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For Internal Use Only:
Date Received: _______________________________

WRP no.___________________________________
DOS no.____________________________________

NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM
Consistency Assessment Form

Proposed actions that are subject to CEQR, ULURP or other local, state or federal discretionary review procedures,
and that are within New York City’s designated coastal zone, must be reviewed and assessed for their consistency
with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP).  The WRP was adopted as a 197-a Plan by the
Council of the City of New York on October 13, 1999, and subsequently  approved by the New York State Department
of State with the concurrence of the United States Department of Commerce pursuant to applicable state and federal
law, including the Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act.  As a result of these
approvals, state and federal discretionary actions within the city’s coastal zone must be consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the WRP policies and the city must be given the opportunity to comment on all state and
federal projects within its coastal zone. 

This form is intended to assist an applicant in certifying that the proposed activity is consistent with the WRP.  It
should be completed when the local, state, or federal application is prepared.  The completed form and accompanying
information will be used by the New York State Department of State, other state agencies or the New York City
Department of City Planning in their review of the applicant’s certification of consistency.

A.  APPLICANT

1. Name: _______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Address:______________________________________________________________________________________

3. Telephone:_____________________Fax:____________________E-mail:__________________________________

4. Project site owner:______________________________________________________________________________

B.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY

1. Brief description of activity:

2. Purpose of activity:

3. Location of activity: (street address/borough or site description):
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Proposed Activity Cont’d

4. If a federal or state permit or license was issued or is required for the proposed activity, identify the permit
type(s), the authorizing agency and provide the application or permit number(s), if known:

5. Is federal or state funding being used to finance the project?  If so, please identify the funding source(s).

6. Will the proposed project require the preparation of an environmental impact statement?    
Yes ______________    No ___________    If yes, identify Lead Agency:

7. Identify city discretionary actions, such as a zoning amendment or adoption of an urban renewal plan, required
for the proposed project.

C.  COASTAL ASSESSMENT

Location Questions: Yes No

1.  Is the project site on the waterfront or at the water’s edge?

2.  Does the proposed project require a waterfront site?   

3.  Would the action result in a physical alteration to a waterfront site, including land along the
shoreline, land underwater, or coastal waters?

Policy Questions Yes No

The following questions represent, in a broad sense, the policies of the WRP.  Numbers in 
parentheses after each question indicate the policy or policies addressed by the question.  The new
Waterfront Revitalization Program offers detailed explanations of the policies, including criteria for
consistency determinations.

Check either “Yes” or “No” for each of the following questions.  For all “yes” responses, provide an
attachment assessing the effects of the proposed activity on the relevant policies or standards.
Explain how the action would be consistent with the goals of those policies and standards.

4.  Will the proposed project result in revitalization or redevelopment of a deteriorated or under- used
waterfront site?  (1)

5.  Is the project site appropriate for residential or commercial redevelopment?  (1.1)

6.  Will the action result in a change in scale or character of a neighborhood?   (1.2)
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Policy Questions cont’d Yes No

7. Will the proposed activity require provision of new public services or infrastructure in undeveloped
or sparsely populated sections of the coastal area?   (1.3)

8. Is the action located in one of the designated Significant Maritime and Industrial Areas (SMIA):
South Bronx, Newtown Creek, Brooklyn Navy Yard, Red Hook, Sunset Park, or Staten Island?   (2)

9. Are there any waterfront structures, such as piers, docks, bulkheads or wharves, located on the
project  sites?   (2)

10. Would the action involve the siting or construction of a facility essential to the generation or
transmission of energy, or a natural gas facility, or would it develop new energy resources?  (2.1)

11. Does the action involve the siting of a working waterfront use outside of a SMIA?  (2.2)

12. Does the proposed project involve infrastructure improvement, such as construction or repair of
piers, docks, or bulkheads?   (2.3, 3.2)

13. Would the action involve mining, dredging, or dredge disposal, or placement of dredged or fill
materials in coastal waters?   (2.3, 3.1, 4, 5.3, 6.3)

14. Would the action be located in a commercial or recreational boating center, such as City
Island, Sheepshead Bay or Great Kills or an area devoted to water-dependent transportation? (3)

15. Would the proposed project have an adverse effect upon the land or water uses within a
commercial or recreation boating center or water-dependent transportation center?  (3.1)

16. Would the proposed project create any conflicts between commercial and recreational boating?
(3.2)       

17. Does the proposed project involve any boating activity that would have an impact on the aquatic
environment or surrounding land and water uses?  (3.3)

18. Is the action located in one of the designated Special Natural Waterfront Areas (SNWA): Long
Island Sound- East River, Jamaica Bay, or Northwest Staten Island?   (4 and 9.2)

19. Is the project site in or adjacent to a Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat?   (4.1)

20. Is the site located within or adjacent to a Recognized Ecological Complex: South Shore of
Staten Island or Riverdale Natural Area District?   (4.1and 9.2)

21. Would the action involve any activity in or near a tidal or freshwater wetland?  (4.2)

22. Does the project site contain a rare ecological community or would the proposed project affect a
vulnerable plant, fish, or wildlife species?   (4.3)

23. Would the action have any effects on commercial or recreational use of fish resources? (4.4)

24. Would the proposed project in any way affect the water quality classification of nearby
waters or be unable to be consistent with that classification?  (5)

25. Would the action result in any direct or indirect discharges, including toxins, hazardous
substances, or other pollutants, effluent, or waste, into any waterbody?   (5.1)

26. Would the action result in the draining of stormwater runoff or sewer overflows into coastal
waters?     (5.1)

27. Will any activity associated with the project generate nonpoint source pollution?  (5.2)

28. Would the action cause violations of the National or State air quality standards?  (5.2)
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Policy Questions cont’d Yes No

29. Would the action result in significant amounts of acid rain precursors (nitrates and sulfates)?
(5.2C)

30. Will the project involve the excavation or placing of fill in or near navigable waters, marshes,
estuaries, tidal marshes or other wetlands?  (5.3)

31. Would the proposed action have any effects on surface or ground water supplies?   (5.4)     

32. Would the action result in any activities within a federally designated flood hazard area or state-
designated erosion hazards area?  (6)

33. Would the action result in any construction activities that would lead to erosion?  (6)

34. Would the action involve construction or reconstruction of a flood or erosion control structure? 
(6.1)

35. Would the action involve any new or increased activity on or near any beach, dune, barrier
island, or bluff?  (6.1)

36. Does the proposed project involve use of public funds for flood prevention or erosion control?
(6.2)

37. Would the proposed project affect a non-renewable source of sand ?   (6.3)

38. Would the action result in shipping, handling, or storing of solid wastes, hazardous materials, or
other pollutants?  (7) 

39. Would the action affect any sites that have been used as landfills?  (7.1)

40. Would the action result in development of a site that may contain contamination or that has
a history of  underground fuel tanks, oil spills, or other form or petroleum product use or 
storage?  (7.2)

41. Will the proposed activity result in any transport, storage, treatment, or disposal of solid wastes
or hazardous materials, or the siting of a solid or hazardous waste facility?   (7.3)

42. Would the action result in a reduction of existing or required access to or along coastal waters,
public access areas, or public parks or open spaces?   (8)

43. Will the proposed project affect or be located in, on, or adjacent to any federal, state, or city
park or other land in public ownership protected for open space preservation?   (8)

44. Would the action result in the provision of open space without provision for its maintenance? 
(8.1)

45. Would the action result in any development along the shoreline but NOT include new water-
enhanced or water-dependent recreational space?   (8.2)

46. Will the proposed project impede visual access to coastal lands, waters and open space? (8.3)

47. Does the proposed project involve publicly owned or acquired land that could accommodate   
waterfront open space or recreation?  (8.4)

48. Does the project site involve lands or waters held in public trust by the state or city?   (8.5)

49. Would the action affect natural or built resources that contribute to the scenic quality of a
coastal area?    (9)

50. Does the site currently include elements that degrade the area’s scenic quality or block views
to the water?   (9.1)
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New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment 
Attachment 

This section provides an assessment of the effects of the proposed project on relevant New York City 
Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) policies (i.e., Policy Questions on the WRP Consistency 
Assessment Form with a “yes” response).   

Policy 1: Support and facilitate commercial and residential redevelopment in areas well-suited 
to such development. 

The project site is primarily composed of open space and undeveloped land (marshland) and it not 
suitable for residential or commercial development.  It currently contains former degraded wetlands 
areas and has been subject to illegal filling and dumping activities.  The proposed project involves 
restoration of the project site in order to serve as the proposed Bank, a pilot wetland mitigation bank 
that will positively contribute to water quality, plant and animal habitat, and erosion control. A portion 
of 91.1 acres of emergent wetlands, scrub shrub wetlands, forested wetlands, open water 
channels/pools, mudflat habitat, and uplands on Staten Island (the project site) will be restored, 
persevered and maintained in accordance with the provisions of a Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI) 
and regulatory permits. 

The primary purpose of the pilot wetland mitigation bank is to provide compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) that result from activities authorized 
under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York 
State ECL Article 15, Title 5 and New York State ECL Article 25.  As such, the proposed Bank will facilitate 
both the long term improvement and protection of critical coastal resources, and providing a 
predictable, efficient and environmentally responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit 
applicants in the geographical service area.  The proposed project entails the “redevelopment” of an 
existing, degraded coastal environment in an area well-suited to such development; and therefore is 
consistent with WRP Policy 1.   

Policy 2.0 Support water-dependent and industrial uses in New York City coastal areas that are 
well-suited to their continued operation. 

Policy 2.3: Provide infrastructure improvements necessary to support working waterfront uses. 

The proposed project entails the construction of new tidal creeks to proper depths in order to restore 
proper tidal hydrology.  All solid waste and hazardous substances encountered during excavation or any 
construction activity will be stored, handled and transported in accordance with the contaminated 
materials handling/treatment/disposal plan and all applicable local, state and federal regulations.  All 
potentially contaminated material will be disposed of at an appropriate upland location.  Excavated 
material deemed appropriate for beneficial reuse, such as wetland creation or beach nourishment, will 
be given priority.1   

1 The adjacent former GATX site, which is located north of the project site, may be a suitable candidate with respect to the 
potential beneficial reuse of excavated material.  Depending on the contamination screening/ site characterization results, 
beneficial reuse of such project site material may be considered in the redevelopment of the former GATX property.   
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The proposed project entails the restoration of an existing waterfront open space use.  Although it is 
water-dependent, it is not a working waterfront use and is appropriately sited outside of any significant 
maritime and industrial areas (SMIA).  Construction of the proposed project will require construction 
vehicles and trucks; however the site is currently accessible from the existing transportation network 
and public transportation improvements will not needed.   
The proposed project does not require infrastructure improvements and will be consistent with Policy 
2.3. 

Policy 3.0: Promote use of New York City's waterways for commercial and recreational boating 
and water-dependent transportation centers. 

Policy 3.1: Support and encourage recreational and commercial boating in New York City's 
maritime centers. 

The waterfront in the vicinity of the project site is outside of the City’s maritime centers and is not 
appropriate for commercial or recreational boating.  The proposed project does not involve or 
encourage recreational or commercial boating and is consistent with Policy 3.1.   

Policy 4: Protect and restore the quality and function of ecological systems within the New York 
City coastal area. 

As part of the wetland restoration process, the proposed project will reestablish native plant species, 
control invasive species, and create new tidal creeks.  The new tidal creeks will allow for the 
reintroduction of complete tidal flushing which will improve water quality, tidal flood storage and 
conveyance capability, as well as fish and benthic habitat.  The proposed project does not include 
activities that may cause or cumulatively contribute to permanent adverse changes to the ecological 
complexes and their natural processes, will avoid fragmentation of natural ecological communities, and 
will maintain/ expand existing corridors to facilitate the free exchange of biological resources within and 
among these communities.  Thus the proposed Bank will be consistent with and supportive of WRP 
Policy 4. 

Policy 4.1:  Protect and restore the ecological quality and component habitats and resources within 
the Special Natural Waterfront Areas, Recognized Ecological Complexes, and Significant 
Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats. 

