comments, their comments are listed together, and a combined 
response to all of the comments is provided. 

2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS 

2.1 Description of Proposed Action 

Please note that the proposed project site will encompass 675 acres, as compared to the 710 acres 
specified in the DEIS. The revised site boundary is shown on a fi gure in Appendix B. 

2.1.1 Purpose, Need and Benefits 

Comment: I am calling lo let you know that I oppose the building of the new prison in Seneca 
because I do not believe we should be building more prisons. We should be 
educating youth and implementing other programs for preventing crime and helping 
young people find productive ways to use their lives. (Patricia Trudo) 

Response: DOCS concurs that educating youth and implementing other programs for preventing 
crime and helping young people find productive ways to use their lives is important. However, as 
indi cated in Section 2. 1 of the DEIS, the need for the proposed fac ility is driven by the ex isting 
overcrowding \,vi thin the DOCS system. 

No other comments were received relati ve to project purpose and need. Comments related to project 
benefits are addressed in Secti on 2.3.3 (Demographic Characteri stics, Housing, and Employment). 
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2.1.2 Regional Geographic Setting and Site Location 

Comment: The Village Board is unanimously in favor of the State's decision to place this 750 
cell prison at the Seneca Army Depot property. We have some concerns that we hope 
can be addressed and answered at a future time. (Leon Kelly , Mayor of Village of 
Ovid) 

Response: The specific concerns are addressed in this FEIS in the appropriate sections below. 

Comment: I spent 30 years of my life at the Seneca Army Depot (except for 2 years in the 
Marine Corps). I feel everything is positive in choosing the Depot for a prison -- an 
idle piece of property, its vastness, the utilities that currently exist. Rebut the "do
gooders " that bring up the same old reasons, e.g.: "We will have relatives coming 
up from N. Y C. " - as if all the relatives are criminals. Go for it and satisfy the social 
as well as economics sides of the discussion. (Joseph J Felice) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

Also refer to two addition comments supporting the location selected for the facility : the comment 
of Glenn Cooke, Executive Director of the Seneca County Industrial Development Authority 
(SCIDA), in Section 2.3.2 and the comment of Dennis Aloia, County Manager for Seneca County, 
in Section 2.3.10. 

2.1.3 Site History 

No comments were received relative to site history. 

2.1.4 Design and Layout 

Comment: I question the need f or the vehicle maintenance f acility. Since the proposed 
correctional f acility is in such close proximity to Willard, which has adequate 
f acilities as far as vehicle maintenance is concerned, there may be duplication of 
effort. As a taxpayer, I would 1Je a little bit upset to see a million-dollar vehicle 
maintenance facility built there and have the same facilities here that are grossly 
underutilized (Glenn White) 

Response: According to the Deputy Superintendent at the Willard Drug Treatment Campus, the 
vehicle maintenance facility at Willard is being utilized to capacity. Therefore, it is not possible to 
eliminate the vehicle maintenance facility at the proposed correctional facility site, and rely on the 
Willard vehicle maintenance facility to support both the Willard Drug Treatment Campus and the 
proposed correctional facility. 

Comment: The configuration of the prison frightens me. The people that come out of that 
!>ystem are going to be a threat to the general environment of any place they go. I 
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assume that most of the activities that take place inside of them will be similar to the 
activities now going on in our prison system, where my observation is that the cons 
run the prison and the only thing we to is contain them in there. There are a lot of 
frightening things that go on in these prisons. To put people back on the street afler 
they've been in prison is also frightening, especially with the concept of no parole. 
(Bob Gilbert) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

Comment: With the double cells slated to be only 105 square feet (even the ones al the new 
Malone prison will be 110 square feet), certain health concerns are raised. First, 
this size does not meet the standards set by the American Public Health Association 
("AP HA ") of 120 square feet for double cells, nor the American Correctional 
Association's ("ACA ') minimum standards of 25 square feet of unencumbered space 
per occupant, or o/80 square feet of total floor space per occupant (i.e., 160' total) 
when confinement in a double cell exceeds 10 hours a day. Second, such close 
quarters inevitably enhance the risk of transmittal of TB and other airborne diseases, 
as well as the chance of violent encounters (sexual and/or otherwise) between 
cellmates. How long will the inmates be in these double cells per day? (Alice P. 
Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: As noted in Section 2.0 of the DEIS (Project Description), the cells at the proposed 
facility are designed specifically for double celling, and will be larger than other cells in the DOCS 
system. The cells at the Malone prison will also be 105 square feet. The prisoners at the Seneca 
facility will be in their cells for approximately 9 hours a day, including sleeping hours. ACA 
standards are either mandatory or non-mandatory; their double celling standards are non-mandatory. 
The applicable standard (3-4128) applies only in those situations where the number of inmates 
exceeds the facility 's rated bed capacity. The number of inmates at the proposed facility will not 
exceed its rated bed capacity. Correctional facilities in New York State are required to comply with 
the New York State Uniform Fire Prevention and Building Code including standards referenced 
therein. The APHA standards are not referenced and are not applicable. Based on a review of other 
states that similarly house their maximum security imnates, there is no documentation of any adverse 
physical or psychological effects of double celling. Furthermore, the Federal courts, in January 
1998, made a deci sion that states that double celling does not adversely affect imnate health . 

Comment: {f there is no air conditioning system/or the inmates, how are the celled housing unit 
buildings ventilated? Does this meet the required air exchange standards set by the 
American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers 
(''ASH RAE ') , of 25 cubic / eel of outside air per minute per person to adequately 
dilute TB contaminants?(Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: ASI-IRA E Standard 62-1989 was used as a des ign minimum for the housing unit 
buildings . This standard specifies a minimum requirement of 40 cfm of outdoor air per cell. In the 
inmates cell s, 140 cfm of outdoor air was provided to each cell for heating purposes (the heating 
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system is a 100% outside air system). Please note that the ASHRAE Standard provides 
environmental controls for indoor comfort, and not the dilution of TB contaminants. 

In the Gallery, ASHRAE Standard 62-1989 specifies a minimum requirement of 15 cfm of outdoor 
air per gallery, and a requirement of 0.10 cfm of floor area per corridor. Each gallery is 
approximately 1000 square feet. Therefore, 100 cfm of outdoor air would be required for this space. 
Each gallery is supplied with 250 cfm of outdoor air ( 100% outdoor air system). 

The control room, with a total of two people in the entire area, is treated as a guard station. 
ASHRAE Standard 62-1989 specifies a minimum requirement of 15 cfm of outdoor air per person. 
This area is supplied with 300 cfm from AHU-4 and 8000 cfm from SF-I (both 100% outdoor air). 
This equates to approximately 6.5 changes per hour. 

Comment: Please verify that new fencing of the overall DOCS parcel is not proposed. New 
fencing of the overall parcel would impede the movement of wildlife (this comment 
does not pertain to the actual facility) . (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: The six-foot perimeter fence is a requirement of the Department of the Army (Anny) 
to prohibit the public from trespassing from the proposed State facility property onto the Depot 
facility. When this requirement changes, or when the Anny leaves the Seneca Army Depot in 2001 , 
DOCS may entertain an alternative solution proposed by the New York State Department of 
Envir01m1ental Conservation (NYSDEC). Additionally, the six-foot fencing is also to prohibit the 
deer population from interfering with security patrols and the security fencing system itself Prior 
to completing the six-foot enclosure, DOCS will work with NYSDEC to remove the white-tail deer 
population within the 675-acre parcel. 

2.1.5 Site Utilities 

The comments below address wastewater only. Other site utilities are addressed in Section 2.3.5. 

Comment: Note that newer wastewater treatment plants than the one envisioned for use 
typically have much lower levels of inflow and infiltration (III) and receive a higher 
strength or concentration of wastewater. The design of the receiving wastewater 
treatment plant must also consider the usage water swings associated ·with a 
correctionalfacility. The report to be submitted should also address the handling 
of vehicle maintenance wastewater that may be generated as well as cooling water 
_Fam boilers or any other sources. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: Information on wastewater characteristics, vehicle maintenance, and cooling water 
pretreatment has been transmitted to O'Brien and Gere for inclusion in its report. 

Rusi Environmenl & lnji-as/r11cl11re Page / --/ 
2034 77 

I 



Final Environmental Impact Statement 
750 Cell Maximum Security Correctional Facility, Seneca County , NY 

Comment: The sanitary sewers which are connected to the building 7 I 5 wastewater treatment 
plant (WWTP) located at the north end of the present Seneca Army Depot presently 
bypass the treaf.ment plant. These sanitary sewers have developed a significant Il l 
flow amount since the WWTP has been temporarily shut down. The Ill flow has been 
recorded at 0. 8 mgd during wet weather conditions. A project to eliminate this Ill 
flow needs to be completed before the proposedyouthfacility at the north end of the 
Depot or before the new correctional facility connects to this system. For your 
information, the 7 I 5 WWTP facility has a valid State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (SP DES) permit. The present ejjl.uentjlow limit is 0.30 mgd. 
(Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: OGS understands there is an 1/1 flow problem, and anticipates that this issue will be 
addressed in the O'Brien and Gere report. 

Comment: The building 4 WWTP has significant Ill that results in SP DES permit ejjl.uent limit 
violations. The building 4 WWTP effl.uentjlow limit in the SPDES permit is 0.25 
mgd. Influent to this plant is received from areas both inside the Depot and areas 
outside the depot (Romulus/ Varick) . lnjluentjlow from inside and outside the Depot 
are monitored separately and need to be subtracted from the reported available 
capacity of the treatment plant. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: OGS expects that the O' Brien and Gere report will consider all flows entering the 
Building 4 wastewater treatment plant, including 1/1. 

Comment: The third option mentioned in the DEIS is use of the Seneca County Sewer District 
#I plant with a design flo w of 0. 7 mgd. The average flow al the facility is 0.481 mgd 
with a maximumflow of 0.817 with Ill. The Willard DOCS current contribution to 
this treatment plant is O 27 J mgd. It is our understanding that the Willard DOCS 
will double their flow to the system. The proposed correctional f acility 0. 3 mgd.fl.ow 
would be an additional flo w. Note that the Seneca county sewer district must adopt 
a revised sewer use law to include an inter-municipal agreement f or eriforcement 
within particular jurisdictions. (Robert K. Seo/I, Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Res ponse: OGS has no knowledge of any added fl ows to the Willard DOCS Complex from any 
development within that fac ility. In addition, we understand that the Seneca County Plant will be 
evaluated in the O' Brien and Gere report. 

Comment: All of the wastewater options include pumping stations and aforce main miles in 
length to convey the waslevvater lo the treatment plants. For the selected option, 
what is the detention time/or thisforce main ? Please explain how a.force main of" 
this length will be designed lo prevent the wastewater in theforce main.from turning 
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septic before it reaches the treatment plant. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional 
Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: Wastewater flows will be equalized. Equalization tanks will provide aeration. The 
detention time to the Building 715 wastewater treatment plant is approximately four hours. 
Pretreatment of wastewater at the facility will consist of screening to remove inorganic material, 
injection of a bioxide for odor control, and provision of nitrate-oxygen to the wastewater via nitrate 
salts (calcium nitrate) . Bioxide is a patented process (U.S. Filter) that utilizes the addition of a 
process solution to enhance conditions favorable for growth of beneficial bacterial, which oxidizes 
dissolved hydrogen sulfide and other compounds as part of its metabolism. Bioxide will also 
provide BOD reduction in the wastewater. 

Comment: The potable water need is 300,000 gpd while the wastewater generated is 240,000. 
Please explain the difference. (Robert K. Scott; Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: As indicated in Section 2.5.4 of the DEIS, the anticipated potable water use at the 
proposed correctional faci lity is estimated to average 200 gallons per day (gpd) per inmate, or a total 
of 300,000 gpd. Wastewater volume is estimated to be 80 percent of potable water use based on 
OGS/DOCS experience with similar facilities. Based on this ratio, the anticipated wastewater 
volume will be 240,000 gpd. 

Comment: Additional NYSDEC comments will be provided after receipt and review of the 
0 'Brien & Gere report relating to wastewater. Items to be addressed include the 
following: the wastewater to be generated needs to be characterized. What is the 
design basis for wastewater strength or concentration? (Robert K. Scott, Deputy 
Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: NYSDEC's review of the O'Brien and Gere report is welcomed, and any comments 
will be addressed when they are received. However, as stated earlier in our response, the wastewater 
characteristics have been transmitted to O'Brien and Gere for inclusion in its report. OGS also 
expects the report to address the issue regarding the design basis for wastewater strength and/or 
concentration. 