The proposed project will positively affect water quality, plant and animal habitat, and erosion control. 
The project site is located in the Northwestern Staten Island Harbor Herons Special Natural Waterfront 
Area (SNWA), as well as a designated Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat area.  The existing 
habitat quality of the project site has been degraded due to historical fill, ditching, dumping, and 
invasion by nuisance plant species such as Phragmites; which has led to a decrease in wildlife species 
diversity.  The project’s wetland concept plan seeks to restore tidal hydrology to previously-filled or 
degraded areas, which will enable fish, shellfish, and aquatic invertebrate species to use the tidal 
channels and provide valuable foraging opportunities for bird species along mudflats during low tide. 
The combination of mud flat, open water, low marsh, high marsh, and scrub-shrub proposed for the site 
will provide the diversity of habitat types needed to support a variety of wildlife species. Thus the 
proposed project will protect and ultimately enhance the SNWA and Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat area. 
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Policy 4.2: Protect and restore tidal and freshwater wetlands. 

The proposed project proposes to use a combination of practices in order to restore former and 
degraded wetlands to their natural/ historic functions.  In order to reestablish tidal flow to portions of 
the Bank area, it was determined that channels would need to be established to provide tidal flooding of 
areas historically filled.  Hydrologic and hydraulic analyses were conducted as well as an assessment of 
alternative channel locations.  The analyses indicate that tidal influence from Saw Mill Creek, through 
new channels, would be adequate to provide the appropriate tidal regime.  

Avoidance, minimization, and reduction components were incorporated into proposed project concept 
plan, to minimize wetland and open water impacts to the maximum extent practicable and feasible. 
Temporary impacts to wetlands would result from construction equipment on timber mats used to 
excavate the channels, and remove historic fill.  

Implementation of the project involves the removal of construction/demolition debris and other fill 
material over former marshlands.  This material will be removed and the area graded to tidal marsh 
elevations, restoring approximately 24.23 acres of wetlands on the project site.  The proposed project is 
consistent with WRP Policy 4.2 as it will protect and restore wetland and upland areas to a high level of 
function. 

Policy 4.3:  Protect vulnerable plant, fish and wildlife species, and rare ecological communities. 
Design and develop land and water uses to maximize their integration or compatibility 
with the identified ecological community. 

A key objective of the Bank is to maximize the wetlands functions and services within the project area, 
particularly for wildlife habitat and water quality improvement.  Historic fill will be removed and the 
existing degraded, Phragmites-dominated wetland complex will be restored and enhanced.  The 
Phragmites monoculture will be replaced with a thriving, healthy tidal marsh complex providing 
improved habitat for wildlife, plant and fish species, including vulnerable species and rare ecological 
communities.  As noted above in the Policy 4.1 discussion, implementation of the proposed project 
wetland concept plan will provide the diversity of habitat types needed to support a variety of wildlife 
species.  The proposed project seeks to maximize the ecological enhancement of extant habitats and will 
result in an increase the heterogeneity of habitats, thereby allowing wildlife species diversity the 
opportunity to increase. The proposed project will avoid harming vulnerable fish and wildlife species, 
and is consistent with Policy 4.3.  

Policy 5: Protect and improve water quality in the New York City coastal area. 

Policy 5.3:  Protect water quality when excavating or placing fill in navigable waters and in or near 
marshes, estuaries, tidal marshes, and wetlands. 

Construction of the proposed project requires excavation in wetland areas.  Excavated material will be 
carted off-site and disposed of based on the dewatering plans as well as contaminated materials 
handling/treatment/disposal plan.  The material will be handled, treated and disposed of in accordance 
with applicable local, state and federal regulations.   
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Best management practices will be employed to ensure that erosion and delivery of sediment to Saw 
Mill Creek and the Arthur Kill and associated wetlands are prevented or minimized.  These measures will 
include performing in-water work during periods of low tide, employing turbidity barriers to minimize 
migration of turbidity offsite, and re-stabilizing soils with plants after construction is completed.  All 
construction work will comply with the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and post-construction Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) that are 
required components of the State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit.  In addition, 
the proposed project would be constructed in accordance with a Pollution, Prevention and Control Plan. 

Construction of the proposed Bank project also requires a Water Quality Certification from the NYSDEC, 
which will be obtained as part of the Joint NYSEDEC/USACE Application.  Compliance with regulatory 
permits will ensure that excavation and potential fill operations will meet state standards and will 
minimize the potential for adverse impacts on aquatic life during such activities.  Marsh restoration at 
the proposed Bank will result in improved water quality; therefore, the proposed project will be 
consistent with WPR Policy 5.3.  

Policy 5.4: Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater, streams, and the sources of water for 
wetlands. 

As construction of the proposed project includes excavation, it has the potential to affect surface and 
ground water supplies.  Compliance with the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, the SWPPP, 
SWMP, etc., and the use of best management practices described above, would minimize the potential 
for such impacts.   

Once constructed, the Bank will positively contribute to water quality and increase the area’s capacity to 
store and treat stormwater.  The proposed project will reintroduce complete tidal flushing to areas 
historically subject to tidal inundation, resulting in long-term, major benefits to wetland function and 
structure, as well as water quality in the Arthur Kill systems.  Increased tidal flushing will reduce the 
retention times of organic, oxygen-demanding substances and increase the flow of well-oxygenated 
water, thus improving dissolved oxygen concentrations in the marsh.  Increased flushing can also be 
expected to contribute to improved water quality in the Arthur Kill system.  Therefore the proposed 
project will be consistent with Policy 5.4. 

Policy 6: Minimize loss of life, structures and natural resources caused by flooding and erosion. 

The project site is within a federally-designated flood hazard area (100-year flood zone). Since 
construction of the bank entails excavation, it has the potential to lead to erosion.  As noted above, the 
proposed project will comply with the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  Implementation of 
control measures required by this plan will minimize the potential for erosion, and the proposed project 
will improve erosion control once constructed.  In addition, the proposed project will result in improved 
flood attenuation.  Thus the proposed project will be consistent with Policy 6. 

Policy 6.3: Protect and preserve non-renewable sources of sand for beach nourishment. 

The proposed project will prioritize the reuse of excavated material based results of contamination 
testing.  Construction of the proposed Bank includes the removal and remediation of existing subsurface 
contamination (e.g., if the soil and groundwater sampling indicates an area of concern, the area will be 
over-excavated and backfilled with a clean sand cap to create a clean substrate prior to 
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planting/seeding).  Therefore the proposed project will protect sources of beach nourishment sand from 
exposure to hazardous materials and will be consistent with Policy 6.3.   

Policy 7: Minimize environmental degradation from solid waste and hazardous substances. 

The proposed project has the potential to encounter contaminated/hazardous materials.  It is expected 
that the proposed project will follow the recommendations presented in the Phase I ESA.2 
Recommendations include:   

• Removal of nonindigenous fill material from the project area, disposal at an off-site location in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, investigation of fill material and any follow
up investigation that may be warranted in accordance with the DER-10. 3

• Removal of all discarded and dumped items from the project area, and disposal at an off-site
location in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.  If, during the course of removal,
a release is encountered, additional investigation in accordance with the DER-10 may be
warranted.

• Development and implementation of a project area-wide characterization plan, in accordance
with the DER 10, in order to investigate potential off-site impacts caused by adjacent property
uses, recent and/or historic spills, suspected wide-spread pesticide application during the early- 
and mid-20th century to reduce mosquito populations, and any potential impacts caused by the
adjacent active rail road.

Further site characterization and handling of contaminated materials in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements will minimize the potential for hazardous material impacts. In addition, the 
proposed project will not generate solid waste once constructed. Therefore, the proposed project will 
be consistent with Policy 7.   

Policy 7.2: Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products. 

The proposed project will not include the handling or storage of petroleum. However, as discussed 
above, the proposed project has the potential to encounter contaminated/hazardous materials.  The 
proposed project is expected to adhere to recommendations included the Phase I ESA and will comply 
with applicable hazardous materials-related regulations. In addition, construction of the proposed 
project will comply with a Pollution, Prevention and Control Plan that will include restricting the location 
of refueling activities and requiring immediate cleanup of spills and leaks of materials; and regularly 
maintaining construction equipment to identify and repair any source of leaks.  Thus no significant 
adverse impacts related to contaminated materials will occur and the proposed project will be 
consistent with Policy 7.2. 

Policy 7.3: Transport solid waste and hazardous substances and site solid and hazardous waste 
facilities in a manner that minimizes potential degradation of coastal resources. 

2 Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report for The Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological 
Sustainability (MARSHES) Initiative Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815, Multiple Lots 
Staten Island, NY, prepared for the New York City Economic Development Corporation by Louis Berger & Assoc., PC., May 2013. 
3 http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_hudson_pdf/der10.pdf 
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Once operational, the proposed project will not generate hazardous substances or waste. During 
construction of the proposed Bank, a Pollution, Prevention and Control Plan will be implemented.  In 
addition, all solid waste and hazardous substances encountered during construction will be stored, 
handled and transported in accordance with the contaminated materials handling/treatment/disposal 
plan and all applicable local, state and federal regulations.  Therefore the proposed project will be 
consistent with Policy 7.3.   

Policy 8: Provide public access to and along New York City's coastal waters. 

Parts of the project site (primarily the section east of Chelsea Road) include portions of Saw Mill Creek 
Marsh, a public open space that does not include any facilities as it is marshland.  The proposed project 
will not alter the overall nature or use of this open space and will restore former/degraded wetland 
areas, thereby enhancing the environmental quality of the project area and open space.  The proposed 
project will be consistent with WRP Policy 8. 

Policy 8.4 Preserve and develop waterfront open space and recreation on publicly owned land at 
suitable locations. 

The proposed project will result improve the environmental quality of public open space.  Given that the 
project area is mainly composed of Saw Mill Creek, wetlands and marshland, it is not suitable for 
development of recreational facilities.  As such, the proposed project would be consistent with Policy 
8.4. 

Policy 8.5 Preserve the public interest in and use of lands and waters held in public trust by the 
state and city. 

The project site is city-owned land and includes parcels designated as public open space (Saw Mill Creek 
Marsh).  The proposed project will improve the project site and have beneficial impacts on water 
quality, in addition to wildlife and plant habitat and diversity.  The proposed project does not involve the 
transfer of interest in public trust lands, will not result in the loss of public interest in public trust lands, 
and will not impede the accessibility of public land.  Therefore the proposed project will be consistent 
with WRP Policy 8.5.  

Policy 9: Protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York City 
coastal area. 

The project site itself is a scenic resource that contributes to the visual quality of this coastal area.  The 
proposed project will restore and enhance this currently degraded resource. Accordingly, the proposed 
project is consistent with WRP Policy 9. 

Policy 9.1 Protect and improve visual quality associated with New York City's urban context and 
the historic and working waterfront. 

As the proposed project will not introduce new buildings or substantial structures, it will be compatible 
with existing scenic elements.  Construction of the proposed Bank will have a beneficial effect on 
vegetative communities, including the restoration of native vegetation and invasive species 
management and an increase in plant and wildlife diversity.  The proposed project also will remove 
existing debris from the project site and incorporate preventative measures to discourage future 
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dumping at the site. The proposed project involves the overall enhancement of a 68.45-acre portion of 
the Saw Mill Creek natural area, which will result in an improvement in the visual quality of this scenic 
waterfront area. Therefore, the proposed project will be consistent with Policy 9.1.   

Policy 9.2 Protect scenic values associated with natural resources. 

The project site is part of the Northwest Staten Island Special Natural Waterfront Area.  The proposed 
project entails the restoration of ditched, filled, and/or degraded wetland and upland areas to a high 
level of function.  It also includes the construction of additional tidal creeks to convey tidal flows that 
support native low and high marsh vegetation and serve as a barrier to Phragmites invasion from 
surrounding areas.  As a result, the proposed project will also improve the scenic character of the 
project area’s natural resource and will be consistent with WRP Policy 9.2.  

B-7 



This page left blank intentionally 



1

McBrien, Margaret

Subject: FW: MARSHES Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank /  F-13-0911 / WRP #13-155

From: JESSICA FAIN [mailto:JFAIN@planning.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2014 1:47 PM 
To: 'Katie Axt' 
Cc: 'Jeffrey.Zappieri@dos.ny.gov'; 'Sturn, Terra (DOS)'; Andrew Genn; McBrien, Margaret; MICHAEL MARRELLA 
Subject: MARSHES Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank / F-13-0911 / WRP #13-155 

We have completed the review of the project as described below for consistency with the policies and intent of the 
New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP). 

MARSHES Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank: The Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation 
Bank will be located on the western shore of Staten Island, and will be established within a portion of an 
approximately 68.45 acre site in Northwest Staten Island. The project site will be restored and enhanced in 
order to serve as the proposed Wetland Mitigation Bank. Former and degraded wetlands will be restored to 
natural/historic function. Restoration and enhancements of ditched, filled and/or degraded wetland and upland 
areas to a high level of function shall be accomplished by a combination of practices, including removal of 
remnant berms and other fill materials, regarding to suitable tidal marsh elevations, restoration of tidal creeks, 
treating non-native invasive species with an EPA-approved herbicide for use in aquatic habitats and replanting 
with native vegetation. The goals of the bank are the establishment of tidal wetlands, tidal creeks and mudflat 
communities to provide a positive contribution to water quality, plant and animal habitat and erosion control. 

Based on the information submitted, the Waterfront Open Space Division, on behalf of the New York City Coastal 
Commission, having reviewed the waterfront aspect of this action, finds that the actions will not substantially hinder the 
achievement of any Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) policy and hereby recommends that this action is found 
consistent with the WRP policies. 

This consistency determination is only applicable to the information received and the current proposal. Any additional 
information or project modifications would require an independent consistency review.  

For your records, this project has been assigned WRP # 13-112. If there are any questions regarding this review, please 
contact me.  

Sincerely, 

JESSICA FAIN
PLANNER, WATERFRONT AND OPEN SPACE DIVISION 

NYC DEPT OF CITY PLANNING 
22 READE STREET, 6th FLOOR • NEW YORK, NY 10007 
t 212.720.3525 • f 212.720.3490 
JFAIN@PLANNING.NYC.GOV 
www.nyc.gov/planning  

Follow us on Twitter @NYCPlanning 
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Appendix B Draft Section 106 Programmatic 
Agreement 



 

PROGRAMATIC AGREEMENT  

BETWEEN  

THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, THE NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF 
PARKS RECREATION & HISTORIC PRESERVATION,  NEW YORK CITY 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, AND THE NEW YORK CITY 
LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION  

REGARDING THE SAW MILL CREEK PILOT WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
PROJECT 

NAN-2013-00259-EHA 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 
403) and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1344), the US Army 
Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) plans to issue permits to the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank Project (the Project) for the discharge of fill material into the 
wetlands of the United States to facilitate the construction of a wetland mitigation bank 
in Borough of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York;  

WHEREAS the New York City Economic Development Corporation (“NYCEDC”) plans 
to implement the Project and is the applicant for the aforementioned permits;  

WHEREAS the Project comprises a restoration of an approximately 69 acre site in 
northwestern Staten Island in order to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable 
impacts to waters of the US (including wetlands) resulting from permitted activities 
within portions of the Lower Hudson River Basin and portions of the Long Island Basin;  

WHEREAS the wetland mitigation bank resulting from the Project will serve activities 
authorized under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act, New York State ECL Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream 
Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 (Tidal Wetlands);   

WHEREAS the wetland restoration activities comprising the construction of the Project 
will include (but will not be limited to) site disturbance activities such as removal of fill 
material and re-grading to suitable tidal marsh elevations and therefore have a potential 
to disturb archaeological resources;   

WHEREAS, as part of the Project’s environmental review process, in a letter dated 
June 20, 2013, the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (“LPC”; see 
Attachment 1) indicated that the Project site possesses archaeological significance and 
that there is the potential for the recovery of archaeological deposits from the 19th 
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century and Native American occupation and therefore required the completion of a 
Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study (Phase IA); 

WHEREAS the Phase IA (see Attachment 2) indicated areas of archaeological 
sensitivity within upland areas of the Project site, and recommended that Phase IB 
archaeological testing be undertaken;   

WHEREAS, in a letter dated October 15, 2013, LPC concurred with the Phase IA 
findings and requested that a scope of work be developed for archaeological fieldwork 
(see Attachment 1);   

WHEREAS LPC reviewed and accepted initial and revised archaeological fieldwork 
protocols in letters dated February 10, 2014 and September 5, 2014, respectively, 
which proposed that testing take place in conjunction with the construction of the Project 
(see Attachment 1);  

WHEREAS, in a letter dated August 13, 2014, the New York State Office of Parks 
Recreation & Historic Preservation (“NYSOPRHP”) accepted the revised fieldwork 
protocol (see Attachment 1);  

WHEREAS, in the aforementioned letter dated June 20, 2013, LPC confirmed that the 
Project site does not include any properties with architectural significance; and 

WHEREAS, based upon USACE’s review of the latest published version of the National 
Register of Historic Places there are no known sites eligible for or included in the 
National Register within the Project site.  However, it is known that the project site is 
archaeologically sensitive and further investigations are warranted. 

NOW, THEREFORE, USACE, NYSOPRHP, LPC and NYCEDC agree that the Project 
will be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations of this Programmatic 
Agreement (this “PA”), in order to take into account the effect of the undertaking on 
archaeological resources.  

STIPULATIONS 

NYCEDC, USACE, NYSOPRSHP, and LPC agree that the following steps will be 
undertaken in connection with the Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank project, 
and that USACE will include the obligations set forth in this PA as part of any permits 
issued for construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank project. 
Execution of this PA by the USACE, NYSOPRHP, LPC and NYCEDC and 
implementation of its terms evidence that USACE has taken into account the effects of 
this Project on historic properties and afforded the Advisory Counsel on Historic 
Preservation (“ACHP”) an opportunity to comment.   



3 
LDCMT-19-108 
 

Archaeological testing and monitoring will occur in tandem with construction activities. 
NYSOPRHP and LPC will be notified when field testing or monitoring first commences.  
If excavation procedures and/or locations must be altered or expanded significantly 
during the course of construction, NYSOPRHP and LPC will be notified at least two 
business days in advance. 

I. PRESENCE OF PRECONTACT AND HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
SENSITIVITY 

a. Project Site – West Area 

In its natural state, the western portion of the project site (“West Area project site”) 
appears to have contained elevations measuring 5-10 feet above sea level. The West 
Area may have had a high pre-contact archaeological sensitivity, since nearly all the 
pre-contact sites in the vicinity of the project site have been recorded on top of elevated 
hummocks, generally around the 10-foot contour line. However a large portion of those 
upland areas at the northern end of Block 1815 appears to have been graded by 
several feet. Additionally, any remaining archaeological sensitivity in the uplands near 
the West Area project site are concentrated in the northern end and southeastern 
reaches of Block 1815, outside of the boundaries where earthwork related to the 
construction of the mitigation bank is expected to take place (i.e., lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 
300, and 375 of Block 1815). Several locations in the West Area in the northern portion 
of Block 1815 Lots 300 and 325 uplands contained historic period structures associated 
with local Bloomfield residents, including the Vroom/Merrell occupation (1850-1917). 
The disturbance level of the five Vroom/Merrell structures has been severe and there is 
no remaining sensitivity for three of the structures. However, two of the Vroom/Merrell 
structures and the earlier Merrell domestic site appear to have experienced minimum 
grading and truncated shaft features may be intact on the project site.  

b. Project Site – East Area 

The Phase IA study identified several discrete locations within the East Area that could 
retain precontact archaeological sensitivity, historic period archaeological sensitivity, 
and combined precontact and historic period archaeological sensitivity. However, many 
of these locations are in areas identified in updated project plans as within Buffer 
Rehabilitation areas, where plans include only the removal of debris and invasive 
species from degraded upland forest buffers, the planting/seeding of native vegetation, 
and the installation of measures to discourage dumping in the forest buffers and upland 
slopes.  
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Pre-contact archaeological sensitivity does exist in the project’s East Area (in northern 
portions of Block 1780 in lots 210, 260, 275 and 1 and block 1790 lot 100) where 
ground disturbance would occur as part of the project’s construction.    

II. PROPOSED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES MONITORING AND TESTING  

As described in further detail in the attached Phase IB Archaeological Testing Protocol 
(Attachment 3), the following archaeological monitoring and testing procedures will be 
applied to the West and East Areas of the project site. If excavation procedures and/or 
locations must be altered or expanded significantly from what is identified as part of this 
protocol, SHPO and LPC would be contacted at least two business days prior for 
concurrence on an amended protocol. 

a. Project Site – West Area 

In the West Area, archaeological monitoring will be limited to the Vroom/Merrell 
homestead area.  The assigned archaeologists will be notified of work within the 
monitoring area at least 72 hours prior to the start of such work.  When work begins, 
archeologists will observe excavations within the monitoring zone, scrutinizing for signs 
of historic archaeological features/resources. A record of the archaeological inspections 
would include photography, drawings, and sample collections within the area that falls 
within the archaeological sensitivity area associated with the Vroom/Merrell homestead 
depicted on Figure 1. Such monitoring will be allowed for approximately 15 minutes at 
every two-foot depth of the excavations, or as necessary.  

b. Project Site – East Area 

In the East Area, archaeological testing is to be undertaken within the archaeological 
sensitivity areas as noted on Figure 2, using the same mechanical excavation machines 
used to remove the overburden and excavate the new channels. After the overburden is 
removed, a mechanical excavation of a series of test units at approximately 50-foot (15 
meter) intervals would take place within the area slated to be impacted. A flat edged 
bucket would be used on the backhoe or Gradall to skim off the underlying soils in 
successive increments so that they can be examined by archaeologists. Test units 
would measure approximately 1x1 meter each, or an equivalent size based on the 
dimensions of the backhoe bucket and depth of excavation. The total depth of 
excavation would extend no deeper than the base of the proposed tidal channel. As 
soils are mechanically removed from each test unit, they will be inspected by 
archaeologists for the possible presence of pre-contact period artifacts. 
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III. TREATMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

If intact resources are found during testing, NYCEDC, as the project agent, will ensure 
that the following measures are carried out as outlined in the archaeological monitoring 
protocols included in Attachment 3:  

i. The area of discovery will be flagged and construction within the flagged area will 
be temporarily suspended. The archaeologists will be responsible for 
immediately notifying the on-site contractor and the NYCEDC site manager. 

ii. The archaeologists will coordinate with the construction team to immediately 
survey locations with archaeological deposits and relate the location(s) of 
resources to a previously established site datum.   

iii. NYSOPRHP and LPC will be notified of the discovery within 24 hours.   
iv. Recordation of any recovered resources will include (at a minimum) written 

descriptions, maps indicating the location of resource(s), and color photographs.  
v. Any shaft features located on the area sensitive for Vroom/Merrell homestead 

resources would be treated in accordance with the approved Phase IB protocol. 
vi. It is assumed that NYSOPRHP and LPC may request further field testing and/or 

laboratory testing of the recovered resources, in addition to what is proposed in 
the attached archaeological fieldwork protocols. 

vii. Appropriate repositories will be identified in consultation with NYSOPRHP and 
LPC for any recovered resources. 

viii. A final report will be submitted to NYSOPRHP and LPC within four weeks 
following the completion of the monitoring period. The report will summarize the 
results of the monitoring program and any further coordination that may be 
required among the signatories of this PA.  

IV. UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERIES PLAN 

NYCEDC, in consultation with SHPO and LPC, developed an Unanticipated Discoveries 
Plan, which would be implemented in the event that the Saw Mill Creek Wetland 
Mitigation Bank is the location of human interments. In the case of such an event, the 
current Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and Curation of Archaeological 
Collections in New York State of the New York Archaeological Council (NYAC) and the 
guidelines for the treatment of human remains prepared by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (1988a, 1988b, 1988c) shall be followed. These include the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 1988a “Policy Statement Regarding 
Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods,” 1988b “Memorandum on Treatment 
of Human Remains Under Section 106,” and 1988c “Treatment of Human Remains and 
Grave Goods, Police Interpretation Memorandum 89-1.” For the Unanticipated 
Discovery Plan (see Attachment 3). 
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V. IN EVENT NO ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ARE FOUND 

If field testing does not reveal any potentially significant pre-contact features or 
deposits, no further archaeological consideration would be warranted, and a report to 
that effect would be prepared for NYSOPRHP and LPC. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS 

I. PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 

All archaeological field monitoring will be completed in accordance with LPC’s 
Guidelines for Archaeological Work in New York City, 2002, the New York State 
Education Department, Cultural Resources Survey Program, Work Scope Specifications 
for Cultural Resource Investigations on New York State Department of Transportation 
Projects, March 2004, and the Standards of the NYSOPRHP (1994, 2000, and 2005). 
Field monitoring will be under the direction of archaeologists that are certified members 
of the Register of Professional Archaeologists and meet the qualifications of the 
National Park Service (NPS) 36 CFR 61. 
 