2.1.6 Construction 

Comment: It is important that there be oversight and controls over the contractors in the 
construction phase to insure that soil material does not leave the site and impact 
downstream creeks, wetlands- and Seneca Lake. Controls for fi1gitive dust from 
construction are important. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: As indicated in Section 4.1.1 of the DEIS, appropriate soi l erosion and sediment 
control measures will be implemented to minimize the loss of soi l during construction. Temporary 
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soil erosion control measures will include installation of fabric silt fencing surrounding the areas to 
be cleared, as necessary, to prevent drainage to wetlands, and collection of storm water runoff using 
a system of catch basins, collection pipes, drainageways and retention ponds to minimize contact 
with soil and the potential for erosion. Disturbed areas will be minimized to the extent possible 
during construction, and any areas that are disturbed will be revegetated using native species upon 
completion of construction activities. As indicated in Section 5.1.4 of the DEIS, construction of the 
proposed correctional facility will result in the short-term emission of air pollutants originating as 
fugitive dust. These emissions will be minimized by the use of fully enclosed vehicles to transport 
refuse and construction waste products off site, and the prohibition of any open burning of waste 
products on site. Other standard practices for reducing dust during construction activities, such as 
spraying with water, will be used as necessary. DOCS or OGS will provide oversight of the 
construction contractor(s) to ensure that soil material does not leave the site and impact downstream 
creeks, wetlands, or Seneca Lake, and that the controls for fugitive dust are implemented . 

Comment: It is important that your contract specifications include adequate controls on the 
contractors who may generate waste including wood, cardboard, metal, concrete and 
other waste construction materials. Oversight of the contractor(s) is needed in this 
area. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: The contract specifications will include adequate controls on contractors that generate 
waste including wood, cardboard, metal, concrete and other waste construction materials. No on-site 
disposal will be allowed. All waste materials will be collected in appropriate containers and 
transpo11ed to an appropriate off-site disposal facility. DOCS or OGS will provide oversight of the 
construction contractor(s) to ensure that the contract specifications are met. 

2.1. 7 Facility Operations and Staffing 

Comment: The 32 academic/vocational staff to be hired for J 500 men is approximately a J :50 
ratio. When one takes info account that these 32 staffers will be responsible not only 
for academics and vocational training, but for volunteer services, pre-release 
programs and ASAT programs, it seems like an inadequately small staff Please 
comment. (Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Centerfor Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The Academic and Vocational staff (13 teachers, 14 Vocational Instructors, and 5 
administrati ve personnel) will be responsible for only academic and vocational programming. The 
27 teachers/instructors will program 500 inmates each modul e (i.e., AM, PM, Evening or Late 
Evening) and 1,000 inmates each day (i.e., two modules). Not every inmate will be avail able for 
programs. Those in Spec ial Housing, Keeplock, the Infirmary, facility reception, etc., are not 
avail ab le to be programmed . The actual number available will be approximately 1,080. 

Of the 13 teachers, 11 teachers will be assigned to classrooms, and two teachers will be Ce ll s Study 
Teachers, providing servi ces to inmates in Special Housing, Keeplock, and the Infirmary. The 
standard ratios (the number of inmates at any one time for each teacher/instructor) are 25 fo r each 
teacher and 20 for each vocational instructor. Prerelease will be handled , as in done in each of the 
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DOCS facility, by trained inmates under the supervision of the counseling staff. Alcoholism and 
substance abuse treatment (ASA T) will be provided by one full ASA T team, consisting of an ASA T 
Counselor and two ASA T assistants. 

Comment: What types of academics/vocational training will be offered to the inmates, and will 
these be offered other than in-cell? Please provide more details in general on this 
topic. (Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: As indicated in Section 2.6.4 of the DEIS, Academic/Vocational Services staff will 
provide inmates with a variety of academic and vocational training programs for the maintenance 
of the correctional facility, volunteer services, pre-release programs, and the ASA T program. All 
available inmates will be scheduled for two modules of any combination of Academic, Vocational, 
ASA T, and work programs. Academic programs will include a full range of instruction from basic 
literacy and Adult Basic Education through the High School Equivalency Diploma (in English and 
Spanish) as well as English as a Second Language. Vocational shops will include: carpentry, 
electrical trades, building maintenance, custodial maintenance, radio/TV repair, masonry, plumbing 
and heating, ho1iiculture, vocational assessment, and small engine repair. (Some of these shops will 
be provided in two shifts.) 

Comment: What does it mean in the DEIS where it says that all "available" inmates will be 
scheduled for programming in two modules? Which inmates are "available" ones 
and how often are these modules rotated? Please explain the module system. (Alice 
P. Green, Ph.D., Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: Of the 1,500 i1m1ates, only 1,080 will actually be available for programming at any 
one time. Generally, up to 30% of the population is unavailable for programming at any one time. 
It is estimated that three hundred inmates will be in Special Housing and 120 will be unavailable 
because they are in Facility Reception status, out to court, are in Keeplock, or are in the Infirmary. 
This is generally true at every facility DOCS operates. 

DOCS programming is by modules, which are three-hour blocks of time, such as AM, PM, Evening 
or Late Evening. Every available inmate is programmed for two modules (6 hours per day, 30 hours 
per week) in Work, Academic, Vocational or ASAT, depending on their individual needs and the 
needs of the facility . 

Comment: In terms of programming, how is the system planning to address the needs of long
term prisoners? (Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: Long term inmate have access to and must paiiicipate in the same programs as other 
inmates, depending on their identified needs (Academic, Vocational , ASAT, or Work). Except for 
work, an inmate generally spends approximately 6 months in a program, at which time he is 
reassigned to another needed program. An inmate who needs all four programs (Academic, 
Vocational , ASAT, and Work), might be programmed to Academic first (until the eighth grade level 
is reached), then Vocational , followed by ASAT, and finally , to a facility work assignment. 
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What exactly will be available in terms of recreation for the inmates? (Alice P. 
Green, Ph.D. , Center.for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: Recreation will be available to all inmates. This will include active sports, as well 
as fitness activities, sedentary activities, and a wide variety of other leisure time activities. As 
indicated in Section 2.6.6 of the DEIS, the proposed correctional facility will include some open 
recreation yards as well as some indoor facilities for general population inmate use. Each housing 
uni t will have an attached small exercise yard with basketball courts and exercise stations. An 
outdoor recreational area (including a baseball field) will be located in the site's northeast corner in 
the vicinity of the Activities Building. Inmates are able to participate in recreation during the non
programmed modules (day or evening, depending on their program assignment schedule). 

Comment: With an almost entirely white population in the Seneca area, how will the DOCS 
attempt to assure that there is a racially integrated staff to deal with the majority 
blackllatino population to be incarcerated there? (A lice P. Green, Ph.D., Center for 
Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: Like all New York State agencies, the DOCS is an equal opportunity employer. In 
addition, transfers to the facility will be based on seniority, rather than race. Although the staff will 
be racially integrated, there is no guarantee that it will match the racial or etlmic composition of the 
inmate population. 

Comment: There appears to be no meaningful means of transportation for families who will be 
traveling long distances (most.Ji-om NYC) to see the men imprisoned there (there are 
no trams, no public transportation, and the nearest airport is more than one hour 
away). What does the DOCS plan to do to ameliorate these conditions and fac ilitate 
inmate visitation, especially knowing that family contact is one of the greatest single 
contributors to an inmate's rehabilitation? (A lice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law 
& Justice, Inc.) 

Response: As with many DOCS faci lities tlu·oughout the state, there is no public transportation 
to the proposed facility . Most of imnates in the state system are from New York City. On weekends, 
most of the visitors will be transported to the correctional fac ility using private intercity bus services 
provided specifically fo r correctional fac ility visitors (state funded Family Visitor Program buses, 
or private buses sponsored by various social service agencies). 

Comment: If, according to the DEIS, visiting hours will be shortened to accommodate shifi 
changes at the proposed prison, this means thatfamily andji-iend<; will be traveling 
extremely long distances to see the men incarcerated there for shorter visits than at 
other prisons. What can the DOCS do lo accommodate longer visiting hours.for 
fam ilies (e.g. allowing evening visits) ? (A lice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center .for Law & 
Just ice, Inc.) 
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Response: As indicated in Section 4.2.1 in the DEIS, on weekends, most of the visitors will be 
transported to the correctional facility using private intercity bus services provided specifically for 
correctional facility visitors. Thus, visitation by inmates families and others to the proposed facility 
will be based only partially on the operating policies and regulations set by facility management 
officials, and more significantly on the frequency and capacity of the buses and the proximity of 
inmates families to the correctional facility. Due to these factors and the generally lower employee 
and background traffic volumes on weekends, visitor traffic to the proposed correctional facility will 
have no significant impact on local traffic conditions. Therefore, there is no need for the mitigation 
measure specified in Section 5 .2.1, which states that visiting hours during week-day should be 
scheduled to avoid peak-hour afternoon traffic during shift changes. The correctional facility will 
receive visitors during designated hours on both weekdays and weekends, which will be coordinated 
with the bus schedules. There are no present plans for evening visits. Maximum Security Facilities 
have visiting rooms that usually operate during business hours seven days a week. 

2.1.8 Project Schedule and Cost 

Comment: It seems cost-prohibitive to purchase water from the Town of Varick, who purchases 
it from Waterloo. The State has a modern water treatment facility on the campus of 
the Willard Drug Treatment Center, and could supply the needed flow. (Leon Kelly, 
Mayor of Village of Ovid) 

Response: While the Willard Drug Treatment Center has excess capacity, there are other 
constraints not taken into consideration. The utilization of the Willard Drug Treatment Center 
supply would involve construction of approximately 5 mile of water transmission main and pumping 
facilities, with the associated environmental impacts of that construction. Therefore, it has been 
determined that it more cost-effective to extend the existing Seneca Army Depot waterline to the 
project site. 

Comment: Take a closer look al wastewater treatment. 0 'Brien and Gere Engineers of 
Syracuse is conducting a study for the SCIDA. In your .statement, you indicated that 
SCJDA would be doing the upgrading of the present plants or at least overseeing that 
upgrading. I question the funding by SCIDA to complete those upgrades. There is 
a concern regarding local taxpayer dollars. It is also my understanding that the 
present lines have a high degree of inflow. (Leon Kelly , Mayor of Village of Ovid) 

Response: 
sewer lines. 

Comment: 

Who is going to pay to upgrade the wastewater treatment plant and sewer lines? 
(Gil Swain) 

DOCS will pay its share of the cost for upgrading the wastewater treatment plant and 

The $1 million extra f ee to be paid by stale taxpayers to construct a new 12-inch 
water line to a water tank in the northeast corner of the facility seems excessive. 
Furthermore, if the waler districts in the area are still in the process of 
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planning/delineation, then how can the DOCS be sure that the water supply is 
guaranteed? Perhaps even more money will need to be set aside to upgrade a 
certain district's water supply to accommodate the 300,000 gallons per day the new 
prison is projected to utilize. (Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The estimated $1 million cost for the 12-inch waterline upgrade was a preliminary 
estimate; the bid price may be significantly lower. The Village of Waterloo has assured OGS/DOCS 
that its treatment facilities and water supply permit allocation have adequate excess capacity to 
supply the proposed facility. 

Comment: Will there be additional costs, not spelled out in the DEIS, to remove the asbestos 
piping from the water main currently traversing the site in question (the waler main 
is apparently going to be relocated) ? (Alice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law & 
Justice, Inc.) 

Response: Yes, but there is no final estimate of these costs. They have not been defined at this 
time. 

Comment: It seems premature to decide whether or not it is even feasible to construct a suitable 
wastewater treatment facility when SCIDA has not even completed its feasibility 
study. Perhaps the amount of money it will require will be several million dollars 
not yet figured into the budget, which New York State taxpayers will again be asked 
to bear. Please comment. (Alice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: A final detem1ination on the wastewater treatment system to be used will depend on 
the info rmation provided in the O' Brien and Gere study. 

Comment: In short, the proj ected $150 million for the construction is not a real number since 
the acknoi,vledged off-site utility improvements are significant and cannot even be 
known yet (the water districts in the area are not yet delineated, and SCIDA has not 
yet completed its wastewater feasibility study. Please comment. (Alice P. Green, 
Ph.D. , Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The projected $150 million construction cost includes the proj ected fundin g for the 
the assumed utility improvements. It is possible that some of the improvements will cost more than 
estimated, and some will cost less. For example, some monies associated with upgradi ng the 
wastewater treatment plant have been allocated , but if the feas ibility study reveals that an entirely 
new wastewater treatment plant will needed to be constructed, then more monies will need to be 
encumbered . 

2.1.9 Approvals Required 

Comment: Al the appropriate lime during projec/ development, water supply applica/ion (.~) need 
lo be submitted lo !he NYSDEC relating lo !he allocation of drinking waler lo any 
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new water district or service area that is formed The Village of Waterloo which 
takes their water J,-om the north end of Seneca Lake at a drinking water filtration 
plant has a NYSDEC permit for an annual average amount of 2 million gallons per 
day (mgd) of water. A water supply application from the Village of Waterloo is 
needed if this 2 mgd allocation is to be exceeded (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional 
Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: The Village of Waterloo has indicated that the current filtration plant is permitted to 
supply 2 million gallons of water per day. Representatives of the village have further indicated that 
the current demand is averaging 850,000 to 950,000 gallons per day. This provides ample capacity 
for the additional 300,000 gallons per day anticipated for the proposed facility. Furthermore the 
village has indicated that expansion of the water filtration plant capacity is actively being considered. 

Comment: At the appropriate time in project development, a map should be provided so that a 
determination can be made as to the need for fi·eshwater wetland permits for 
construction of any new waterlines to service the correctional facility. (Robert K. 
Scott, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: All wastewater/sanitary and water line locations have been thoroughly investigated 
with respect to their impact on NYSDEC or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) jurisdictional 
wetlands. There are no impacts to any NYSDEC wetlands, and the impacts to the ACOE wetlands 
have been documented and mitigated. In the event that there is a significant change to any of the 
utility alignments, OGS will investigate the potential impacts. Identification/assessment of any 
potential impacts associated with the route for the gas line is the responsibility of New York State 
Gas and Electric(NYSEG). OGS/DOCS will have no role in NYSEG's routing of the gas line. 