There will be an understanding of professional roles between the construction team and 
the monitoring archaeologist. The understanding specifies the responsibilities of both 
parties in terms of stopping the construction work for archaeological excavation and for 
documentation, detailing what happens if the design/construction plans change during 
work, ensuring worker safety, and clarifying the organizational structure in the field. The 
grading contractor will allow the archaeologist(s) full work access to the site and will 
furnish the archaeologist(s) with necessary information and assistance to perform 
his/her work. 

II. DURATION  

This PA will be null and void if its terms are not carried out within five (5) years from the 
date of its execution. Prior to such time, NYCEDC may consult with the other 
signatories to reconsider the terms of the PA and amend it in accordance with 
Administrative Condition V (“Amendments”) below. 

III. ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING AND REPORTING  

On an annual basis following the execution of this PA, until the PA expires or is 
terminated, NYCEDC will provide all parties to this PA a summary report detailing work 
undertaken pursuant to its terms. Such report will include any scheduling changes 
proposed, any problems encountered, and any disputes and objections received in 
NYCEDC's efforts to carry out the terms of this PA.  
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IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION  

Should any signatory or concurring party to this PA object at any time to any actions 
proposed or the manner in which the terms of this PA are implemented, USACE will 
consult with such party to resolve the objection. If USACE determines that such 
objection cannot be resolved, USACE will:  

i. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the USACE’s 
proposed resolution, to the ACHP. The ACHP will provide USACE with its advice 
on the resolution of the objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate 
documentation. Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, USACE will 
prepare a written response that takes into account any timely advice or 
comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, signatories and concurring 
parties, and provide them with a copy of this written response. USACE will then 
proceed according to its final decision.  

ii. If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty 
(30) day time period, USACE may make a final decision on the dispute and 
proceed accordingly. Prior to reaching such a final decision, USACE will prepare 
a written response that takes into account any timely comments regarding the 
dispute from the signatories and concurring parties to the PA, and provide them 
and the ACHP with a copy of such written response.  

iii. USACE’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this 
PA that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged.  

V. AMENDMENTS  

This PA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all 
signatories. The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the 
signatories is filed with the ACHP. TERMINATION  

If any signatory to this PA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out, that 
party will immediately consult with the other parties to attempt to develop an 
amendment per Administrative Condition V, above. If within thirty (30) days (or another 
time period agreed to by all signatories) an amendment cannot be reached, any 
signatory may terminate the PA upon written notification to the other signatories. Once 
the PA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on the Project, USACE must either 
(a) execute an PA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6 or (b) request, take into account, and 
respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. USACE will notify the 
signatories as to the course of action it will pursue.  
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VI. NOTICES 

For purposes of notices and consulting pursuant to this PA, the following addresses and 
contact information should be used for the following agencies: 

Max Taffet 
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
110 William St. 
New York, NY 10038   
Phone: 212.618.5778 
 

 Naomi Handell 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New York District 
Regulatory Branch-Eastern Section 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937 
New York, New York 10278 
Phone: 917.790.8523 
 
Philip A. Perazio 
New York State of Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
Phone: 518-237-8643 x3276 
 
Amanda Sutphin 
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission  
1 Center St., 9th Floor  
New York, NY 10007 
Phone: 212-669-7823 
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SIGNATORIES:  

US Army Corps of Engineers 

[USACE signatory name and title] 

[Signature] 

Date: 

 

New York State Office of Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation  

[NYSOPRHP signatory name and title] 

[Signature] 

Date: 

 

New York City Economic Development Corporation  

[NYCEDC signatory name and title] 

[Signature] 

Date: 

 

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 

[LPC signatory name and title] 

[Signature] 

Date: 
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ATTACHMENT 1: Agency Coordination 

ATTACHMENT 2: Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study 

ATTACHMENT 3: Archaeological Monitoring Plans  

FIGURE 1: West Area monitoring limits 

FIGURE 2: East Area testing limits 



ATTACHMENT 1: Agency Coordination 



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / LA-CEQR-R

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK
Date received: 6/20/2013

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action.

Properties with Archaeological significance: 
1) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800001

2) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800069

3) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800210

4) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800275

5) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800260

6) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800300

7) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150075

8) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150085

9) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150125

10) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150135

11) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150150

12) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150204

13) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150220

14) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150235

15) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150251

16) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150300

17) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150325

18) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150375

19) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017900100

Comments: LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps

indicates that there is potential for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and 

Native American occupation and human burials on the project site.  Accordingly, the 

Commission recommends that in the event that the project will involve ground 

disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this site to 

clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if 

such review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012). 

Properties with no Architectural significance: 

1) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800001

2) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800069

3) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800210

4) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800275

5) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800260

6) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800300

7) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150075



 

8) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150085 

9) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150125 

10) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150135 

11) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150150 

12) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150204 

13) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150220 

14) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150235 

15) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150251 

16) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150300 

17) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150325 

18) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150375 

19) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017900100 

 
 
 

 

 [AS AMENDED]    7/17/2013 

         

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_GS_DNP_07172013.doc 
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Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / LA-CEQR-R 

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 11/7/2013 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 
document. 

 

 

 

 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary 

Study of Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank, Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 

275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100; Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 

204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375, Staten Island, New York," prepared by 

Historical Perspectives, Inc and dated October 2013.  The LPC concurs that 

archaeological fieldwork is needed.  Please submit two bound copies and a pdf of the 

report and submit a scope of work for the archaeological fieldwork before it begins.   

 

 

cc: NYSHPO 

 

 

   11/15/2013 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_11152013.doc 
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Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / 14DME008R 
Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 

Date received: 2/7/2014 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 

document. 
 

 

 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Protocol: Proposed Archaeological Testing, 

Phase 1B," and the, "Unanticipated Discovery Plan: Human Remains," which were 

both prepared by Historical Perspectives for the above referenced project.  The LPC 

concurs with the recommendations. Please notify the LPC when this work begins. 

 

Cc:NYSHPO 

 

   2/10/2014 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_02102014.doc 
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Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / 14DME008R 

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 8/27/2014 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 
document. 

 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Protocol: Proposed Archaeological Testing, 

Phase 1B for Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank/ EAST area, Block 1780 Lots 1, 

69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100, Staten Island, New York," 

prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc and dated July 18, 2014 which includes an 

unanticipated discovery plan.  The LPC concurs with the scope.  Please alert us when 

work begins.   

 

cc: NYSHPO 

 

 

   9/5/2014 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_09052014.doc 

 







 

    

 

Andrew M. Cuomo 
 

 

 

Governor 
 

 

    

 

Rose Harvey 
 

 

 

Commissioner 
 

 

    

          

Division for Historic Preservation 
 

     

          

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
 

     

          

518-237-8643 
 

     

          

www.nysparks.com 
 

      

          

 

January 08, 2015 
 

 

          

 

Ms. Jodi McDonald 

Chief, Regulatory Branch 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

New York District 

Jacob K. Javits Federal Building 

New York, NY 10278-0090 
 

  

          

 

Re: 
 

 

CORPS PERMITS 

Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank (NAN-2013-00259-EHA) 

Saw Mill Creek 

14PR00045 
 

  

          

 

Dear Ms. McDonald: 
 

  

 

Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  

We have reviewed the submitted materials in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966.  These comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to Historic/Cultural 

resources.  They do not include other environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that may be 

involved in or near your project.  Such impacts must be considered as part of the environmental review 

of the project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and/or the State Environmental Quality 

Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law Article 8). 

 

SHPO concurs with your determination that the proposed project will have no adverse effect on historic 

properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, provided that agreed-

upon archaeological protocols are carried out as formalized in a Memorandum of Understanding. SHPO 

is ready to assist in the preparation of the MOU.  

 

SHPO requests that a copy of the previously prepared Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study 

(Historical Perspectives, Inc., October 2103) be submitted to this office either on disk or uploaded to the 

CRIS system.  

 

If you have any questions please don't hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Philip A. Perazio, Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archeology Unit 

Phone:  518-268-2175 

e-mail:  philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov       via e-mail only 



  

 

     

ANDREW M. CUOMO 
 

 

ROSE HARVEY 
 

  

Governor 
 

 

Commissioner 
 

  

     

 

 

 

Division for Historic Preservation 
 

P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • www.nysparks.com 
 

 

 

   

March 16, 2015 
 

   

Ms. Naomi Handell 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, R 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937 
New York, NY 10278      

 

   

Re: 
 

 CORPS PERMITS 
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank (NAN-2013-00259-EHA) 
Saw Mill Creek 
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Dear Ms. Handell: 
 

 
Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). We have 
reviewed the submitted materials in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As a part of the Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability (MARSHES) 
Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek 
Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an 
expansive natural wetland that borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek (Figure 1).  The overall 
project site is identified on New York City tax maps as Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, 
Lot 100; and Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 (Figure 2).  The 
parcels are owned by the City of New York and managed by either the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, 
NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or EDC, on behalf of the Department of Small Business Services.  The site 
is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island, and has frontages along both sides of Chelsea 
Road/Bloomfield Road south of Edward Curry Road and River Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore 
Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill 
Creek traverses the southern end of the site, running from east to west.   

There are two distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield Road 
(for this report Chelsea Road is used for consistency although both street names often are used interchangeably).  
The East Area, comprising portions of Blocks 1780 and 1790, totals ca. 54 acres (Figure 3a).  The West Area, 
comprising portions of Block 1815, totals ca. 37 acres (Figure 3b).  The combined project site measures ca. 91 acres. 
Within the project site, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland preservation, and 
upland enhancement.  Figure 4 illustrates the locations within the overall project site where each of these actions is 
proposed. 

As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC 
indicated that  

LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps indicates that there is potential 
for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and Native American occupation and human burials 
on the project site.  Accordingly, the Commission recommends that in the event that the project 
will involve ground disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this 
site to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if such 
review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012) (Santucci 2013). 

It is possible that this project will also require review by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) due to state and federal agency involvement. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is the area that could be affected by project impacts.  Since project plans have 
not been finalized as of this writing, the APE for the proposed project includes the entire project site.  The 
assessment of the entire project site rather than a smaller subset of the property allows flexibility if project plans 
change in the future and different areas are slated for project impacts than at this time. 

This Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared to satisfy the requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and 
to comply with the standards of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP) and LPC (New York Archaeological Council 1994; NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Where guidelines for the archaeological evaluation and report format of the LPC and the NYSOPRHP varied, those 
of the LPC, which specifically address New York City conditions and resources, took precedent.   

As no records for the project site lots are on file with the Department of Buildings, assessing disturbance to the 
project site relied on comparing historic maps with modern maps and aerial photographs, on soil boring data, and to 
a lesser degree, on conditions observed during the site inspection, as there is very substantial ground cover 
throughout the project site.   

HPI concludes that large portions of the northern and interior sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed 
from earthmoving, as historic maps showed this area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the 
modern survey map (Figure 3b) shows that these uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now 
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wetland.  Large portions of Block 1815 have been landfilled as well.  The northern and interior portions of Block 
1780 also appear to be disturbed, as the modern survey map (Figure 3a) shows areas of uplands within the marshes 
where historic maps did not.   

The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have been recorded.  
These include the Bloomfield site (which has no defined boundaries but should be considered to have encompassed 
the entire historic Bloomfield area including the project site), the Chelsea Burying Ground, potentially located 
within the project site near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, and the Bloomfield Road site, located 
immediately across Chelsea Road from Block 1790.  In its original state, the project site contained a number of 
raised upland areas, as well as lower-lying areas bordering the marshland, and marshland associated with Saw Mill 
Creek.  During the Paleo-Indian through Early-Middle Archaic periods, these marshlands may have been dry land.  
All of these factors suggest that in its natural state, the project site had a high precontact archaeological sensitivity. 

In his sensitivity assessment for Staten Island, Boesch (1994a) assigns a high precontact sensitivity to the wetlands 
area between Fresh Kills and Old Place Creek, both the upland areas and the wetlands (including those areas capped 
by fill at the time of his assessment).  The project site falls within this large area.  It should be noted, however, that 
the preservation of archaeological sites under marshland is dependent on the degree of marine transgression 
associated with rising sea levels and later tidal and current effects.  In his companion study of archaeological 
sensitivity for the Bronx, Boesch (1994b) offers that peat deposits (which formed in marshy areas) acted as a 
preservation agent, and soils beneath peat layers should date to the period prior to development of the marshes.  In 
areas where this peat deposit is absent, Boesch claims marine transgression would have destroyed former occupation 
surfaces.  Boesch further asserts that the peat layer itself may have scientific value.  These deposits may contain data 
concerning climatological conditions, plant communities, and fauna from the period.   

The soil boring data presented in Appendix A, as well as information provided by Tavis Lloyd, the director of the 
borings program at LBG, confirm that there is not a distinct peat layer within the marshland soils on the project site. 
LBG observed more general marshland type soils, often described as black organic clayey silt with organic matter 
that would be consistent with a more recent “meadow mat” (Lloyd, personal communication 10/17/13).  In the 
absence of a clear peat layer that could preserve earlier soil horizons, if they exist, HPI concludes that the 
marshlands on the project site do not contain precontact archaeological sensitivity. 

Nearly all the precontact sites in the vicinity have been recorded on top of elevated hummocks, generally around the 
10-foot contour line (e.g. Skinner 1909; Staten Island Advance 1934, 1935; Merwin 2007).  The upland areas within 
the project site generally were within elevations measuring 5-10 feet above sea level, and so in their natural state 
would have a high precontact period archaeological sensitivity.  That said, a large portion of those upland areas at 
the northern end of Block 1815 appears to have been graded by several feet, and much of the area is now mapped as 
wetlands, reducing archaeological sensitivity in this part of the project site.  Those uplands within the project site 
that HPI concludes still retain precontact archaeological sensitivity are located on portions of Block 1780 and 1790, 
as well as portions of Lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 300, and 375 of Block 1815.  Figures 14a-14b illustrate those upland 
areas that HPI concludes contain precontact period archaeological sensitivity.   

Several locations within the project site uplands contained historic period structures associated with local 
Bloomfield residents.  The map documented structures are listed in the table, below, and the areas of historic period 
archaeological sensitivity are shown on Figures 14a-14b. 

Map Documented Structures within the Project Site 

MDS # Block and Lot Structure and Owner/Occupant Disturbance level 

1 Boundary of Block 1780, Lot 
1 and Block 1790, Lot 100 

School building, pre-1857 to ca. 
1890 

Some dumping and mounding 
disturbance is visible in the area 

2 Block 1780, unknown lot Former Merrell mill abutting the 
east side of Chelsea Road (18th 
century- ca. 1850) 

Unclear; specific location is 
unknown, may be off project site or 
under Chelsea Road 

3 Block 1780, Lot 69 Decker structure, pre-1857 to ca. 
1917 

Dumping and probable 
earthmoving disturbance visible 
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MDS # Block and Lot Structure and Owner/Occupant Disturbance level 

4 Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, 325 Vroom/Merrell structures, pre- 
1850 to ca.1917 

Area has been graded and is now 
mapped as wetlands, former 
structure locations likely heavily 
disturbed 

5 Block 1815, Lot 204 Thomas Merrell structure, pre-
1850 to ca.1859 

Area is heavily overgrown, 
disturbance unknown but maps 
show little change in elevation over 
time 

 
The former structures on the project site predated the introduction of municipal water and sewer service to this area 
by at least 35 years (and probably much longer), leaving the residents to rely on private wells, cisterns, privies, and 
cesspools for their needs.  Piped water was not introduced on Staten Island until the 1880s and sewers in the 1890s 
(Leng and Delevan 1924:26-29).  Privies, wells, and cisterns, which are often filled with contemporary refuse related to 
the dwellings and their occupants, can provide important stratified cultural deposits for the archaeologist and frequently 
provide the best remains recovered on sites.  Frequently, wells or cisterns would be located in reasonably close proximity 
to a residence, for use in washing or cooking (additional wells and/or cisterns might be located further away from a 
residence for other uses, such as watering livestock).  Privies often were situated further away from the residence, for 
sanitary purposes.  Portions of these shaft features are often encountered because their deeper and therefore earlier layers 
remain undisturbed by subsequent construction, and in fact, construction often preserves the lower sections of the 
features by sealing them beneath structures and fill layers.  Wells would have been excavated as far as the water table, 
and cisterns and privies often were dug up to 10-15 feet below grade.  Thus, these shaft features often survive in 
truncated form after grading episodes.  Other commonly occurring but more fragile backyard remains include fence 
lines, paths, traces of landscaping and sheet midden scatter.  It is possible that other subsurface features, such as sheet 
middens or former outbuilding foundations, could be preserved as well if disturbance is not extensive.   
 
Identifying and examining buried features associated with the nineteenth century occupation of the project site may 
reflect the daily activities of the residents and provide insight into cultural behavior of this very homogenous 
population.  If undisturbed deposits of cultural material do still exist in this location, they may have the potential to 
provide meaningful information regarding the lives of the people who lived there.  When recovered from their 
original context and in association with a specific historical occupation, historical deposits can provide a wealth of 
information about consumption patterns, consumer choice, gender relations, ethnicity, economic status, and other 
important issues. 
 
HPI concludes that three of the five former locations of the Vroom/Merrell structures on Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, and 
325 do not retain historic period archaeological sensitivity due to the obvious disturbance to the area from grading.  
These former upland areas are now wetlands, and the raised topography that allowed the structures to be built has 
been all but eliminated.  Two of the Vroom/Merrell former structures locations are not within wetlands, and HPI 
concludes that truncated shaft features could still survive in these locations.  The remainder of the Map Documented 
Structures, including the school building near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, the Decker structure on Block 
1780, Lot 69, and the Merrell structure on Block 1815, Lot 204, are in areas where disturbance would not 
necessarily preclude recovery of archaeological resources.  The former Merrell mill location cannot be positively 
located but likely was not within the project site boundaries. 
 
Based on the conclusions outlined above, HPI recommends further consideration for potential below grade 
archaeological resources from both the precontact and historic periods.  Due to the range of conditions across the 
project site, HPI recommends that a phased approach be undertaken.   
 
Figures 14a and 14b illustrate areas of archaeological sensitivity within upland areas of the project site.  These areas 
include locations of precontact sensitivity, historic period sensitivity, and a combination of precontact and historic 
period sensitivity.  Within these areas, HPI recommends that a program of Phase IB archaeological testing be 
undertaken if project plans will impact these locations.  Not all locations marked as archaeologically sensitive may 
be impacted by project plans.  However, those archaeologically sensitive areas where there will be ground 
disturbance should be subjected to archaeological testing.  This testing might involve a combination of shovel 
testing, backhoe trenching, or other field methods as determined by archaeologists in consultation with regulatory 
agencies.  The testing should be undertaken in coordination with construction planning, but ideally be completed 
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prior to construction.  All archaeological testing should be conducted according to OSHA regulations and applicable 
archaeological standards (New York Archaeological Council 1994, NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Professional archaeologists, with an understanding of and experience in urban archaeological excavation techniques, 
would be required to be part of the archaeological team. 
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PHOTOGRAPHS 

(see Figures 3a-3b for locations) 

1. Block 1780 showing winding channel of Saw Mill Creek with project site marshlands on Lots 260 and 275
in background.  View looking northeast from Chelsea Road.

2. Block 1780, Lot 1 showing upland area east of Chelsea Road and south of Saw Mill Creek.  Area is
covered with gravel and weeds and has experienced considerable dumping.  View looking east from near
Chelsea Road.

3. Photograph 3: Block 1780, Lot 69 near location of former Decker house.  View looking northeast from
Chelsea Road.

4. Block 1780, Lot 69 showing upland area on south side of Edward Curry Avenue.  View looking south.

5. Block 1780, Lot 69 showing interior upland area marked by tall trees in background.  View looking south
from Edward Curry Avenue.

6. Block 1780, Lot 1 showing example of marshlands.  View looking east with Route 440 in far background.

7. Block 1790, Lot 100 on left with Chelsea Road in foreground showing upland area.  View looking south.

8. Block 1790, Lot 100 showing upland area in vicinity of former school building.  View looking southeast
from Chelsea Road.

9. Block 1790, Lot 100 showing marshland.  Off ramp to Route 440 is in far background.  View looking
southeast from Chelsea Road.

10. Block 1815, Lot 235 (marshland) and Lot 204 (upland with trees).  Saw Mill Creek is on left.  View
looking northwest from Chelsea Road.

11. Block 1815, Lots 150 and 375 showing paved upland area.  View looking west from Chelsea Road.

12. Block 1815, Lot 85 showing upland area.  View looking south from River Road.

13. Block 1815, Lot 300 showing landfilled and paved upland used to store cars.  View looking north.

14. Block 1815, Lot 300 showing marshlands.  Overhead wires on left mark railroad tracks and edge of project
site.  View looking northwest.

15. Block 1815, Lot 251 (foreground) and Lot 235 (background) showing marshlands.  View looking south.



 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 
As a part of the Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability (MARSHES) 
Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek 
Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an 
expansive natural wetland that borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek (Figure 1).  The overall 
project site is identified on New York City tax maps as Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, 
Lot 100; and Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 (Figure 2).  The 
parcels are owned by the City of New York and managed by either the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, 
NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or EDC, on behalf of the Department of Small Business Services.  The site 
is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island, and has frontages along both sides of Chelsea 
Road/Bloomfield Road south of Edward Curry Road and River Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore 
Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill 
Creek traverses the southern end of the site, running from east to west.   
 
There are two distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield Road 
(for this report Chelsea Road is used for consistency although both street names often are used interchangeably).  
The East Area, comprising portions of Blocks 1780 and 1790, totals ca. 54 acres (Figure 3a).  The West Area, 
comprising portions of Block 1815, totals ca. 37 acres (Figure 3b).  The combined project site measures ca. 91 acres.  
Within the project site, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland preservation, and 
upland enhancement.  Figure 4 illustrates the locations within the overall project site where each of these actions is 
proposed. 
 
As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC 
indicated that  
 

LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps indicates that there is potential 
for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and Native American occupation and human burials 
on the project site.  Accordingly, the Commission recommends that in the event that the project 
will involve ground disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this 
site to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if such 
review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012) (Santucci 2013).   

 
It is possible that this project will also require review by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) due to state and federal agency involvement. 
 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is the area that could be affected by project impacts.  Since project plans have 
not been finalized as of this writing, the APE for the proposed project includes the entire project site.  The 
assessment of the entire project site rather than a smaller subset of the property allows flexibility if project plans 
change in the future and different areas are slated for project impacts than at this time. 
 
This Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared to satisfy the requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and 
to comply with the standards of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP) and LPC (New York Archaeological Council 1994; NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Where guidelines for the archaeological evaluation and report format of the LPC and the NYSOPRHP varied, those 
of the LPC, which specifically address New York City conditions and resources, took precedent.  The HPI project 
team consisted of Julie Abell Horn, M.A., R.P.A., who conducted the site visit, the research, and wrote the report; 
and Cece Saunders, M.A., R.P.A., who managed the project and provided editorial and interpretive assistance. 
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II. METHODOLOGY 

 
The present study entailed review of various resources.   
 

 Historic maps were reviewed at the New York Public Library, the Staten Island Historical Society, the 
Staten Island Topographical Bureau, and using various online websites.  These maps provided an overview 
of the topography and a chronology of land usage for the study site.   

 Selected records at the Richmond County Clerk’s Land Records Office were reviewed to establish 
ownership of the property, concentrating on upland portions of the project site where historic structures 
were located and where ownership data would have a direct bearing on potential historic period 
archaeological resources.  Due to the fact that most of the project site was held by a few interrelated 
families over time and conveyance records are incomplete, a full title search was not undertaken. 