Comment: As recognized in the DEIS, a storm water SP DES p ermit is needed. Please file a 
copy with this office. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, 
NYSDEC) 

Response: OGS is presently preparing the application for a SPDES General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities. It will be forwarded to the NYSDEC Bureau 
of Water Permits, 50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY and NYSDEC Region 8 as soon as it becomes 
available, and prior to the start of construction. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Since the project will have negligible impact on wetlands and in fact there may be 
creation of new wetland':i with the proposed storm water management system, it is not 
necessary to file for a 40 I water quality certification. This department has already 
issued a statewide water quality certification for an activity affecting wetlands in this 
amount. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

No Response Required 
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2.2 Natural Resources 

2.2:1 Geology and Soils 

No comments were received relative to geology and soils. 

2.2.2 Topography 

No comments were received relative to topography. 

2.2.3 Surface and Ground Water Resources 

Comment: We agree with the concept presented for managing the storm water runoff However, 
we will need to review the detailed drainage analysis when it is completed to be 
certain the primary receiving stream, Indian Creek is not adversely affected. It 
crosses NYS Route 96A east of its confluence with Silver Creek. (New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)) 

Response: OGS has completed a pre- and post-construction storm water analysis for an area 
greater than the proposed development within the 675-acre parcel. OGS has formulated a storm 
water management plan based on the guidelines and within the regulations set forth by the EPA The 
storm water management plan provides for construction of two storm water retention basins. The 
retention basins will reduce peak runoff flow from the facility and improve the storm water runoff 
quality over current conditions. In addition, please note that OGS is presently preparing the 
application for a SPDES General Permit for Stom1 Water Discharges from Construction Activities. 
This general permit will then be forwarded to the NYSDEC Bureau of Water Pe1111its, 50 Wolf Road, 
Albany, NY and NYSDEC Region 8, as soon as it becomes available, and prior to the start of 
construction. 

Comment: You talk about the Stale paying for the sewage treatment. In Moravia, they polluted 
Owasco Lake for two years before they would do anything, and their attitude was: 
"What are you going to do about it? We 're the State of New York. " Aft.er being 
burned once, I don 't trust anything DOCS says. I would get ii all in ·writing and all 
the environmental impact statements and dot the J's and cross the T's. (Jo hn 
Fischer) 

Response: A number of permits/approval s will be required prior to operating the facility. A 
storm water permit (genera l permit) will be required from the NYSDEC. In addition, NYSDEC 
must approve the site wastewater system, and the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) 
must approve the site water system. The DEIS and thi s FEIS, coupled with the required plan 
approval s that will be obta ined, provide sufficient information to document that there wi ll be no 
adverse impacts to surface water or groundwater quality. 
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2.2.4 Air Resources 

Comment: Afier a review of section 2. 5.1-Site Utilities against part 201 of the air regulations, 
these boilers meet the definition of exempt activities and are therefore exempt from 
the registration of Subpart 201-4 and 201-5. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional 
Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Section 201-3.2(c)(l)-Exempt stationary or portable combustion installations are 
where the furnace has a maximum rated heat input capacity less than IO million btu 
per hour burning fossil fuels other than coal. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional 
Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: The correct number and sizes of the boilers that will be utilized at the correctional 
facility are as follows: four 30 MMBTU/HR hot water boilers, one 10.4 MMBTU/HR hot water 
boiler, and two 10.4 MMBTU/HR steam boilers. (This corrects information provided in Section 
2.5.1 of the DEIS regarding BTU/hour associated with the boilers .) In addition, three 1230 KW 
diesel generators will be utilized for peak shaving. As per 6 NYCRR 201, none of these emission 
sources are exempt activities, and therefore, a state permit application will be submitted. 

Comment: Section 4.1. 4 Air Resources identifies air emissions from generators and wood and 
metalworking machines and that these items and other small combustion units will 
be considered exempt or trivial activities under Part 201. This section indicates that 
the facility will exceed the thresholds for a major stationary source for sulphur 
dioxide emissions. Our analysis is that the small boilers which have maximum hear 
input between 8,000 and 20,000 btu would not be able to exceed the major source 
emission thresholds. Therefore, at the appropriate time in the review process, you 
should provide greater details on the kinds of emission sources that will be located 
at the facility and in particular the boilers so that the NYSDEC can support or verify 
that all sources appear to be exempt from permitting. Include a table of the 
estimated emissions on a potential to emit basis for total particulates, P M-10, Nox, 
CO, SO], VOC and HAP. Provide the calculations and assumptions used to estimate 
these emissions. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

When will the proposed facility be applying for the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation fuel restrictions limiting the amount of Number 2 fuel 
oil that can be utilized annually to maintain sulphur dioxide levels below major 
thresholds? (Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The air emissions from the emergency generators, fuel storage tanks, and maintenance 
and vocational activities that are planned at the proposed correctional facility are defined as exempt 
or trivial activities under 6 NYCRR 201. The boilers and generators used for peak shaving are not 
exempt or trivial activities and will require permits. The potential to emit of these sources exceed 
Title V tlu·esholds for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide based on using the worst 
case fuel (No. 2 fuel oil) and firing 8760 hours per year. As a result, the facility will be requesting 
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to cap out of Title V through the use of a fuel restriction to maintain a ll emissions below Title V 
thresholds. The final air permit application requesting a cap from Title V regulat ions through the 
use of fu el restriction·s is being prepared on behalf of OGS and DOCS by Clough, Harbour & 
Associates, LLP. It is anticipated that it will be submitted to NYSDEC during the first week of 
February. This application will contain all calculations and assumptions for NYSDEC's review. 

Comment: For your information, if the potential to emit sulphur dioxide truly exceeds the major 
source thresholds, then the acceptance of a cap on these emissions will mean that the 
facility does not need to apply for a Title V facility permit. If a state facility air 
permit is to be submitted, please submit a schedule for application submission. It is 
important that you have the permit; if needed, before facility discharge begins. For 
your information, if a state facility air permit is needed for the cap, there are two 
options. The first is that the facility may qualify for a state facility general air permit 
for a small combustion installations. The second is that if you will not or can not 
accept the general permit conditions or you do not qualify for a general permit then 
a regular state facility air permit application will be needed. (Robert K. Scott, 
Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: Please refer to the response to the previous comment. It is understood that a a state 
facility permit is needed prior to facility construction and discharge. OGS and DOCS choose to 
submit a state facility permit application in lieu of accepting the permit conditions of the general 
permit for small combustion installations. 

Comment: When you provide more information that clarifies/verifies the size of the boilers and 
provides the above-listed estimates, then a.final determination on this p ermit need 
will be made. In order lo meet your tight schedule, it is important that this 
iriformalion be submitted without delay. (Robert K. Scott, Deputy Regional Permit 
Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: Info rmation clarifying the size of the boilers, taken from the air permit app lication, 
is provided on the table on the following page. Its shows all emi ss ion sources, and corrects 
information provided in Section 2.5 . I of the DEIS regarding BTU/hour associated with the boilers. 

Comment: There are acknowledged possible sources of air pollution in the area, such as a 
nearby heating plant which has the potential lo emit in excess of part 20 1 major 
source thresholds. Clearly, this area may not be safe for the 1500 men lo be housed 
there. Please comment. (A lice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The fac t that the heating plant which has the potenti a l to emit in excess of part 20 I 
major source thresholds merely indicates that permitting of emissions will be required. The fac ility 
will be requesting to cap out of Title V through the use of a fuel restriction to maintai n a ll emissions 
below Title V thresholds, and therefo re, will not be a major source of a ir pollutants in the a rea. 

Rust E n vir o 11111en/ & /11/i ·aslr11c l11re Page 1- / 5 
103./77 



Final Environmental Impact Statement 
750 Cell Maximum Security Correctional Facility, Seneca County, NY 

AIR POLL UT ANT EMISSION SOURCES 

EM ISS ION UN IT DESCRIPTION EM ISSION 
POINT 

Powerhouse (0-0MAIN) Four 30.0 MM Btu/hr Hot Water Boi lers EP 0000 1-00004 
One I 0.4 MM Btu/hr Hot Water Boi ler EP 00005 
Two I 0.4 MMBtu/hr Steam Boilers EP 00006, 00007 

Generators (0-0GENS) Three 1230 KW Diesel Generators EP 00008-000 I 0 

EXEMPT AND TRIVIAL ACTIVITIES 

ACTIVITY EXEMPT OR TRIVIAL CITATION 

Fire Pu mp Generato r Exempt ( <500 hours of operation per year) 20 1-3 .2(c)(6) 

Fuel Storage Tanks: 

Three 20,000 gallon No. 2 Fuel Oil Tanks Exempt (distillate oil tanks <300,000 barrels) 201-3.2(c)(21) 
One 15,000 gallon Diesel Fuel Tank Exempt (disti llate oi l tank <300,000 barrels) 20 l-3.2(c)(2 l) 
One 6,000 gallon Unleaded Gasoline Tank Exempt (horizontal petroleum storage tank) 201-3.2(c)(26) 
One 2,000 gallon Diesel Fuel Tank Exempt (horizontal petroleum storage tank) 201 -3.2(c)(26) 

MaintenanceNocational Activities: 

Grinding and Metal Work Trivia l (Maintenance and Construction 201 -3.3(c)(45) 
Woodworking Shop with dust co llector Re lated Activities) 
Welding 
General Painting Operat ions 
Parts Cleaning 
Greenhouse/Compost Pile 
Plumbing and Heating Shop 

Miscellaneous: 

Powerhouse Boiler Treatment Trivial (Boiler Water Treatment Operations 201-3.3(c)(l) 
Chemical Use) 

2.2.5 Terrestria l Ecology 

Comment: According to the DEIS, while it is known that certain state listed endangered animal 
and plant species will be threatened by the proposed construction and operation of 
the Seneca prison (white-tailed deer, osprey, northern harrier, large-leafed aster, 
northern reedgrass, rough avan.s), admittedly, no wildlife field investigation was 
performed spec[fically for the site. Therefore , how can the DOCS know that there 
are not additional endangered species which could potentially be exterminated 
altogether by the project? The DEIS mentions that not all areas on the Depot 
ground<:; were surveyed, due to the short survey time (March-September, 1996). Why 
not allow sufficient time to do a careful and comprehensive survey ? Rushing this 
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project and possibly permanently eradicating various plant and/or animal species 
seems shortsighted and selfish. (Alice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law & Justice, 
Inc.) 

Response: This comment is not correct. The DEIS does not state that certain state listed 
endangered animal and plant species will be threatened by the proposed construction and operation 
of the Seneca prison. The DEIS swmnarizes information obtained from the EIS prepared for BRAC 
95 Disposal and Reuse of Prope1iy (USA COE, 1998), and other previous studies, including Rare 
Species Smvey, Seneca Army Depot (USFWS, 1996). This survey, while not covering every area 
of the Depot, did include the areas of the Depot deemed likely to support threatened, endangered, 
or rare species. In summarizing these previous studies, the DEIS for the proposed facility indicates 
that the Depot contains a unique population of white deer, and that five state-listed species were 
found to occur at Seneca Army Depot. 

Site-specific surveys for threatened, endangered, or rare species is not required under SEQR. Unless 
there is a high likelihood of the presence of threatened , endangered, or rare species to be present on 
a given site, a comprehensive survey to identify such species is not typically conducted . It is 
standard practice, however, to review available information, and to contact the Unites States Fish 
and Wildlife Services (USFWS) and the NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program. As noted in the DEIS, 
with regard to Federally listed species, the USFWS indicated that except for the occasional transient 
individual, no federally listed endangered, threatened, or candidate species are known to occur in the 
vicinity of the Seneca Army Depot (USACOE, 1998; Poole, 1996). In correspondence provided in 
Appendix C of the DEIS, the NYSDEC stated that a check of the Natural Heritage Program files , 
specifically with regard to the proposed site, "did not identify any potential impacts to endangered 
threatened, or special concern wildlife species, to rare plant, animal or natural community 
occurrences, or to other significant habitat." 

The following paragraphs explain in more detail why there is no need for a site-specific survey of 
the unique population of white deer and the five state- li sted species that were found to occur at the 
Seneca Army Depot. Each threatened, endangered, or rare species has a global and state rank, which 
are described on the table on the following page. The global rank reflects the rarity of the species 
throughout the world and the state rank refl ects the rarity within New York State. 

White Deer: The white deep population is unique, but it is not threatened or endangered. As 
indicated in Section 4.1.5 of the DEIS, the white deer population is intensely managed on the Depot 
by the NYSDEC. The correctional facility will not interfere with NYSDEC's continued 
management of thi s resource. Although the deer will have a slightly smaller area in which to roam, 
thi s is not expected to affect the deer population. Further, thi s species is mobile, and will simply 
avoid the area affected by proposed fac ility activiti es, and will re locate to nearby areas that provide 
the same hab itat type. As indicated in Section 2. 1.4, prior to completing the six-foo t enclosure 
around the .675-acre parcel, DOCS will work with NYSDEC to remove the white-tail deer population 
from that area. Therefore, there will be no signifi cant impacts to the white deer popul at ion or 
NYSDEC management of the white deer resource. 
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Osprey (Pantone halides): The Osprey is a threatened bird that lives in habitats near lakes, rivers, 
marshes, and the seacoast. Its global ranking is GS and its State ranking is S4. Ospreys have been 
observed on Duck Pond, over three miles north of the proposed site. They typically require large 
areas of open water to feed on fish. No nesting locations were identified at the Seneca Army Depot. 
Ospreys would not be likely to utilize the habitat present at the proposed site, since it is not near 
large expanses of open water. Furthermore, ospreys are mobile, and could easily avoid the area 
affected by proposed facility activities. 

DESCRIPTION OF GLOBAL AND STATE RANKS 

GLOBAL RANK DESCRIPTION 

GI Critically imperiled g lobally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences), or very few 
remaining acres, or miles of stream) or especia lly vulnerable to extinction because of some 
factor of its biology. 

G2 Imperiled g lobally because of rarity (6 - 20 occurrences, or few remai ning acres, or miles of 
stream) or very vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors . 

G3 Either rare and local throughout its range (21 to I 00 occurrences), or found locally ( even 
abundantly at some of its locations) in a restricted range ( e.g. a physiographic region), or 
vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors. 

G4 Apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at 
the periphery. 

GS Demonstrably secure g lobally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at 
the periphery . 

GH Historically known, with the expectation that it might be rediscovered. 

GX Species believed to be extinct. 

GU Status unknown. 

STATE RANK DESCRIPTION 

SI Extremely rare; typically 5 or fewer occurrences, very few remaining individuals, acres, or 
miles of stream, or some factor of its biology making it especially vulnerable in New York. 

S2 Very rare; typically 6 to 20 occurrences, few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of 
stream, or factors demonstrab ly making it very vu lnerable in New York. 

S3 Rare to uncommon ; typ ica lly 2 1 to I 00 occurrences, limited acreage, or miles of stream in 
New York. May have fewer occurrences, but with a large number of individua ls in some 
populations. 

S4 Common, apparently secure in New York State; typically I 00 or more estimated 
occurrences. May be fewer occurrences with many large populations. 

S5 Very common, demonstrably secure in New York. 

SH Historically known from New York, but not seen in the past 15 years . 

sx Apparently ext irpated from New York. 

SA Accidental or casual in New York. 

SE Exotic, not nat ive to New York. 

SP Element potentially occurs in New York but there are no occurrences reported. 

SR Reported in New York but without persuas ive documentation. 

SU Status uncerta in , often because of low search effo11; unce11ainty spans a range of 4 or 5 
ranks between S I through S5. There are three possible ranges: S 1-SS, S l-S4 or S2-S5. 

sz Applies to long-distance migratory spec ies occu rring in an irregular, dispersed or transitory 
(formerl y SN) manner; not of conservation concern for a reason other than be ing exotic or accidenta l. 
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Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus): The northern harrier is a threatened raptor species that inhabits 
marshes and open grasslands. Its global ranking is GS and its State ranking is S3. It has been 
observed in the southeastern portion of Depot in the vicinity of the Loran C station, adjacent to the 
proposed site. Northern harriers breed in mashes, grasslands, meadows, and cultivated fie lds, 
building their nests on the ground rather than in tree. Several raptor nest locations were identified 
on the Depot, with the closest one to the proposed site located approximately one mile to the north. 
The proposed site encompasses some open grassland areas in the vicinity of the Loran C station that 
may be suitable habitat for the northern harrier. However, these grassland areas are not in the portion 
of the site that will be affected by development, with the possible exception of the perimeter fence. 
Like ospreys, northern harriers are mobile, and could easily avoid the area affected by proposed 
facility activities. To mitigate potential impacts associated with construction of the perimeter fence 
in the grassland areas, this activity should not be conducted during the early part of the nesting cycle, 
especially from the pre-laying and egg-laying stages (mid-March to late June) up to hatching (late 
July) w1less a survey has been conducted to verify that there are no raptor nesting sites in the vicinity 
of the area to be affected. 

Large-leaf Aster (Aster schreberi): Large-leaf aster is a flowering plant on the New York Rare 
Plants Status List (Watch List). The New York Rare Plants Status List contains the name, heritage 
rank, counties of occurrence and legal status for all plants that the Heritage Program actively 
inventories . The watch list contains taxa that are considered rare, uncommon or declining in 
numbers, but which need more information or monitoring to decide if they should be actively 
inventoried. The global ranking of the large-leaf aster is G4 and its State ranking is S3. This plant 
species was identified in only one location at the Depot, approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the 
proposed site. Its New York State legal status is Unprotected ( defined in Environmental 
Conservation Law section 11-0103). Therefore, this species may be taken at any time without limit, 
although a license to take may be required. 

Northern Reedgrass (Calamagrostis sfricta ssp inexpansa): Northern reedgrass is a lso a plant on 
the New York Rare Plants Status List (Active Inventory List) . The active inventory li st contains 
most plant taxa (species, subspecies and varieties) that have fewer than 100 occurrences in the state 
or those that are considered highly vulnerable to extirpation and have been documented by a Heritage 
report and/or a herbarium specimen in the last 15 years. The global ranking of northern reedgrass 
is GS and its State ranking is S2. Its New York State legal status is Threatened. The botani st 
conducting the rare plant survey at the Depot identified the subspecies as inexpansa only because 
that was the only subspecies previously reported in Seneca County. (Notably, the New York State 
legal status of Calamagrostis sfricta ssp strict a, the other potential subspecies, is Unprotected.) The 
surveyor noted that the species was relatively common (i.e. , seen over a substantial area), in a wet 
area just east of Route 96A, along the west side of the Depot, approximately 1.7 miles northwest of 
the proposed site. Thi s spec ies is typ ically associated with wetlands, but was not identifi ed as a 
spec ies present in wetlands during the delineati on of wetlands at the proposed site. Fo ll ow up 
conversations with the wetland delineators confirmed that it was not observed on the site. Further, 
since on ly 0.92 acres of wetlands will be di sturbed, the potential impact to the species, if it is present, 
is minimal and has been mitiga ted to the extent possible. 
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Rough Avens (Geum virginianum): Rough avens is also a plant on the New York Rare Plants Status 
List (Active Inventory List). This plant was identified in only one location at the Depot, nearly a 
mile northwest of the proposed site. The botanist conducting the rare plant survey at the Depot on 
behalf of the Department of the Defense expressed surprise that this species was on the rare species 
list because it is relatively common, based on his observations. Its global ranking is G5 and its State 
ranking is S 1. Its New York State legal status is Unprotected. Therefore, this species may be taken 
at any time without limit, although a license to take may be required. 

Comment: By the DOCS ' admission in the DEIS, approximately 124 acres of vegetated land will 
be affected by the project and wildlife currently inhabiting this area will be displaced 
or, if not mobile, will die. How is this not a "significant adverse impact" under 
SEQRA? (Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: As indicated in Section 4. 1.5 of the DEIS, the type of vegetative cover/habitat in the 
areas that will be disturbed is not unique, and is abundant throughout the Depot and the Seneca 
County area. Construction and operation of the proposed correctional facility will result in a minor 
loss of habitat for terrestrial wildlife, but there is ample similar habitat near the site to provide 
replacement habitat. The more mobile species affected by proposed facility activities (deer, 
squirrels, birds, etc.) will relocate to nearby areas that provide the same habitat type. The species 
in the area are versatile species, with similar habitats available in the project vicinity, including 
immediately adjacent woodlands. Some relatively non-mobile individuals within a population (e.g., 
earthworms) will likely die during construction activities, but the loss of these individuals will not 
affect the survival of the population in the vicinity of the site. Therefore, taking these factors into 
account, the project was not found to have a significant adverse impact upon vegetation or wildlife 
populations. 

2.2.6 Aquatic Ecology 

No comments were received relative to aquatic ecology. 

2.3 Human and Cultural Resources 

2.3.1 Transportation 

Comment: We do not anticipate any adverse traffic impacts to N YS Route 96 due to the 
proposal. The details of the construction of the access drive intersection will be 
developed as part of the State Highway Work Permit process. (New York State 
Department of Transportation) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

Comment: Routes 96 and 414, the most accessible car/bus routes are operating already close 
to capacity, with delays unacceptable to most drivers, according to the DEIS (A lice 
P. Green, Ph. D , Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 
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Response: This comment is incorrect. As indicated in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIS, the state 
highways and county roads in the vicinity of the proposed site are currently not subjected to high 
volumes of traffic. The regional roadway network serving the area in the vicinity of the Depot is in 
good condition and operating at a low level of service (LOS) (RKG Associates, 1996). In 1992, the 
Depot had 1,334 employees, and as of 1998, there were only 125 employees. Section 4.2.1 of the 
DEIS indicates that based on the significant decline in the number of Depot employees, and 
therefore, the number of vehicles entering and exiting the Depot, the additional vehicle trips 
associated with the correctional facility will have no significant impact on traffic in the vicinity of 
the site, as the overall number of trips will be much less than that formerly experienced during peak 
employment at the Depot. The proposed construction of the correctional facility will have only 
modest incremental impacts on traffic volumes on the nearby road network, and the volume will be 
less than experienced during peak operations at the Depot. This conclusion is based on the number 
of employees involved, the number of different shifts to which they will be assigned, the expected 
frequency of ride-sharing by correctional facility employees, and the amount of available roadway 
capacity in the area. Furthermore, during preparation of the Reuse Plan, it was determined that all 
of the highways in the vicinity of the Seneca Army Depot are operating at acceptable levels of 
service (V /C ratios less that 0.1) and have reserve capacity left to absorb additional traffic demand 
due to potential growth in the future (RKG Associates, Inc., 1996). 

2.3.2 Land Use and Zoning 

Comment: The location is highly suitable. The depot was always in institutional use under the 
Army, and the use of the facility is compatible with the base, consistent with our base 
reuse plan, and in short, a common-sense use of and aging facility that has limited 
valued or attractiveness to private sector investors. We think this is a very positive 
development for Seneca County, and we lookforward lo working with DOCS and 
bringing this facility to fruition (Glenn Cooke, Executive Director of/he SCI DA) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

Comment: In the Town of Varick, there is no/ unanimous support this facility. On Route 89 and 
East Lake Road, the value of the property and the value of our lives is closely related 
to the beauty and serenity that we find in that community and because it is remote 
from facilities like prisons. The value ofmy property will be critically dropped by 
having a prison there. I would like to have the analysis consider that in great detail, 
especially considering that the value of homes in Willard have dropped to essentially 
zero. They are unmarketable because of the Willard Drug Treatment Center. In 
Var ick, having a prison nearby wi11 make the intrinsic value of the property null. 
(Thomas Bjorkman, Gil Swain) 

What about the decrease in property value in the area around the correctional 
fa cility? The property value around Willard went down. That is an economic 
impact. Why was decreased property value not addressed ? (Thomas F. Grnsek) 
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Response: Following the introduction of a correctional facility, the general experience of DOCS 
is that property values remain stabilized and may actually increase in the area immediately adjacent 
to a prison. These comments do not indicate what sources were used for the assertions that the 
"value of homes in Willard have dropped to essentially zero," "having a prison nearby will make the 
intrinsic value of the property null", and "property values in the area around Willard" have 
decreased. There is no indication of the time period, or the basis of reliability for these assertions. 
It would be conjecture to respond to the question; however, there is some possibility that the 
reduction in property values that may have occurred in the Willard area may be due to a downturn 
in the local economy, or more specifically, the decline in demand from the loss of many jobs at the 
Seneca Army Depot, which has resulted in many people leaving the area. Also refer to the following 
comment. 

Comment: I would like to comment on the price of property and the property not selling in 
Willard. I live in Willard across the street from the razor wire, but dealing with the 
four-town assessor whose office is out of our building, there has been an adequate 
amount of sales in Willard Let me assure you that every one of those sales have 
exceeded the assessed value of the housing in the area. I would say that there is 
probably a better marketfor residences, and I would have to say that the price of 
residences will increase. (Raymond Zajac, Supervisor, Town of Romulus) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

2.3.3 Demographic Characteristics, Housing, and Employment 

Comments: The Seneca County Industrial Development Agency (SC/DA) believes that the prison 
will be a very significant employer in the area. We welcome the jobs and the positive 
economic impact that will be derived from the State's investment in this facility 
(Glenn Cooke, Executive Director of the SC/DA) 

I would like to take this opportunity to express my comments in regards to the newly 
proposed maximum security prison to be built at the Seneca Army Depot site in 
Romulus, NY I write this letter on behalf of the Waterloo Village Board and myself, 
to state we are in full support of a prison in our county and for the local economic 
benefits that will hopefully come from such a facility. (The Honorable Rudolph 
Bertino, Mayor, Village of Waterloo) 

The Seneca County Board of Supervisors supports this effort. Ir 's an economic 
boom. It is not the pe1fect economic thing that we would like to see, bur it will be 
helpful. (Patsy Amidon, Chair of the Seneca County Board of Supervisors) 

In response to ajail being built at the Seneca Army Depot, I'm all for it. The 
population is down and many employees are being let go. We need j obs. (Jean 
Kieffer) 
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I support this project because it will bring much economic vitality and jobs to this 
part of the county. I own land and property in St. Lawrence County, and similar 
.facilities close to my home there had nothing but positive impacts on the community. 
I was friends with many of the guards that worked there, and they contributed as 
coaches and Scout leaders and other things in the local community. (Tom Jasiko.fj) 

As a business owner and a property owner, !fully support the prison system. I've 
been hearing for years that we 're going to move this and that in. Nothing has come. 
Local people will get jobs as corrections officer--my husband works for DOCS and 
I see two more here that used to work for the Willard Psychiatric Center that are 
working here at Willard. I can see this new prison bringing in jobs. We need growth 
in this county. And the reason there's so many homes for sale is because people have 
lost their jobs and they've moved away to get other jobs. (Pam Armitage) 

Response: Thank you for your support and for taking the time to comment on the proposed 
project. No further response necessary. 