 Several types of archival records normally consulted for an Archaeological Documentary Study, including 
tax assessment records, city directories, and New York City Department of Buildings records, either had 
very spotty or non-existing coverage for the project site and so were not helpful for this project. 

 Several primary and secondary sources concerning the general precontact period and history of Staten 
Island and specific events associated with the project site were reviewed at the New York Public Library, 
the Staten Island Historical Society, and using online resources. 

 Information about previously recorded archaeological sites and surveys in the area was compiled from data 
available at the NYSOPRHP and the LPC.   

 The EDC provided survey maps and hazardous materials soil testing data for the property. 
 The Louis Berger Group (LBG) provided soil boring data as presented in Appendix A.  Tavis Lloyd of 

LBG, who directed the soil boring program, provided additional insights into the soil boring data. 
 Last, a site visit was conducted by Julie Abell Horn of HPI on September 13, 2013 to assess any obvious or 

unrecorded subsurface disturbance (Photographs 1-15; Figures 3a-3b).   
 
III. CURRENT CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
A. Current Conditions 

 
The project site consists of both upland and marshland on portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815.  The present 
boundaries between the uplands and marshlands have been flagged and are shown on Figures 3a-3b.  There are no 
buildings on any of the project site lots.  For ease of identification, the property is discussed by block, below. 
 
 Block 1780 
 
The portions of Block 1780 within the project site are bounded by Edward Curry Avenue on the north, Chelsea 
Road and several outparcels on the block on the west, the West Shore Expressway on the east, and Block 1790 on 
the southeast.  Branches of Saw Mill Creek run through this block (Photograph 1).  The upland portions of the Block 
1780 project site are located along sections of Chelsea Road (Photographs 2 and 3) and Edward Curry Avenue 
(Photograph 4), and an interior section near the northeast corner of the block (Photograph 5).  The remainder of the 
Block 1780 project site is covered by marshland (Photograph 6).  Ground cover visibility within all areas of Block 
1780 was nearly zero percent due to heavy vegetation and pavement.  Two of the non-marshland areas, just south of 
Saw Mill Creek and near the southeast corner of Chelsea Road and Edward Curry Avenue, exhibited substantial 
dumping and other disturbance to the ground surface.  The other upland area, along the south side of Edward Curry 
Avenue, is covered with very heavy vegetation, making visibility of the ground surface nonexistent. 
 
 Block 1790 
 
The portion of Block 1790 within the project site is bounded by Block 1780 on the northeast, Chelsea Road on the 
north and northwest, and the West Shore Expressway on the east and southeast.  There is an unbuilt easement for 
Chelsea Road that runs through this lot, as shown on Figure 3a, and the map indicates there is a 12-inch buried water 
line running within this easement.  However, the location of the easement is not visible on the landscape.  The areas 
along both bends of Chelsea Road contain uplands, and the remainder of the lot consists of marshland (Photographs 
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7, 8, and 9).  The upland portions of the block are wooded and have a heavy understory, with some disturbance 
visible closest to the road from dumping and mounds/berms of soil. 
 
 Block 1815 
 
The portions of Block 1815 within the project site are bounded by River Road on the north, Saw Mill Creek on the 
south, Chelsea Road and several outparcels on the east, and railroad tracks on the west.  As with the rest of the 
project site, ground cover visibility within all areas of Block 1815 was nearly zero percent due to heavy vegetation 
and pavement.  Upland portions of the Block 1815 project site primarily are located along Chelsea Road, River 
Road, and some interior sections of the block (Photographs 10, 11, and 12).  Some parts of the interior of the block 
have been landfilled and contain paved gravel parking lots that are used to store new automobiles (Photograph 13).  
Marshland comprises the remainder of the Block 1815 project site area (Photographs 14 and 15). 
 
B. Topography and Hydrology 

 
The project site is generally level, with elevations ranging from sea level at Saw Mill Creek, to only a few feet above 
sea level within the marshland areas, to a maximum of only about 10 feet above sea level along the higher upland 
portions of the property (Figures 1 and 3a-3b).  Comparison of modern survey maps with historic topographical 
maps (U.S.G.S. 1890 [see Figure 10] and Topographical Bureau 1911 [see Figures 12a-12b]) shows that elevations 
have not changed markedly over time, although some areas have been landfilled and others altered through grading 
or marshland manipulation, particularly on some interior portions of Block 1815 where historic maps show uplands 
but today there are marshlands.  What is now known as Chelsea Road was a strip of firm land running through low 
lying marshland on either side.  Its elevation above the marsh made it a natural thoroughfare from the communities 
of Bloomfield to the north and Chelsea to the south.   
 
C. Geology 

 
The project site sits within the western edge of the Piedmont Lowlands. As described by Boesch (after Wolfe 1977), 
 

The Piedmont Lowlands make up about one fifth of the land area of Staten Island and consist of gently 
rolling terrain, generally between 50 and 100 feet in elevation, which gradually slopes to the southeast. The 
undulating surface is interrupted by an intrusive ridge, 200 to 250 feet in elevation, and by slightly lower, 
plateau-like topographic features. The rolling lowlands are generally underlain by Triassic and Jurassic age 
shales, siltstones, and sandstones of the Brunswick Formation of the Newark Group[,] while the ridges are 
composed of basaltic lava flows and diabase traprock. The plateau-like features developed on erosion 
resistant Lockatong Formation Argillites.  (Boesch 1994a: 3) 

 
During the precontact era the woodlands of the Piedmont Lowlands consisted of broadleaf deciduous trees, which 
provided a habitat for “game birds, small mammals, deer, bear, and during at least a portion of the precontact period, 
elk” (Boesch 1994a: 6).  Mixed wetland ecologies provided numerous floral and faunal resources, the most 
important faunal resources being the shellfish found in saltwater and brackish environments.  Freshwater faunal 
resources include “mussels, fish, certain amphibians and reptiles, migratory fowl, and semi-aquatic mammals.  
Anadromous fish species would have been present seasonally within Staten Island via streams emptying into the 
estuary system (Boesch 1994a: 5-6). 
 
D. Soils 

 
According to the soil survey for New York City, there are four soil mapping units that fall within the project site.   
 
The majority of the wetland areas fall within mapping unit 6, “Ipswich-Pawcatuck-Matunuck mucky peats, 0 to 3 
percent slopes.”  It is described as: 
 

Low lying areas of tidal marsh that are inundated by salt water twice each day at high tide, with a 
mixture of very poorly drained soils which vary in the thickness of organic materials over sand. 
(USDA 2006:14).  
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The northeast end of the project site, south of Edward Curry Avenue, falls within mapping unit 7, “Laguardia-
Ebbets-Pavement & buildings, wet substratum complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes.”  It is described as: 
 

Nearly level to gently sloping areas filled with a mixture of natural soil materials and construction 
debris over swamp, tidal marsh, or water; a mixture of anthropogenic soils which vary in coarse 
fragment content, with 15 to 49 percent of the surface covered by impervious pavement and 
buildings (USDA 2006:14). 

 
A portion of Block 1819 on the western side of Chelsea Road falls within mapping unit 101, “Pavement & 
buildings, wet substratum-Laguardia-Ebbets complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes.”  It is described as:  
 

Nearly level to gently sloping urbanized areas filled with a mixture of natural soil materials and 
construction debris over swamp, tidal marsh, or water; a mixture of anthropogenic soils which 
vary in coarse fragment content, with 50 to 80 percent of the surface covered by impervious 
pavement and buildings (USDA 2006:16).  

 
Finally, the southern tip of the project site falls within mapping unit 238, “Windsor-Windsor, loamy substratum-
Deerfield loamy sands, 0 to 8 percent slopes.”  It is described as: 
 

Nearly level to gently sloping areas of sandy outwash plains and dunes that are relatively 
undisturbed and mostly wooded; a mixture of excessively drained and moderately well drained 
sandy outwash soils; located in western Staten Island (USDA 2006:19). 

 
Figure 5 illustrates the location of the project site on the soil survey map for New York City. 
 
As part of the current project, LBG completed a series of soil borings, groundwater screenings, and sediment 
samplings across the project site; a full report of the findings is in progress.  The locations of these testing loci and 
the accompanying soil boring logs are included as Appendix A.  The purpose of these tests was to investigate areas 
of potential hazardous materials and areas of project impacts.  Those locations where soils were heavily compacted 
from filling were tested using a mechanical direct push drill, and the borings were advanced to about 15 feet below 
grade.  In the sediment samples, soils were tested using a hand auger and the borings generally were completed to 
about 2.5 feet below grade.  Groundwater screenings also used a hand auger but were excavated from ca. 2.5 to 15 
feet below grade.  None of the tests reached bedrock. 
 
The soil testing program recorded a variety of subsurface conditions across the project site.  Most upland locations 
contained at least some fill and most marshland locations contained either dark marshland clayey silts or dark 
yellowish brown coarse to fine sands.  The soil testing program confirmed that there is not a distinct peat layer 
within the marshland soils on the project site.  Rather, LBG observed more general marshland type soils, often 
described as black organic clayey silt with organic matter that would be consistent with a more recent “meadow 
mat” (Lloyd, personal communication 10/17/13).   
 
IV. BACKGROUND RESEARCH/HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

 
A. Precontact Summary 

 
For this report, the word precontact is used to describe the period prior to the use of formal written records.  In the 
western hemisphere, the precontact period also refers to the time before European exploration and settlement of the 
New World.  Archaeologists and historians gain their knowledge and understanding of precontact Native Americans 
on Staten Island from three sources: ethnographic reports, Native American artifact collections, and archaeological 
investigations.  
 
The Paleo Indian Period (c. 10,500 B.C. - c. 8000 B.C.) represents the earliest known human occupation of Staten 
Island.  Approximately 14,000 years ago the Wisconsin Glacier retreated from the area leading to the emergence of 
a cold dry tundra environment.  Sea levels were considerably lower than modern levels during this period (they did 
not reach current levels until circa 5,000 B.C., in the Early to Middle Archaic Period).  As such, Staten Island was 
situated much further inland from the Atlantic Ocean shore than today, and was characterized by higher ground 
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amid glacial lakes and rivers (Boesch 1994a).  The material remains of the Paleo Indians include lithic tools such as 
Clovis-type fluted projectile points, bifacial knives, drills, gravers burins, scrapers, flake cores, and flake tools, 
although sites generally are represented by limited small surface finds.  The highly mobile nomadic bands of this 
period specialized in hunting large game animals such as mammoth, moose-elk, bison, and caribou and gathering 
plant foods.  It has been theorized that the end of the Paleo-Indian Period arose from the failure of over-specialized, 
big-game hunting (Snow 1980:150-157).  Based on excavated Paleo-Indian sites in the Northeast, there was a 
preference for high, well-drained areas in the vicinity of streams or wetlands (Boesch 1994a).  Sites have also been 
found near lithic sources, rock shelters and lower river terraces (Ritchie 1980).  Paleo-Indian materials have been 
recovered at several sites on Staten Island including Port Mobil, the Cutting site, Smoking Point and along the beach 
in the Kreischerville area, all of which are at least several miles distant from the project site. 
 
During the ensuing Archaic Period (c. 8000 B.C. - 1000 B.C.) a major shift occurred in the subsistence and 
settlement patterns of Native Americans. Archaic period peoples still relied on hunting and gathering for 
subsistence, but the emphasis shifted from hunting large animal species, which were becoming unavailable, to 
smaller game and collecting plants in a deciduous forest. The settlement pattern of the Archaic people consisted of 
small bands that occupied larger and relatively more permanent habitations sites along the coast of Staten Island, its 
estuaries and streams and inland areas (Boesch 1994a). Typically such sites are located on high ground overlooking 
water courses.  This large period has been divided up into four smaller periods, the Early, Middle, Late and Terminal 
Archaic. 
 