Comment: No adverse socioeconomic impacts were identified. How can there be no 
socioeconomic impacts? (Thomas F. Grasek) 

Response: No adverse impacts were reported because none were identified. There will , 
however, be socioeconomic impacts that will be favorable and positive as related to the economic 
portion of the DEIS. 

Comment: Page 4-10 states that available evidence indicates that families of inmates generally 
do not relocate to the area of incarceration. What evidence? What about the ones 
that do? What about when they are visiting? Where will they be staying? What is 
the average numbers of visitors per day? (Thomas F. Grasek) 

Response: It is our experience that fami lies of irnnates generally do not relocate to the area of 
incarceration because inmates are frequent ly transferred from one faci lity to another as a result of 
programming and security classification changes. Visitors generally visit during the day, returning 
in the evening to their homes. The average number of visitors per day at a maximum security 
correctional faci lity is approximately 25. In the event a visitor decides to stay overnight, he or she 
would utilize local public accommodations. 

Comment: What about the increase in crime associated with the persons who ·will be visiting the 
inmates ? What is the criminal background of these visitors? What is their health 
condition -- are they carriers o.fany disease? Are they illegal drug users? Are they 
drug dealers? Section 4.2. 6 addresses public safety from the inmates nothing 
addresses public safety _{i-om the visitors? This is a rural area with a low crime rate. 
Even a small increase in crime wifl have socioeconomic impacts. Why were they not 
addressed? (Thomas F. Grasek) 

Rust Environment & /n/i ·as/r11ct11re Page 1-23 
103-1 77 



Final Environmental Impact Statement 
750 Cell Maximum Security Correctional Facility, Seneca County, NY 

Response: In order to obtain visitation at a DOCS correctional facility, a member of the public 
is required to register with the Department. Beyond that, DOCS has no statutory authority to 
investigate prospective visitors for the subjects raised in your question. In the event a visitor should 
violate the State's criminal laws, he or she is subject to arrest and indictment, just as any other, and 
could suffer the loss of visitation rights. 

There is no evidence to suggest that there is any impact on crime associated with persons who visit 
inmates housed in New York State correctional facilities. Visitors are usually transported to the 
correctional facility using private intercity bus services provided specifically for correctional facility 
visitors (state funded Family Visitor Program buses, or private buses sponsored by various social 
service agencies). The correctional facilities are well-staffed with peace officers. We have 
experienced no difficulties with visitors in any of our institutions. 

Comment: A lot of the people think that these jobs will be wonderful jobs. The initial job 
placement inside this prison I can 'tforesee being local people. I think its going to 
take 4 to 6 years before were going to see the corrections officers working inside this 
prison coming from the focal area. (Bob Gilbert) 

Response: Historically, when a new facility is opened, DOCS draws from local people who are 
on the State Civil Service List or who are in existing positions with the correct job title. For security I 
staff, the transfer opportunity is announced to all security staff prior to the facility opening. Any 
existing employees may put their name on a transfer list to the facility, and would be placed based 
on seniority of time in the position with that job title. If the security positions are not filled by 
seniority, new officers coming from the Academy would have an opportunity to transfer to the 
facility until all the posts are filled. Corrections officers are required to pass a written Civil Service I 
exam and undergo extensive medical, psychological , and background checks. The next exam is 
scheduled for April 17, 1999, and applications are due by March 15, 1999. 

Comment: If you want to create an economic base for our community, weren 't there other 
possibilities that could have been addressed as opposed to building a prison. 
(Gabrielle Gilbert) 

Response: DOCS mission is to provide for public protection by administering a network of 
correctional facilities. DOCS builds prisons, not shopping malls, manufacturing plants, or other 
types of facilities that might also improve the economic base of the community. The SCIDA is 
pursuing other opportunities fo r economic development in the County, and New York State will 
participate in this effort to the extent possible. In addition, the NYS Department of Tourism 
continues to promote tourism in Seneca County and throughout New York State. 

Comment: In regard to the prison site at the former Seneca Army Depot, I am now looking 
forward to retirement and relocating from the area. It was previously my intention 
to retire on Seneca Lake away ji-0111 the Seneca Meadows Landfill. Now there is no 
option, but to leave the area or remain between the two. But someone else will move 
into the area - most likely .families andfi·iends of the prison population and ii will 
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escalate from there. The sad but ugly truth is that there are a f ew jobs, but the 
greater impact on the area will be the sapping of the Seneca County welfare system. 
ft has happened in Auburn, and Moravia is now in its footsteps. (Linda R. Milliman) 

You are correct in that we do need some employment and use for the former Depot 
property, but the prison is not the answer as far as long-term usage. We are already 
the site of the Willard Drug Treatment Center and now right next door we are faced 
with a prison - another non-taxpaying enterprise with the guarantee of a few jobs for 
a few people and increased taxes to support our welfare system from all the p eople. 
(Linda R. Milliman) 

Response: The comments are acknowledged. As indicated previously in this document and in 
the DEIS, there will be positive economic impacts associated with this project. 

2.3.4 Community Services 

Comment: What kind of conditions are going to move into the area? The kind of work the 
security officers are doing is high stress. Are we going to see an increase in 
domestic violence, which is rampant in the community as far as the State of New 
York and in our nation? Are we going to have to deal with those issues? (Gabrielle 
Gilbert) 

Response: The comment is acknowledged, but the subject matter does not deal with impacts that 
are subject to environmental review under SEQR. 

2.3.5 lnfrastructure/U ti Ii ties 

Comment: We are pleased al the advent of natural gas to this portion of the County. Will the 
natural gas line to the site come from the north or the south? ft is our hope that this 
utility will eventually reach the Village of Ovid and maybe other to wns and villages 
in south Seneca County. (Leon Kelly, Mayor of Village of Ovid) 

Response: OGS/DOCS will have no role in NYSEG's routing of the gas line to the site. We do 
not believe the route has been selected yet. Please contact NYSEG for information regarding the, 
route of the gas line. 

Comment: The ability of the nearby districts to handle the increase in water/wastewater 
requirements of the in.mates and employees on-site does not take into account the 
additional residential water/wastewater needs of I he 3 3 0-plus persons (employees 
andfamilies) expected to relocate to the surrounding to1vns as a result of the neiv 
prison. Please comment. (A lice P. Green, Ph.D . Center/or Law & Justice. Inc) 

Response: Given the recent decline in population in the area, it is highly unlikely that the 
increase of approximately 330 persons expected to relocate to the area will adverse ly affect 
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residential water/wastewater needs. Furthermore, OGS expects that the wastewater needs for 
anticipated population increase will be addressed by the O'Brien and Gere report. Also refer to the 
following comment regarding water supply. 

Comment: As mayor for the Village of Waterloo, I can say we stand ready to serve and meet 
whatever needs you may have in the area of water operations and supply. Our 
highly trained and well equipped water treatment and distribution system operators 
will be able to assure your daily hydraulic needs with reliability. Your daily usage 
should help keep the water costs reasonable to a large number of people whom we 
serve in this region, and keep it affordable for us to remain on the cutting edge of 
water technology and treatment, allowing us to continue exceeding both NYSDOH 
and EPA regulations. (I'he Honorable Rudolph Bertino, Mayor, Village of Waterloo) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

2.3.6 Public Safety 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Seneca County is well protected. Our sheriff's department, State police and local 
village police departments do a fine job. We had murders in Seneca County long 
before the Shock camp came. If these people get loose, I don't feel that they are 
going to harm me or my family. (Pam Armitage) 

No Response Necessary 

With the Depot fire department to close with the Army closing in 2001, there w;// be 
insufficient .fire/ambulance protection. for those on site and in the surrounding 
districts. What does the DOCS plan to do about this, aside fi'om the notion of 
"encouraging" correctional officers to volunteer lo be on the volunteerfire squad? 
(Alice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law & Justice, inc.) 

With the fire district lines as they are presently drawn, this facility will fall in the 
coverage district of the Village of Ovid's fire department. There is mutual response 
by other companies in the area. The DEIS states that the facility may make 
arrangements with more than one fire company. I believe that refers to mutual aid 
type coverage, which may not exist in other areas. The Ovid fire company will 
respond to anyfire calls, as will the other companies in the area. At present, DOCS 
does not compensate local fire companies or districtsfor coverage on a yearly basis; 
perhaps a charge per response can be negotiated. This procedure is underway at the 
Seneca Army Depot. It is unfair lo ask local taxpayers to support local fire 
companies with equipment and training to fight fires for a State Facility with the 
arrangements that now exist. The DEIS indicated that corrections officers are 
encouraged to join _fire departments as volunteers. We have not experienced an 
increase in the number of volunteers come .fi'om the ranks of the Willard Drug 
Treatment Center corrections officers. Volunteerfirefighters expend a considerable 
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amount of time and money on training and equipment (in the neighborhood of a 
thousand dollars just for bunker gear) . I've been told that DOCS does not 
compensate local fire companies or districts in other locations. This may be 
something that needs to be addressed statewide. (Leon Kelly, Mayor of Village of 
Ovid) 

Response: Currently, fire protection for Willard Drug Treatment Center is provided from the 
Village of Ovid ' s Fire Department and also through Seneca County Mutual Aid Plan. The Willard 
Drug Treatment Center's Fire Response Team is also part of that Mutual Aid Plan. This team has, 
on occasion, provided assistance with equipment and manpower to surrounding fire departments. 
A similar fire protection plan will be set up for the proposed correctional facility. 

According to the New York State Office of Fire Prevention and Control, fire departments must 
provide fire protection to DOCS facilities within their fire districts though "General Municipal Law." 
At most DOCS facilities, fire protection is provided by the local fire departments. Also, if there is 
a county mutual aid plan, other fire departments would respond in the event of a large scale fire if 
requested through either the local Fire Chief or County Fire Coordinator. Several DOCS facilities 
throughout the state are included in their county's Mutual Aid Plans. 

In addition, when a fire department has responded to one of our facilities for a fire and a piece of its 
equipment is ruined or broken, DOCS has replaced it. For example, we have purchased hoses, 
smoke ejectors, and other related equipment to help maintain emergency services and as a measure 
of good business. 

Comment: The notion made clear in the DEIS that significant increases in services (police, fire, 
ambulance, hospital, utilities) will not be warranted with 1500 inmates and 330-plus 
civilians moving into the area, seems shortsighted and unrealistic. Please comment. 
(A lice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: Most of the medical need of the inmates will be met by the on-site medical staff at 
the Infirmary at the proposed correctional facility. The impact of the 1,500-inmate correctional 
faci li ty on services (police, fire, ambulance, hospital , utilities) was addressed in the DEIS (Sections, 
4.2,4, 4.2.5, and 4.2.6). Comments related to fire protection services were addressed previously in 
this document. Given the recent decline in population in the area, it is highly unlikely that the 
increase in population due to the approximately 330 persons expected to re locate to the area wi ll 
adverse ly affect serv ices (po lice, fire, ambulance, hospital, utiliti es), especially since they will be 
spread out over multiple towns/fire di stri cts. 

2.3.7 Hazardous Waste 

Com ment: The DEIS recognizes the Solid Waste Management Units (SWMU's) located on the 
overall DOCS parcel. However, ii is important that the final EIS identifj1 these units 
on a map and include a brief description of the hazardous waste site. fl is important 
that DOCS activities on the parcel including the installation of gas, water and sewer 
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lines which are not precisely known at this time be located so as to not constrain, 
restrict or impede the need for any cleanup that is determined for these SWMU's. 
(Robert K. Scali, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator, NYSDEC) 

Response: Based on recent information received from the Army, there are a total of 7 hazardous 
waste sites (10 SWMUs) located on the proposed site. Appendix B provides a figure identifying 
their locations on the 675-acre parcel, including the location within the 124-acre portion of the site 
that will be developed, along with a brief description of each SWMU. DOCS, in conjunction with 
the Army, will ensure that project activities, including the installation of gas, water and sewer lines 
whose locations are not precisely known at this will not constrain, restrict, or impede the need for 
any cleanup that is determined for these SWMUs. 