The environment during the Early Archaic (c. 8000 B.C. - 6000 B.C.) displayed a trend toward a milder climate and 
the gradual emergence of a deciduous-coniferous forest with a smaller carrying capacity for the large game animals 
of the previous period (Ritchie and Funk 1971).  The large Pleistocene fauna of the previous period were gradually 
replaced by modern species such as elk, moose, bear, beaver, and deer.  New species of plant material suitable for 
human consumption also became abundant.  The increasing diversification of utilized food sources is further 
demonstrated by a more complex tool kit.  The tool kit of the Early Archaic people included bifurcated or basally 
notched projectile points generally made of high quality stone.  Tool kits were more generalized than during the 
Paleo-Indian period, showing a wider array of plant processing equipment such as grinding stones, mortars and 
pestles.  Although overall evidence of Early Archaic sites on Staten Island is sparse, it should be noted that the Old 
Place site, located approximately one and a half miles north of the project site, is recognized as one of the most 
important Early Archaic component sites in the area (Ritchie and Funk 1971; Ritchie 1980; Cantwell and Wall 
2001).  Other Early Archaic component sites on Staten Island include the Hollowell, Charleston Beach, Wards 
Point, Travis, and Richmond Hill sites, which all are located at least several miles from the project site (Ritchie and 
Funk 1971; Boesch 1994a). 
 
The archaeological record suggests that a population increase took place during the Middle Archaic Period (c. 6000 
- c. 4000 B.C.). This period is characterized by a moister and warmer climate and the emergence of an oak-hickory 
forest.  The settlement pattern during this period displays specialized sites and increasing cultural complexity.  The 
exploitation of the diverse range of animal and plant resources continued with an increasing importance of aquatic 
resources such as mollusks and fish (Snow 1980).  In addition to projectile points, the tool kits of Middle Archaic 
peoples included grinding stones, mortars, and pestles.  Such artifacts have been found throughout Staten Island, 
including the Old Place site, located just over a mile northeast of the project site and the Wards Point site on the 
southern tip of the island (Boesch 1994a). 
 
Late Archaic people (c. 4000 - c. 1000 B.C.) were specialized hunter-gatherers who exploited a variety of upland 
and lowland settings in a well-defined and scheduled seasonal round. The period reflects an increasingly expanded 
economic base, in which groups exploited the richness of the now established oak-dominant forests of the region. It 
is characterized by a series of adaptations to the newly emerged, full Holocene environments.  As the period progressed, 
the dwindling melt waters from disappearing glaciers and the reduced flow of streams and rivers promoted the formation 
of swamps and mudflats, congenial environments for migratory waterfowl, edible plants and shellfish.  The new mixed 
hardwood forests of oak, hickory, chestnut, beech and elm attracted white-tailed deer, wild turkey, moose and beaver.  
The large herbivores of the Pleistocene were rapidly becoming extinct and the Archaic Indians depended increasingly on 
smaller game and the plants of the deciduous forest.  The projectile point types attributed to this period include the 
Lamoka, Brewerton, Normanskill, Lackawaxen, Bare Island, and Poplar Island. The tool kit of these peoples also 
included milling equipment, stone axes, and adzes.  A large number of Late Archaic Period sites have been found on 
Staten Island.  These include the Pottery Farm, Bowman's Brook, Smoking Point, Goodrich, Sandy Brook, Wort 



 

 
 6 

Farm, and Arlington Avenue sites.  All of these sites are at least several miles distant from the project site.  In 
addition, the Old Place Site contained a Late Archaic component (Boesch 1994a). 
 
During the Terminal Archaic Period (c. 1700 B.C. - c. 1000 B.C.), native peoples developed new and radically 
different broad bladed projectile points, including Susquehanna, Perkiomen and Orient Fishtail types.  The use of 
steatite or stone bowls is a hallmark of the Terminal Archaic Period.  Sites on Staten Island from the Terminal 
Archaic Period include the Old Place site, as well as the Pottery Farm, Wards Point, and Travis sites (Boesch 
1994a). 
 
The Woodland Period (c. 1000 B.C. - 1600 A.D.) is generally divided into Early, Middle and Late Woodland on the 
basis of cultural materials and settlement-subsistence patterns.  Settlement pattern information suggests that the 
broad based strategies of earlier periods continued with a possibly more extensive use of coastal resources.  The 
Early Woodland was essentially a continuation of the tool design traditions of the Late Archaic.  However, several 
important changes took place.  Clay pottery vessels gradually replaced the soapstone bowls during the Early 
Woodland Period (c. 1000 B.C. to A.D 1).  The earliest ceramic type found on Staten Island is called Vinette 1, an 
interior-exterior cordmarked, sand tempered vessel.  The Meadowood-type projectile point is a chronological 
indicator of the Early Woodland Period.   
 
Cord marked vessels became common during the Middle Woodland Period (c. A.D. 1 to c. 1000 A.D.).  Jacks Reef 
and Fox Creek-type projectile points are diagnostic of the Middle Woodland.  Another characteristic projectile point 
of the early to Middle Woodland Period is the Rossville type, named for the site at Rossville where it predominated.  It is 
believed to have originated in the Chesapeake Bay area and is found in New Jersey, southeastern New York and 
southern New England (Lenik 1989:29).  The Early and Middle Woodland periods display significant evidence for a 
change in settlement patterns toward a more sedentary lifestyle.  The discovery of large storage pits and larger sites 
in general has fueled this theory.  Some horticulture may have been utilized at this point but not to the extent that it 
was in the Late Woodland period. 
 
In the Late Woodland period (c. 1000 A.D. - 1600 A.D.), triangular projectile points such as the Levanna and Madison 
types, were common throughout the Northeast, including Staten Island (Lenik 1989:27).  Made both of local and non-
local stones, brought from as far afield as the northern Hudson and Delaware River Valleys, these artifacts bear witness 
to the broad sphere of interaction between groups of native peoples in the Northeast.  Additionally, during this period 
collared ceramic vessels, many with decorations, made their appearance.   
 
Woodland Period Native Americans in Staten Island and surrounding regions shared common attributes.  The period saw 
the advent of horticulture and with it, the appearance of large, permanent or semi-permanent villages.  Plant and 
processing tools became increasingly common, suggesting an extensive harvesting of wild plant foods.  Maize 
cultivation may have begun as early as 800 years ago.  The bow and arrow, replacing the spear and javelin, pottery 
vessels instead of soap stone ones, and pipe smoking, were all introduced at this time.  A semi-sedentary culture, the 
Woodland Indians moved seasonally between villages within palisaded enclosures and campsites, hunting deer, turkey, 
raccoon, muskrat, ducks and other game and fishing with dug-out boats, bone hooks, harpoons and nets with pebble 
sinkers.  Their shellfish refuse heaps, called "middens," sometimes reached immense proportions of as much as three 
acres (Ritchie 1980:80, 267).  Habitation sites of the Woodland Period Indians increased in size and permanence.  A 
large number of Woodland Period archaeological sites have been found on Staten Island in a variety of 
environmental settings.  A favored setting for occupation during this period was well-drained ground near stream 
drainages and coastal waterways.  The Old Place Site, which also had a Woodland component, exhibited all of these 
locational characteristics. 
 
During the early Contact period (1500 to 1700 A.D.) there was a continuation of the Late Woodland settlement 
patterns of the coastal Algonquians.  By the seventeenth century the Dutch settlers of lower New York were in 
frequent contact with the many Native Americans who lived in the vicinity.  Historic accounts describe both 
peaceful and violent interchanges between these two groups (Brasser 1978, Flick 1933).  Through at least the 1650s, 
Native Americans known as the Raritans occupied portions of Staten Island and New Jersey’s Raritan Valley 
(Ruttenber 1872).  The Raritans were but one of many native groups which as a whole were known as the Delaware 
Indians by the European settlers.  As the European population increased, and internecine warfare due to increased 
competition for trade with the Europeans intensified, the Raritans, and the Delaware in general, retreated inland 
away from the eastern coast.  By the 1800s their migration had scattered them across the Mid West and even into 
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Canada (Weslager 1972), where they have continued living to the present day.  Journal accounts by European 
explorers, settlers and travelers describe Native settlements and lifeways. However, only a few Historic Contact 
Period sites have been found on Staten Island. Sites include those at Wards Point, Old Place, Corsons Brook, Travis, 
New Springfield, and at the PS56R Site in Woodrow (Boesch 1994a; HPI 1996). 
 
B. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites and Surveys 

 
Records on file at the NYSOPRHP and the New York State Museum as well as the Boesch (1994a) Archaeological 
and Sensitivity Assessment of Staten Island, New York indicate that numerous precontact sites and one historic 
period archaeological site have been documented within one mile of the project site.  The table, below, summarizes 
archaeological sites that have been documented by the NYSM, the NYSOPRHP, and by Boesch (1994a) within a 
one mile radius of the project site (within New York; sites on the New Jersey shore that fall within one mile of the 
project site were not reviewed).  In some cases, the sites appear to have been recorded duplicate times, often 
obtaining several different site number designations.  Where the duplication was obvious, the sites and their 
attributes are combined into one listing in the table.  Of note, NYSM site locations and descriptions often are vague, 
due to the fact that many of these sites were documented based on non-professional records (such as information 
from local landowners, avocational collectors, or historic accounts); descriptions and distances of these sites from 
the project site are given based on available mapping and other data, but should not be considered definitive.   
 
Archaeological Sites within a One-Mile Radius of the Project Site 

NYSOPRHP 

Site # and Site 

Name 

NYSM Site # and 

Site Name 

Distance from 

project site 

Time Period Site Type 

 NYSM #4596 
Bloomfield 

Vague location; 
see below 

Unknown Precontact Camps 

 NYSM #4597 
Bulls Head 

Circa 0.3 mile 
east 

Unknown Precontact Burying 
Ground 

 NYSM #4598 
Long Neck Sites 

Circa 0.6 mile 
south 

Unknown Precontact Camps? 
Hamlets? 
Middens? 

 NYSM #4627 
Chelsea 2 

Abutting project 
site on south 

Unknown Precontact Camps 

 NYSM #7216 Circa 0.7 mile 
northeast 

  

 NYSM #7324 Large area 
including the 
project site 

Transitional Isolated 
point? 

 NYSM #8323 Circa 0.2 mile 
southwest 

Unknown Precontact Unknown 

 NYSM #8501 Circa 0.1 mile 
southwest 

Unknown Precontact Camp 

 NYSM #8502 Circa 0.2 mile 
south 

Unknown Precontact Traces of 
occupation 

 NYSM #8503 Overlapping 
west side of 
project site 

Unknown Precontact Camp 

 NYSM #8504 Large area 
including the 
north side of the 
project site 

Unknown Precontact Traces of 
occupation 
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NYSOPRHP 

Site # and Site 

Name 

NYSM Site # and 

Site Name 

Distance from 

project site 

Time Period Site Type 

08501.000135 NYSM #746, 4597; 
Chelsea Burying 
Ground 

Overlapping 
south side at 
bend of Chelsea 
Road 

Archaic?  Transitional? Burying 
Ground 

08501.002886 
Bloomfield 
Road 
Prehistoric Site 

 Adjacent to 
Block 1790 on 
the north side of 
Chelsea Road 

Woodland Disturbed 
lithic scatter 

08501.002901 
Meredith 
Avenue Historic 
Site 

 Circa 0.4 mile 
southwest 

Nineteenth century Domestic 
yard deposits 

 
A number of the archaeological sites listed in the table include or overlap the project site.  Four of these sites are 
described in further detail below. 
 
Bloomfield Site 

 
The first mention of the Bloomfield archaeological site is from the Skinner (1909) publication, which summarized 
precontact period sites on Staten Island:   
 

Bloomfield (Watchogue).  There is no special large village site in this region, but relics occur more 
or less abundantly on all of the dunes and sand-hills.  A stone plummet (?), grooved axes, 
Iroquoian pottery, pipes, arrow points, etc. have been found here.  Mr. Isaiah Merrill has a fine 
collection of objects said to have been collected about here, among which is a steatite bead.  An 
inscribed clay bead, with incised figures, is also said to have been found here.  This site is peculiar 
on account of the scarcity of shell pits and similar remains.  Relics occur almost entirely as surface 
finds.  Celts have been found.  A fine perforated brass arrow point was found by the writer some 
years ago at a spot where Iroquoian pottery was frequent.  Objects which seem to be gun flints, but 
are chipped from native yellow jasper, etc. were in the collection of Mr. Merrill.  These seemed to 
the writer to be authentic, and it is possible that the Indians did manufacture these useful objects 
rather than buy the English flints from the Whites.  The stone bead in Mr. Merrill’s collection is of 
pink steatite – thick, square, and altogether remarkable.  It is said that Mr. Merrill had at one time 
a “handful” of these beads; but when the writer viewed this collection, some years ago, only one 
remained.  Other notable objects in his collection were a banner stone, fragments of others, and 
several celts (Skinner 1909:9). 