Comment: According to the DEIS, there are five locations on the 710-acre site where storage, 
release, disposal or migration of hazardous substances has occurred, and two of 
these sites are within the 124-acre portion in question. How can we be assured that 
the hazardous/strategic materials on site will be cleaned up prior to the prison 
opening, with no lasting effects for the population to be housed there, especially 
when the Depot is not slated to be closed until July of 2001, pursuant to the 
redevelopment plan, but the prison is schedule to be open in August of 2000? (Alice 
P. Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

What kind of legal matters will DOCS have from the people incarcerated al the 
facility claiming they were "contaminated" if they have a chance. (Bob Gilbert) 

Response: As indicated in Section 4.2.7 of the DEIS, DOCS will not acquire the portions of the 
proposed site that require remediation unless and until any hazardous substances or petroleum 
products have been remediated to the extent necessary. Verification that any contaminated areas are 
cleaned up is the responsibility of EPA and the Department of the Army. As provided for by the 
Comprehensive Enviromnental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Army 
entered into a Federal Facility Agreement with EPA and NYSDEC to guide hazardous waste site 
assessment and remediation at the Seneca Arn1y Depot (Docket Number II-CERCLA-FFA-00202). 
In preparing to dispose of Depot property, the Army is obligated to abide by CERCLA Section 
120(h)(3) to provide, before the date of transfer, a covenant warranting that all remedial action 
necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to any such substances 
remaining on the property has been taken. 

Because any areas of the proposed correctional facility site that are contaminated will be remediated 
to the extent necessary to protect human health and the environment, prisoners will have no bas is 
for claiming or alleging that they were adversely affected. Therefore, no associated legal claims are 
anticipated. 

Comment: What is the status of contamination as far as the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) is concerned? Are there large contracts outfor soil removal that are possible 
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for other parts of the depot? Is this land free from any additional expense of going 
in and decontaminating it lo level required by the EPA? (Glenn White) 

Response: It is possible that some soil removal will be required in one or more of the five 
SWMUs located within the proposed site. Any such required removal activity will take place before 
the correctional facility opens, and in accordance with EPA guidelines. As indicated in the response 
to the previous comment and in Section 4.2. 7 of the DEIS, before the date of property transfer, the 
Department of the Army is obligated to provide a covenant warranting that all remedial action 
necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to any such substances 
remaining on the property has been taken. DOCS will not acquire the portions of the proposed site 
that require remediation unless and until any hazardous substances or petroleum products have been 
remediated to the extent necessary. DOCS will have no financial liability for remediation of any of 
the SWMUs on the proposed site. 

Comment: My understanding is that there are cleaning.fluids that the depot used that are still 
leaching out and going towards Seneca Lake. A county supervisor indicated dilution 
will take care of it. I don't buy that. Dilution is a theory that should have long since 
been abandoned. We don't know the long-term effects of what small amounts of 
trichloroethylene will do to the human body. The area really spooks me when I think 
about the stories that have come out of the depot, about guards at the depot being 
sent out to check on what color the creaks are running. (Bob Gilbert) 

According to the DEIS, groundwater under portions of the Depot is contaminated 
with volatile organic compounds, as is some of the soil. The DEIS mentions that 
there is no "known" groundwater contamination at the proposed site. Has the site 
been thoroughly tested for groundwater/soil contamination? Isn 't it true that the 
groundwater within a certain contiguous geographic area would eventually run 
together, causing all ofit to become contaminated? (Alice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center 
for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: According to the Department of the Army, there are two areas of groundwater 
contamination on the Depot, and both areas are several miles from the proposed correctional fac ility 
site. At one of these locations, the area of contaminated groundwater (referred to as the "plume") 
has stabi lized and is not moving. At the other location, the plume is slowly migrating in the 
direction of Seneca Lake, and not towards the proposed site. Groundwater flow in pervious soil and 
rock is in directions determined by prevailing hydraulic pressure gradients (from high pressure to 
low pressure) . Avai lable data indicate that existing and antic ipated future gradients are such that 
groundwater flow between the site and plumes is unlikely. 

As indicated prev iously, there is an agreement in place between the Department of the Army and the 
EPA, requiring all known hazardous waste areas and contami nated medi a (soi l/groundwater) to be 
thorough ly remediated in accordance with EPA guidelines. This remediation must be accepted by 
EPA prior to any private entity and/or State government acquiring or developing any parcel of land 
at the Depot. After receivi ng the green light from the EPA, should any contam ination be 
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encountered during development of the project area, the Department of the Army will have the 
responsibility to mitigate the problem. Any additional comments or questions regarding the nature 
and extent of contamination or remedial activities at the Depot should be directed to the Depariment 
of the Army or the EPA. 

2.3.8 Agricultural Resource 

No comments were received relative to agricultural resources. 

2.3.9 Historic and Archeological Resources 

Comment: The DEIS discusses the fact that six distinct archeological sites within the proposed 
site require further investigation and may be eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. Would not this preclude destroying/building over these sites? 
(Alice P. Green, Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: As indicated in Section 4.2.9 of the DEIS, the New York State Museum is currently 
conducting Phase II site examinations on these sites (19th century farmstead sites) to make 
recommendations to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) as to their eligibility for the 
National Register of Historic Places. A data recovery plan will be developed for any sites determined 
eligible to mitigate adverse effects of the planned construction. This plan will be submitted to SHPO 
prior to construction for approval and determination of no significant adverse effects contingent upon 
completion of data recovery excavations. All data recovery efforts will be completed prior to 
undertaking any construction activities on these sites. 

2.3.10 Aesthetics/Visual Environment 

Comment: / want to thank DOCS and applaud the efforts that you made in you site selection and 
the site that you picked on the Seneca Army Depot. The county has been real 
familiar with that property and we've worked on it a long time. I'm particularly 
please to see you expand you request for land from I 00 acres to some 700 acres. I 
think we are all much more comfortable with the fact that the prison will not be in 
view, as the EIS indicates, and that it should be fairly well obscured. As a resident 
of Varick, I live less than a mile from a prison in the middle of the city, which has not 
been obtrusive in anyway. (Dennis Aloia, County Managerfor Seneca County) 

Response: No Response Necessary 

Comment: The issue of the bal(field lighting (45' high) is not an insignificant one. Even the 20' 
high lighting covering the remainder of the facility will rob nearby residents of the 
value of their property, of their peace and tranquility, and of their quality of life. 
They will never be able to forget that there is a maximum security prison in their 
backyards. Similarly, people vacationing on the lakes and in the state park 
surrounding the area will be robbed of the "'back-to-nature " feel they craved This 
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intrusive lighting will ensure that this prison will destroy the economic boom the 
area has previously received Ji-om vacationers. Please comment. (Alice P. Green, 
Ph.D., Center.for Law & Justice, inc.) 

Listed as an unavoidable adverse environmental impact is the visual impact 
associated with the balljield lighting with a height of 45 f eet. How can this be an 
unavoidable impact when to avoid it all you have to do is not light the balljield. 
None of the local schools have lighted ballfields. WHY should inmates have one? 
Not providing lighting for the balljield would also lessen the impact of the 
correctional facility on energy resources and avoid the costs associated with 
installing the lights and maintaining them. The lights for the balljield are a waste 
of taxpayers money. (Thomas F. Grasek) 

J am not for this. I don't believe in warehousing people and I don't think that a 
prison is a nice idea for a community or a county that has a lot of tourism including 
the wine tourism and the lake tourism and just the environment in itself, which is 
really beautiful. Razor wire just doesn 'tpaint a pretty picture (Gabrielle Gilbert) 

Response: As indicated in Sections 2.0 and 4.2.10 of the DEIS, the proposed 750 Cell Maximum 
Security Correctional Facility will be designed in a campus-like setting, with separated, low-rise 
structures to acconunodate im11ate housing and various indoor and outdoor functions and activities. 
The buildings will be low structures with a maximum height of 32 feet. The perimeter lighting will 
be downward-directed low-intensity fixtures mounted on the 16-foot tall outer fence poles, except 
that lighting associated with the ball field will be on 45-foot poles. The watch tower, at 30 feet high, 
will be compatible with the other structures in the facility. The tall est structure will be the water 
tower (150 feet) . The visual analysis revealed that, with a few exceptions, the existing vegetation 
buffers and topography combined with the significant proposed buffer surrounding the facility, 
provide more than adequate visual screening of the faci lity buildings. The razor wire associated with 
perimeter security is not expected to be visible to nearby residents or travelers/tourists on NYS Route 
96/414 or any other location, because it will be more than 4,000 feet from the nearest public road 
and will be screened from view by natural buffers. 

Two features associated with the facility may be visible: the water tower for the correctional facility, 
with a height of 150 feet, and the ballfield lighting with a height of 45 feet. However, as both the 
ballfie ld light poles and water tower will also be more than 4,000 feet from NYS Route 96/4 14, the 
impact will be relatively minor. Other water towers are currently present at the Depot, including one 
very close to NYS Route 96 near the main entrance to the Depot (height of approximately 157 feet) . 
The water tower and ball field lighting will not be visible to users of Seneca Lake or Sampson State 
Park, which are significantly lower in elevation, as they will be screened from view by topography 
and vegeta ti on. Lighting has always been associated with activiti es at the Depot, and thus the 
potential fo r "night-glow" due to the ballfield li ghting after dark will be similar to other night 
lighting at the Depot. The night glow will be mitigated by using directional or downward directed 
fixtures that significantly limit the upward or outward glow. The very limited visibility of the water 
tower and the ball fie ld lighting, relat ive to more vi sible features of the Depot and/or the Coast Guard 
Loran "C" Tower closer to NYS Route 96/4 14, is unlikely to have any impact on touri sm, or to affect 
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property values, or the peace, tranquility and quality of life of nearby residents. Also refer to Section 
2.3.2, which addresses impacts on property values. 

Comment: We do not need another correctional facility in central New York. How about saving 
the Correctional Department a lot of money on transportation costs and turning the 
tenements and vacant lots in New York City into facilities to house prisoners from 
that area? You want to ruin what we are establishing as a tourist area with several 
lakes and wineries and turn it into a prison community. It look like the only people 
who have the luxury of living on and enjoying the view of Seneca Lake are the ones 
who are incarcerated (Linda R. Milliman) 

Response: The geographic locations for prison sites are selected by the State Legislature. As 
mentioned in response to the previous comment, the very limited visibility of the of the correctional 
facility is unlikely to have any impact on tourism. Due to screening by existing vegetation, the view 
of Seneca Lake from the proposed correctional facility will be quite limited. 

2.3.11 Noise 

Comment: The paper mentioned Willard Drug Treatment Center as a good neighbor. I don't 
know what kind of neighbors you have in Albany, but good neighbors don't come 
waking people up at 5:45 in the morning and disturbing the peace on Sunday 
morning, Christmas Day, and Thanksgiving. The noise level is intolerable. I 
supported this place and the State came in here. There was nothing mentioned about 
a shock camp. (John Fischer) 

Response: The proposed facility will be located in a relatively remote locations, away from the 
public. Thus, noise is not a concern at the proposed facility. 

2.3.12 Regional Development Plans 

Comment: How does the DOCS reconcile the fact that according to the Depot 's Reuse Plan, a 
wildlife conservation area should be developed on the site in question? How could 
balljield lighting, air pollution and noise pollution possibly coexist with a wildlife 
refuge? For that matter, the Montezuma National Wildlife Refuge will undoubtedly 
be negatively impacted by these evils which will necessarily accompany the prison 
operation. (Alice P. Green, Ph.D. , Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The white deer population and other wildlife species that will use the designated 
wildlife conservation area have been using large areas of the Seneca Army Depot as wildlife habitat 
since operations at the Depot began. The "ballfield lighting, air pollution and noise pollution" that 
will be present with operation of the correctional facility will be no more significant, and probably 
much less significant, than what was present during operations at the Depot at its peak. The 
correctional faci lity will not interfere with NYSDEC' s continued management of the white deer 
population. Although the deer will have a slightly smaller area in which to roam, this is not expected 

Rust Environment & !nfi·astructure Page 1-32 
203-1 77 



l 

l 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
750 Cell Maximum Security Correctional Facility, Seneca County, NY 

to adversely affect the deer population. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that the correctional 
facility ca1rnot coexist with an adjacent wildlife refuge. The Montezuma National Wildlife Refuge 
is 15 miles from the site; due to this distance between the site and the refuge, there will be no impact 
on the refuge from any activities at the site. 

Also, please note that the Reuse Plan and Implementation Strategy for the Seneca Army Depot (RKG 
Associates, Inc., 1996) and the Environmental Impact Statement for BRAC 95 Disposal and Reuse 
of Property at the Seneca Army Depot Activity, New York (March 1998), which outline the 
development plan for the reuse of the Depot, were accepted by the Department of the Army, SCIDA, 
NYSDEC, and the general public. The proposed correctional facility, although at a different location 
on the Depot that initially considered, is consistent with the Reuse Plan and EIS. 

Comment: When will Amendment Number 2 be issued, changing the designation of the parcel 
PID/Prison to Conservation/Recreation and vice-versa, consistent with the Reuse 
Plan 's goal of establishing the wildlife conservation area at the Depot? (Alice P. 
Green, Ph.D. , Center/or Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: The Seneca County Industrial Development Authority (SCIDA) should be contacted 
directly regarding its plans for issuing Amendment Number 2. 

Comment: Is there a way to obtain a copy of the Reuse Plan for the Depot? (Alice P. Green, 
Ph.D., Center for Law & Justice, Inc.) 

Response: A copy is available for review by contacting Robert Dunn with the NYS Office of 
General Services, Corning Tower, Albany, New York (518/486-1530) . 

2.4 Mitigation Measures to Minimize Environmental Impacts 

No comments were received relative to mitigation measures. 

2.5 Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts 

One comment related to Unavoidable Adverse Enviromnental Impacts was discussed in Section 
2.3.10, Aesthetics/Visual Environment (refer to the comment of Thomas F. Grasek). No other 
comments were received relative to unavoidable adverse environmental impacts. 

2.6 Alternatives 

Comment: Why wasn't the Seneca Army Depot Activity warehouse complex area evaluated as 
an alternative site? The use of this area which is already developed, (i.e. many 
buildings already exist there as well as sewer lines, water lines and electrical powe, ) 
would not involve the loss a/any terrestrial habitat. According to your plans, all the 
buildings have to be bulldozed, but no wildlife live there anyway and the buildings 
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are old and I don't believe anyone is going to want to reuse them as is. I f eel that 
this site should have been addressed as a possible site. (Thomas F. Grasek) 

Response: The warehouse complex area was considered, but eliminated from further 
consideration very early in the process. The reasons for not considering this alternative further 
related mainly to the high cost of demolition of the warehouses and the higher visibility of this area 
to nearby residences and travelers on Route 96/414. 

Two comments were received in support of the location selected for the facility (refer to the 
comment of Glenn Cooke, Executive Director of the SCIDA, in Section 2.3 .2 and to the comment 
of Dennis Aloia, County Manager for Seneca County, in Section 2.3.10). 

2. 7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

No comments were received relative to irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources. 

2.8 Growth Inducing Aspects 

No comments were received relative to growth inducing aspects of the project. 

2.9 Effects on the Use and Conservation of Energy Resources 

One comment was received in support of extending natural gas service to the area (refer to Section 
2.3.5). No other comments were received relative to the effects on the use and conservation of 
energy resources . 

2.10 SEQRA Procedures 

Comment: Is there a possibility for an independent environmental study on the impact that isn 't 
run by the state or the f ederal [government} that would come in and tell us what was 
going to occur as well? (Gabrielle Gilbert) 

Response: The DEIS and FEIS for the proposed projected were prepared by Rust Environment 
& Infrastructure, an independent environmental consulting firm. Rust 's work was requested by and 
paid for by DOCS, but the findings are based on Rust's assessment of the potential environmental 
impacts associated with this project. 

Comment: A general comment was made that some rules (unidentified) would be bent in order 
to build the prison. (Gabrielle Gilbert) 

Response: No rules will be bent to build this prison. The DEIS and this FEIS have been 
prepared in accordance with SEQRA and its implementing regulations. The facility will be designed 
and constructed in accordance with applicable standards. 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Permits, Region 8 
6274 East Avon -Lima Road, Avon, New York 14414-9519 
Phone: (716) 226-2466 FAX: (716) 226-2830 

January 14, 1999 

Mr. Anthony J. Annucci 
Deputy Commissioner and Counsel 
New York State Department of Correctional Services 
State Campus 
Albany NY 12226 

Dear Mr. Annucci : 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (dEIS) for 
750 Cell Maximum Security Correctional Facility 
Seneca County 

--.., 
~ 
John P. Cahill 
Commissioner 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1, 9 1999 

RUSTE&i 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has 
reviewed the dEIS and offers the following comments . 

Water Supply 
At the appropriate time during project development, water supply application(s) 

need to be submitted to the NYSDEC relating to the allocation of drinking water to any 
new water district or service area that is formed . The enclosed water supply permit 
issued to the Seneca Lake Water District under description of authorized activity, lists 
the present allocation of water to the Seneca Depot and related areas. (See page 1 of 
permit.) The Village of Waterloo which takes their water from the north end of Seneca 
Lake at a drinking water filtration plant has a NYSDEC permit for an annual average 
amount of 2 million gallons per day (mgd) of water. A water supply application from the 
Village of Waterloo is needed if this 2 mgd allocation is to be exceeded. 

At the appropriate time in project development, a map should be provided so that 
a determination can be made as to the need for freshwater wetland permits for 
construction of any new waterlines to service the correctional facility. 

Wastewater 
Additional NYSDEC comments will be provided after receipt and review of the 

O'Brien & Gere report relating to wastewater. 

Items to be addressed include the following : the wastewater to be generated 
needs to be characterized. What is the design basis for wastewater strength or 
concentration? 



Note that newer wastewater treatment plants than the one envisioned for use typically 
have much lower levels of inflow and infiltration (1/1) and receive a higher strength or 
concentration of wastewater. The design of the receiving wastewater treatment plant 
must also consider the usage water swings associated with a correctional facility . The 
report to be submitted should also address the handling of vehicle maintenance 
wastewater that may be generated as well as cooling water from boilers or any other 
sources. 

The sanitary sewers which are connected to the building 715 wastewater 
treatment plant (\/I/VI/TP) located at the north end of the present Seneca Army Depot 
presently bypass the treatment plant. These sanitary sewers have developed a 
significant 1/1 flow amount since the \/WJTP has been temporarily shut down. The 1/1 
flow has been recorded at 0.8 mgd during wet weather conditions. A project to 
eliminate this 1/1 flow needs to be completed before the proposed youth facility at the 
north end of the Depot or before the new correctional facility connects to this system. 
For your information, the 715 \/I/VI/TP facility has a valid State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (SPDES) permit. The present effluent flow limit is 0.30 mgd. 

The building 4 \/I/VI/TP has significant 1/1 that results in SPDES permit effluent 
limit violations. The building 4 \/WvTP effluent flow limit in the SPDES permit is 0.25 
mgd. Influent to this plant is received from areas both inside the Depot and areas 
outside the depot (RomulusNarick). Influent flow from inside and outside the Depot are 
monitored separately and need to be subtracted from the reported available capacity of 
the treatment plant. 

The third option mentioned in the dEIS is use of the Seneca County Sewer 
District #1 plant with a design flow of 0.7 mgd. The average flow at the facility is 0.481 
mgd with a maximum flow of 0.817 with 1/1. The Willard DOCS current contribution to 
this treatment plant is 0.271 mgd. It is our understanding that the Willard DOCS will 
double their flow to the system. The proposed correctional facility 0.3 mgd flow would 
be an additional flow. Note that the Seneca county sewer district must adopt a revised 
sewer use law to include an inter-municipal agreement for enforcement within particular 
jurisdictions. 

All of the wastewater options include pumping stations and a force main miles in 
length to convey the wastewater to the treatment plants. For the selected option, what 
is the detention time for this force main? Please explain how a force main of this length 
will be designed to prevent the wastewater in the force main from turning septic before 
it reaches the treatment plant. 

The potable water need is 300,000 gpd while the wastewater generated is 
240,000. Please explain the difference. 

Stormwater SP0ES 
As recognized in the dEIS, a stormwater SP0ES permit is needed. Please file a 

copy with this office. 
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It is important that there be oversight and controls over the contractors in the 
construction phase to insure that soil material does not leave the site and impact 
downstream creeks, wetlands and Seneca Lake. Controls for fugitive dust from 
construction are important. 

401 Water Quality Certification 
Since the project will have negligible impact on wetlands and in fact there may 

be creation of new wetlands with the proposed stormwater management system, it is 
not necessary to file for a 401 water quality certification. This department has already 
issued a statewide water quality certification for an activity affecting wetlands in this 
amount. 

Emissions to Ambient Air 
After a review of section 2.5.1-Site Utilities against Part 201 of the air 

regulations, these boilers meet the definition of exempt activities and are therefore 
exempt from the registration of Subpart 201-4 and 201-5. 

Section 201-3.2(c)(1 )-Exempt stationary or portable combustion installations are 
where the furnace has a maximum rated heat input capacity less than 10 million btu per 
hour burning fossil fuels other than coal. 

Section 4.1.4 Air Resources identifies air emissions from generators and wood 
and metalworking machines and that these items and other small combustion units will 
be considered exempt or trivial activities under Part 201. This section indicates that 
the facility will exceed the thresholds for a major stationary source for sulphur dioxide 
emissions. Our analysis'that the small boilers which have maximum heat input 
between 8,000 and 20,000 btu would not be able to exceed the major source emission 
thresholds. 

Therefore , at the appropriate time in the review process , you should provide 
greater details on the kinds of emission sources that will be located at the facility and in 
particular the boilers so that the NYSDEC can support or verify that all sources appear 
to be exempt from permitting . Include a table of the estimated emissions on a potential 
to emit basis for total particulates, PM-10, NOx, CO, SO2, voe, and HAP. Provide the 
calculations and assumptions used to estimate these emissions. 

For your information , if the potential to emit sulphur dioxide truly exceeds the 
major source thresholds , then the acceptance of a cap on these emissions will mean 
that the facility does not need to apply for a Title V facility permit. If a state facility air 
permit is to be submitted , please submit a schedule for application submission . It is 
important that you have the permit, if needed, before facility discharge begins. For your 
information , if a state facility air permit is needed for the cap , there are two options. 
The first is the facility may qualify for a state facility general air permit for a small 
combustion installations. The second is that if you will not or can not accept the 
general permit conditions or you do not qualify for a general permit then a regular state 
facility air permit application will be needed. 



When you provide more information that clarifies/verifies the size of the boiler 
and provides the above-listed estimates, then a final determination on this permit need 
will be made. In order to meet your tight schedule, it is important that this information 
be submitted without delay. 

Solid Waste Management Units (SWMU) 
The dEIS recognizes the SWMU's located on the overall DOCS parcel. 

However, it is important that the final EIS identify these units on a map and include a 
brief description of the hazardous waste site. It is important that DOCS activities on the 
parcel including the installation of gas, water and sewer lines which are not precisely 
known at this time be located so as to not constrain , restrict or impede the need for any 
cleanup that is determined for these SWMU's. 

Construction Debris 
It is important that your contract specifications include adequate controls on the 

contractors who may generate waste including wood , cardboard, metal, concrete and 
other waste construction materials . Oversight of the contractor(s) is needed in this 
area. 

Fencing 
Please verify that new fencing of the overall DOCS parcel is not proposed . New 

fencing of the overall parcel would impede the movement of wildlife (this comment does 
not pertain to the actual facility). 

I am available if either you, Office of General Services or your consultant should 
have any question on how to address the above com :T1ents. Please provide three 
copies of the final document when available. 

Robert K. Scott 
Deputy Regional Permit Administrator 

cc: Dan Geraghty, NYSDOH-Albany 
Steve Absolom, Seneca Army Depot 
Carla Struble, EPA 
Jim Quinn , Remediation-Albany 
Dave Kiser, Division of Water-Avon 
Pat Jones, Seneca County IDA 
Robert Dunn , NYS Office of General Services 
Rust Environment & Infrastructure 



ALICE P. GREEN, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 

Anthony J. Annucci 

CENTER FOR LAW & JUSTICE, INC. 
Pine West Plaza Building 2 

Washington Avenue Extension 
Albany, New York 12205 

(518) 427-8361 
(FAX) 518-427-8362 

Deputy Commissioner and Counsel 
New York State Department of Correctional Services 
State Campus 
Albany, New York 12226 

January 12, 1999 

Dear Deputy Commissioner Annucci: 

Pursuant to SEQRA regulations, The Center for Law & Justice, Inc. submits the 
following written comments/questions concerning the construction and operation of the proposed 
Seneca prison: 

1. With the double cells slated to be only 105 square feet ( even the ones at the new Malone 
prison will be 110 square feet), certain health concerns are raised. First, this size does not meet 
the standards set by the American Public Health Association ("APHA") of 120 square feet 
for double cells, nor the American Correctional Association's ("ACA") minimum standards of 
25 square feet of unencumbered space per occupant, or of 80 square feet of total floor space per 
occupant (i.e., 160' total) when confinement in a double cell exceeds 10 hours a day. Second, 
such close quarters inevitably enhance the risk of transmittal of TB and other airborne diseases, 
as well as the chance of violent encounters (sexual and/or otherwise) between cellmates. How 
long will the inmates be in these double cells per day? 

2. If there is no air conditioning system for the inmates, how are the celled housing unit 
buildings ventilated? Does this meet the required air exchange standards set by the American 
Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers ("ASHRAE"), of 25 cubic 
feet of outside air per minute per person to adequately dilute TB contaminants? 

3. The 32 academic/vocational staff to be hired for 1500 men is approximately a 1:50 ratio . 
When one takes into account that these 32 staffers will be responsible not only for academics and 
vocational training, but for volunteer services, pre-release programs and ASA T programs, it 
seems like an inadequately small staff. Please comment. 

4. What types of academics/vocational training will be offered to the inmates, and will these be 
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offered other than in-cell') Please provide more details in general on this topic. 

5. What does it mean in the DEIS where it says that all "available" inmates will be scheduled for 
programming in two modules') Which inmates are "available" ones and how often are these 
modules rotated? Please explain the module system. 

6. In terms of programming, how is the system planning to address the needs of long-term 
prisoners') 

7. What exactly will be available in terms of recreation for the inmates') 

8. With an almost entirely white population in the Seneca area, how will the DOCS attempt to 
assure that there is a racially integrated staff to deal with the majority black/latino population to 
be incarcerated there? 

9. There appears to be no meaningful means of transportation for families who will be traveling 
long distances (most from NYC) to see the men imprisoned there (there are no trains, no public 
transportation, and the nearest airport is more than one hour away). Furthermore, routes 96 and 
414, the most accessible car/bus routes are operating already close to capacity, with delays 
unacceptable to most drivers, according to the DEIS . What does the DOCS plan to do to 
ameliorate these conditions and facilitate inmate visitation, especially knowing that family 
contact is one of the greatest single contributors to an inmate's rehabilitation? 

10. If, according to the DEIS, visiting hours will be shortened to accommodate shift changes at 
the proposed prison, this means that family and friends will be traveling extremely long 
distances to see the men incarcerated there for shorter visits than at other prisons. What can the 
DOCS do to accommodate longer visiting hours for families (e.g., allowing evening visits)? 

11 . According to the DEIS, there are five locations on the 710-acre site where storage, release, 
disposal or migration of hazardous substances has occurred, and two of these sites are within the 
124-acre portion in question. How can we be assured that the hazardous/strategic materials on 
site will be cleaned up prior to the prison opening, with no lasting effects for the population to be 
housed there, especially when the Depot is not slated to be closed until July of 2001, pursuant to 
the redevelopment plan, but the prison is scheduled to be open in August of 2000? 

12. According to the DEIS, groundwater under portions of the Depot is contaminated with 
volatile organic compounds, as is some of the soil. The DEIS mentions that there is no "known" 
groundwater contamination at the proposed site. Has the site been thoroughly tested for 
groundwater/soil contamination') Isn't it true that the groundwater within a certain contiguous 
geographic area would eventually run together, causing all of it to become contaminated? 

13 . Along with the groundwater contamination and hazardous substance contamination, there 
are acknowledged possible sources of air pollution in the area, such as a nearby heating plant 
with has the potential to emit in excess of part 201 major source thresholds. Clearly, this area 
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may not be safe for the 1500 men to be housed there. Please comment. 

14. When will the proposed facility be applying for the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation fuel restrictions limiting the amount of Number 2 fuel oil that can 
be utilized annually to maintain sulphur dioxide levels below major thresholds? 

15. The DEIS discusses the fact that six distinct archeological sites within the proposed site 
require further investigaion and may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 
Would not this preclude destroying/building over these sites? 

16. According to the DEIS, while it is known that certain state listed endangered animal and 
plant species will be threatened by the proposed construction and operation of the Seneca prison 
(white-tailed deer, osprey, northern harrier, large-leafed aster, northern reedgrass, rough avans), 
admittedly, no wildlife field investigation was performed specifically for the site. Therefore, 
how can the DOCS know that there are not additional endangered species which could 
potentially be exterminated altogether by the project? The DEIS mentions that not all areas on 
the Depot grounds were surveyed, due to the short survey time (March - September, 1996). Why 
not allow sufficient time to do a careful and comprehensive survey? Rushing this project and 
possibly permanently eradicating various plant and/or animal species seems shortsighted and 
selfish. 

17. By the DOCS' admission in the DEIS, approximately 124 acres of vegetated land will be 
affected by the project and wildlife currently inhabiting this area will be displaced or, if not 
mobile, will die. How is this not a "significant adverse impact" under SEQRA? 

18. The $1 million extra fee to be paid by state taxpayers to construct a new 12-inch water line 
to a water tank in the northeast comer of the facility seems excessive. Furthermore, if the water 
districts in the area are still in the process of planning/delineation, then how can the DOCS be 
sure that the water supply is guaranteed? Perhaps even more money will need to be set aside to 
upgrade a certain district's water supply to accommodate the 300,000 gallons per day the new 
prison is projected to utilize. 

19. Will there be additional costs, not spelled out in the DEIS, to remove the asbestos piping 
from the water main currently traversing the site in question (the water main is apparently going 
to be relocated)? 

20. It seems premature to decide whether or not it is even feasible to construct a suitable 
wastewater treatment facility when SCIDA has not even completed its feasibility study. Perhaps 
the amount of money it will require will be several million dollars not yet figured into the 
budget, which New York State taxpayers will again be asked to bear. Please comment. 

21 . The ability of the nearby districts to handle the increase in water/wastewater requirements of 
the inmates and employees on-site does not take into account the additional residential 
water/wastewater needs of the 330-plus persons (employees and families) expected to relocate to 
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the surrounding towns as a result of the new prison. Please comment. 

22. In short, the projected $150 million for the construction is not a real number since the 
acknowledged off-site utility improvements are significant and cannot even be known yet (the 
water districts in the area are not yet delineated, and SCIDA has not yet completed its 
wastewater feasibility study. Please comment. 

23 . With the Depot fire department to close with the Army closing in 2001, there will be 
insufficient fire/ambulance protection for those on site and in the surrounding districts. What 
does the DOCS plan to do about this, aside from the notion of "encouraging" correctional 
officers to volunteer to be on the volunteer fire squad? 

24. The notion made clear in the DEIS that significant increases in services (police, fire, 
ambulance, hospital, utilities) will not be warranted with 1500 inmates and 330-plus civilians 
moving into the area, seems shortsighted and unrealistic. Please comment. 

25 . The issue of the ballfield lighting (45' high) is not an insignificant one. Even the 20' high 
lighting covering the remainder of the facility will rob nearby residents of the value of their 
property, of their peace and tranquility, and of their quality oflife. They will never be able to 
forget that there is a maximum security prison in their backyards. Similarly, people vacationing 
on the lakes and in the state park surrounding the area will be robbed of the "back-to-nature" feel 
they craved. This intrusive lighting will ensure that this prison will destroy the economic boon 
the area has previously received from vacationers. Please comment. 

26. How does the DOCS reconcile the fact that according to the Depot's Reuse Plan, a wildlife 
conservation area should be developed on the site in question? How could ballfield lighting, air 
pollution and noise pollution possibly coexist with a wildlife refuge? For that matter, the 
Montezuma National Wildlife Refuge will undoubtedly be negatively impacted by these evils 
which will necessarily accompany the prison operation. 

27. When will Amendment Number 2 be issued, changing the designation of the parcel 
PIO/Prison to Conservation/Recreation and vice-versa, consistent with the Reuse Plan's goal of 
establishing the wildlife conservation area at the Depot? 

28 . Is there a way to obtain a copy of the Reuse Plan for the Depot? 

Thank you for your time and attention to these questions and concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Alice P. Green, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
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village of Waterloo 

Municipal Offices 
41 West Main Street 
Phone (315) 539-9131 

Fax (315) 539-2144 

January 11, 1999 

Respectfully yours, 

Hon. Rudolph Bertino 
._j ~ , / 1 { A~~,~, . · /-/4,-2~@ 

Mayor, Vi lage of Waterloo 

Seneca County, New York 

P.O. Box 188 
Waterloo, New York 13165 
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2:00 p.m. Wednesday, January 13 

Hello this is Patricia Trudo, ' 

I am calling to let you know that I oppose the building of the new prison in Seneca . 
because I do not believe we should be building more prisons but we should be 
educating youth and implementing other programs for preventing crime and 
helping young people find productive ways to use their lives. So I am opposed to 
the building of the prison in Seneca. Thank you very much. Bye. 



'' 

f::~ 

Mr. Anthony Annucci, 
Deputy Commissioner and Counsel 

1269 Marshall Road 
Waterloo, New York 13165 
January 8, 1999 

New York State Department of Correctional Services 
State Campus 
Albany, NY 12226 

Dear Mr. Annucci: 

In regard to the prison site at the former Seneca Army Depot, I am 
now looking forward to retirement and relocating from the area. It was 
previously my intention to retire on Seneca Lake away from the Seneca 
Meadows Landfill. Now there is no option, but to leave the area or remain 
between the two. 

But someone else will move into the area - most likely families and 
friends of the prison population and it will escalate from there. The sad but 
ugly truth in that there are a few Jobs, yes, but the greater impact on the 
area will be the sapping of the Seneca County welfare systein. It has 
happened in Au bum, and Moravia is now in its footsteps. 

We do not need another correctional facility in central New York! How 
about saving the Correctional Department a lot of money on transportation 
costs and turning the tenements and vacant lots in New York City into 
facilities to house prisoners from that area. Makes much more sense to me! ) 
No, you want to ruin what we are establishing as a tourist area with several 
lakes and wineries and tum it into a prison community. It looks like the 
only people who have the luxury of livirig on and enjoying the view of Seneca 
Lake are the ones who are incarcerated! 

You are correct in that we do need some employment and use for the 
former Depot property, but the prison is not the answer as far as long-term 
usage. We are already the site of the Willard Drug Treatment Center and 
now rtght next door we are faced with a prison - another non-taxpaying 
enterprise with the guarantee of a few Jobs for a few people and increased 
taxes to support our welfare system from all the people. 

Sincerely, 

<l?w_a~ 
Linda R. Milliman 



January 13,1999 

Anthony J. Annucci 
Deputy Commissioner and Counsel 

Thomas F. Grasek 
5628 RTE 414 South 
Romulus, N.Y. 

14541-9538 

NYS DEPT. OF CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 

New York State Department of Correctional · services 
State Campus, Albany, New York 12226 JAN 1 9 1999 

Dear Mr. Annucci, RECEIVED 
OFFICE OF THE COUNSE_L . 

The following are my questions, comments and/or concerns based on the DEIS 
for the Maximum Security Correctional facility at Seneca Army Depot, Seneca 
county, New York. Dated December 1998. 

Alternative Sites: Why wasn't the Seneca Army Depot Activity warehouse complex 
area evaluated as an alternative site? The use of this area which is already 
developed, (i.e. many buildings already exist there as well as sewer lines, 
water lines and electrical power) would not involve the loss of any 
terrestrial habitat. According to your plans, all the buildings have to be 
bulldozed, but no wildlife live there anyway and the buildings are old and I 
don't believe anyone is going to want to reuse them as is. I feel that this 
site should have been addressed as a possible site. 

Unavoidable adverse Environmental Impacts: Listed as an unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact is the visual impact associated with the ballfield 
lighting with a height of 45 feet. How can this be an unavoidable impact when 
to avoid it all you have to do is not light the ballfield. None of the local 
schools have lighted ballfields WHY should inmates have one? Not providing 
lighting for the ballfield would also lessen the impact of the correctional 
facility on energy resources and avoid the costs associated with installing 
the lights and maintaining them. The lights for the ballfield are a waste of 
taxpayers money. 

No adverse socioeconomic impacts were identified: How can there be no 
socioeconomic impacts? What about the increase in crime associated with the 
persons who will be visiting the inmates, Page 4-10 states that available 
evidence indicates that families of inmates generally do not relocate to the 
area of incarceration. What evidence? What about the ones that do? What about 
when they are visiting? Where will they be staying? What is the average number 
of visitors per day? What is the criminal background of these visitors? What 
is their health condition are they carriers of any disease? Are they illegal 
drug users? Are they drug dealers? Section 4.2.6 addresses Public safety from 
the inmates nothing addresses public &afety from the visitors? This is a rural 
area with a low crime rate even a small increase in crime will have 
socioeconomic impacts. Why were they not addressed? 
What about the decrease in property value in the area around the correctional 
facility? The property value around Willard went down. That is an economic 
impact. Why was decreased property value not addressed? 

As my comments will be addressed in the Final EIS, I hereby request a copy of 
the Final EIS. 

Thomas F. Grasek 
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Appendix B 

Additional Information on Solid Waste Management Units 
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MAP 
NUMBER 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS (SWMUS) 
LOCATED ON THE PROPOSED CORRECTIONAL FACILITY SITE 

SWMU DESCRJPTION CURRENT STATUS* 
NUMBER 

SEAD 448 Material Proof and Surveillance Test Area No action required. Army awaiting 
on Brady Road. preparation of closeout document. 

SEAD 52 Two concrete block buildings (608 and No action required. Army awaiting 
612) formerly used fo r the breakdown and preparation of closeout document. 
maintenance of ammunitions. 

SEAD 60 Number 2 oil discharge adjacent to Needs excavation and sampling. 
Building 609. Cou ld possibly be closed out under 

sp ill program Army awaiting funds 
to begin . 

SEAD 44A QA Test laboratory (material proof and No action required. Army awaiting 
surveillance test are west of Bu ilding 616. preparation of closeout document. 

May have UXO concerns. 

SEAD 62 Former nicotine sulfate disposal area near No action required. Army awaiting 
Buildings 606 and 612. preparation of closeout document. 

SEAD 43 Near Building 606 . Old Missile Propellant No action requ ired. Army awaiting 
SEAD 56 Disposal Area. preparation of closeout document. 

May have UXO concerns. 

SEAD 69 Building 606. Old Missile Propellant No action required. Army awaiting 
Disposal Area. preparation of closeout document. 

SEAD 64C Proposed landfill in the southeast corner of No action required. Army awaiting 
the Depot. preparation of closeout document. 

Brae I 19Q-X Be lieved to be the former location of a No action required. Army awaiting 
smal I arms range off Fayette Road. preparation of closeout document. 

May have UXO concerns . 

* Based on information provided by Steve Absa lom, Department of the Army. January 1999. 
UXO = Unexp loded Ordnance 
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