 
According to historic maps, the property of Isaiah Merrill, who was interviewed by Skinner, was on the southwest 
corner of Chelsea Road and Water/River Road, on Block 1815 of the project site.  However, it appears that Merrill 
collected artifacts from various locations around Bloomfield, not just on his own property. 
 
All subsequent references to this site derive from the original description (e.g., Parker 1920); no professional 
excavations ever occurred at this site and little new data were ever assembled beyond the Skinner description, above.  
The few bits of follow up information about this vaguely-defined site are from accounts in the local newspaper.  
Two Staten Island Advance articles noted that as late as 1934-1935, precontact period artifacts were still being found 
in Bloomfield.  Local resident Marcellus T. Merrill found an “Indian Hatchet” on his farm property in 1934 (Staten 
Island Advance 11/20/1934).  Merrill’s property was on the west side of Chelsea Road, two properties south of the 
road’s intersection with Bloomfield/Decker Avenue and abutting the Block 1815 portion of the project site.  In 1935, 
the paper reported that high school students had befriended another Merrill family member, Orvil Merrill, who lived 
on Chelsea Road, although the exact location was not given.  He was quoted as saying he hunted for artifacts in 
sandy, “higher up” locations, but not in marshes.  The students also were regularly collecting artifacts in Bloomfield 
at this time (Staten Island Advance 3/21/1935). 
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The last attempt to officially locate the Bloomfield site came in the early 1980s, when professional archaeologist 
Edward Lenik undertook a development project just east of the West Shore Expressway, encompassing a portion of 
the former Bloomfield community.  Despite a research strategy that included intensive archival work including 
comparison of historic and modern topographic maps, interviews with local residents, and a comprehensive field 
testing program, Lenik failed to find the Bloomfield site.  He concluded: 
 

The documentary references to the Bloomfield Site are vague and the community of Bloomfield or 
Watchogue is a general or ill-defined area.  Furthermore, Skinner and Parker both describe Indian 
relics as being found on the surface of “dunes and sandhills” in the area (Skinner 1914: 102; 
Parker 1920:681).  Such dunes and sandhills do not exist in this locality at the present time.  The 
Bloomfield Site was undoubtedly destroyed by the construction of the West Shore Expressway, as 
well as by the continued development, utilization, and alteration of the landscape in the remaining 
portions of this former community (Lenik 1983:62). 

 
Burying Ground Site 

 
The second archaeological site that deserves elaboration is the Burying Ground Site, located in Chelsea.  This was 
another site recorded initially by Skinner (1909), but which was never precisely defined on the modern landscape.  
The description clearly indicates that the site was located in Chelsea, and not in Bloomfield: 
 

Chelsea.  At the angle of Watchogue Road, near its junction with Union Avenue, graves are 
reported to have been found.  The site is well known locally as the “Burying Ground.”  Several 
grooved axes have come from this site.  Attempts to locate any remaining graves have been 
unsuccessful.  Another dune with relics is between Chelsea and Travisville (Skinner 1909:9). 

 
Watchogue Road is the former name of Bloomfield or Chelsea Road, and Union Avenue was another name for 
Chelsea Road.  The angle of the road referred to in the description abuts Blocks 1780 and 1790 of the project site. 
 
Bloomfield Road Prehistoric Site 

 
As part of improvements planned for New York State Route 440, the north side of Chelsea Road (also known as 
South Street and Bloomfield Road), immediately adjacent to the project site on Block 1801, was subjected to a 
Cultural Resources Phase I Reconnaissance in 2006-2007 (Merwin 2007).  Field testing along the northern side of 
the road, across the streetbed from project site Block 1790, Lot 100, documented a precontact period archaeological 
site designated the Bloomfield Road Prehistoric Site.  The site was investigated using shovel tests and excavation 
units.  A total of 20 artifacts were recovered at the site, consisting of jasper, chert, and shale flakes and one bifacial 
tool, as well as three pieces of eroded pottery.  A general Woodland period was assigned to the site based on the 
pottery, which could not be further typed.  All of the artifacts were found in disturbed contexts, which the author 
suggested was due to earthmoving and filling associated with earlier road improvements.  No artifacts were found in 
natural soils beneath the disturbed strata, despite the notation of a Buried A horizon and a lower B2 horizon.  Based 
on the low density of artifacts and a lack of any artifacts in a non-disturbed context, the site was recommended not 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and no further studies were warranted. 
 
Meredith Avenue Historic Site 

 
In 2008, Historical Perspectives, Inc. completed a study of Block 2810, Lot 91, located on the southwest side of 
Meredith Avenue, approximately 0.4 mile southwest of the present project site (HPI 2008a, 2008b).  The 
investigation included a Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study, which concluded that the property had the 
potential to contain nineteenth-century residential resources associated with occupants of the former house on the 
property.  Phase IB Archaeological Testing confirmed that this lot contained a series of nineteenth century 
archaeological deposits in the former rear yard of the house, which had been capped by fill used to bring the once 
sloping property up to its now level grade.  These features included refuse pits and several wood lined privies.  The 
Meredith Avenue site was located on firm ground but contained marshland to the south; a similar landform to 
portions of the present project site.   
 



10 

Surveys 

In addition to the previously documented archaeological sites, a number of cultural resources investigations have 
occurred within a one or two mile radius of the project site.  Although studies were completed for a variety of clients 
in a range of locational settings, several issues were addressed repeatedly in these reports and are worth reiterating 
here.  Most importantly, archaeologists working in this part of Staten Island knew definitively that the area was once 
highly sensitive for precontact period sites.  The sheer number of sites recorded in this vicinity is a testament to this 
fact.  However, pinpointing the locations of precontact sites that had been previously recorded by amateur 
archaeologists, on the basis of historic accounts, or using data from early nineteenth century scholars such as 
Skinner or Parker proved to be difficult, and sometimes impossible.  Often, locations or vicinities where sites were 
supposed to have been situated yielded no precontact materials, even where disturbance to the ground surface was 
minimal (e.g., Roberts and Stehling 1988).  In other cases, modern construction and other earthmoving activities 
associated with recent development in the area rendered project sites too disturbed to recover any precontact 
resources, even if they had existed (e.g. Lenik 1983; Hunter and Liebeknecht 2003).  Lenik (1983:63-64) summed 
up the frustrations of trying to pinpoint the location of the Bloomfield and Bulls Head sites this way: 

In summary, the early twentieth century survey reports, which are often cited in cultural resource 
management studies, must be examined critically and with a great deal of skepticism.  These early 
reports are often vague as to location, and frequently refer to collections long since gone or 
dispersed, or to hearsay reports.  Such data must be carefully cross-checked and correlated with 
historical maps and present-day maps.  The names, places, roads and sites often change or 
disappear entirely as time passes by. 

In general, the only locations where precontact sites or artifacts in an undisturbed context have been documented 
have been north of Old Place Creek, generally over a mile from the project site, where development through the late 
twentieth century has been less intense and intact soil horizons have survived (e.g., Payne and Baumgardt 1986, 
Louis Berger Associates 2008, and PAL 2011, 2012).  In nearly all cases, these areas were upland landforms 
(generally terraces or hummocks) in close proximity to waterways.   

C. History of the Project Site 

The project site falls within an area on Staten Island originally known as “Daniel’s Neck,” a name that described the 
peninsula of upland extending into the surrounding marshland.  According to a reconstructed map of colonial 
patents, the upland portions of the project site, as well as much of the surrounding Bloomfield area, originally were 
granted to John West in 1680, while the marshy areas were unpatented (Skene 1907). 

The earliest known occupants of Daniel’s Neck were the Merrill (or Merrell) family, descendents of Richard Merrill, 
who emigrated from Warwickshire, England in 1675 and settled on Staten Island.  Richard Merrill and his 
descendents operated a mill along Saw Mill Creek, which flows under Chelsea Road and through portions of the 
project site, for many years during the eighteenth century, although it had been dismantled by circa 1850 (McMillen 
1949:17, 21).  It is clearly shown on the Anglo-Hessian map of 1780-1783, abutting Chelsea Road on the east side, 
although the scale of the map does not permit determination if the mill was on or off the project site itself.   

Sources differ as to the amount of land to which Richard Merrill gained ownership at Daniel’s Neck, but it was 
probably several hundred acres and no doubt included the project site.  One of his descendents, known variously as 
John or Iyon Merrill, appears to have obtained the deed to much of Bloomfield by the eighteenth century; apparently 
his holdings consisted of 250 acres stretching from Bull’s Head (an area north of modern Victory Boulevard and 
west of Richmond Avenue) to the Arthur Kill (Staten Island Advance 1905; Leng and Davis 1930, II:928).  He also 
apparently was the millwright; his house reportedly was located just north of the mill, and appears to have been 
within Block 1815, Lot 204 of the project site (McMillen 1949:21). 

The project site appears to have remained within the large Merrell family holdings for many years.  There were 
many Merrell descendants on Staten Island, in Northfield in particular, where the project site is located.  Other early 
Staten Island families included the Vrooms, the Bushes, the Housemans, and the Deckers, all of whom settled in 
Bloomfield, or Merrell Town, as the area was also known.  The Vroom (or Vroome) family had several members  
documented in the 1790 census for Northfield.  Members of the Vroom family intermarried with members of the 



 

 
 11 

Bush and Houseman families during the nineteenth century (e.g. Leng and Davis 1930, II:872, 971).  Land records 
on file at the Richmond County Clerk’s Office show that these interrelated families owned much of the land in the 
project site and vicinity through at least the nineteenth century.  The Merrell family in particular retained a large 
proportion of the land over time, although many heirs had other family surnames through marriage.  A redistribution 
of Thomas Merrell’s land occurred in the 1830s among his descendants, and included much of the project site 
(Richmond County Clerk records). 
 
The first visual indication of settlement at Bloomfield is from an 1850 map made by Dripps, which is the earliest 
nineteenth-century cartographic depiction including structures in the project area and vicinity.  A similar map by 
Butler in 1853 (Figure 6) indicates nearly identical conditions.  Chelsea Road is clearly shown on the map, with a 
number of structures located to its west.  Within the Block 1815 portion of the project site there was a structure 
shown just north of Saw Mill Creek, attributed to “Mrs. Merritt,” which was a variant of the Merrell or Merrill 
spelling.  This likely was the old house associated with the Merrill mill on the north side of the creek, as mentioned 
above.  Another structure at the southwest corner of what is now Chelsea Road and River Road was attributed to “A. 
Vroom.”  Although shown as vacant, the Block 1780 portion of the project site may also have had structures by the 
1850s.  The former Merrell mill was torn down around this time, but both the 1857 Whiting and Dorr map (Figure 7) 
and the 1859 Walling map (Figure 8) illustrate buildings east of the road, as well as a school building on the east 
side of Chelsea Road within the project site at or near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790.  The structure 
attributed to M. Decker likely was within the project site.  The names on the 1859 Walling map represent many of 
the family surnames of the Merrell descendants.  
 
The 1850 and 1860 federal censuses provide a complementary account of the Bloomfield community at mid-
century, and are a good counterpart to the historic maps.  According to the census data, nearly all the Bloomfield 
heads of households (and many of their sons) were boatmen, presumably oystermen who plied their trade along the 
marshes and creeks of the project site and vicinity.  All of the Bloomfield residents had been born locally, attesting 
to the longevity of the community. 
 
The two available historic maps from the 1860s and early 1870s, the 1866 Colton map and the 1872 Dripps map, 
generally repeated the same data as the 1859 Walling map, and revealed no new information.  The 1860 and 1870 
federal censuses confirmed the overall continuity of the Bloomfield community, although by 1870, occupations of 
heads of households had shifted to more agricultural pursuits, with fewer men listed as boatmen or oystermen.  A 
number of the residents were noted as “market gardeners,” suggesting that transportation improvements were 
allowing them to sell their crops in nearby markets. 
 
The 1874 Beers map (Figure 9), is one of the first historic maps to show both property boundaries and structures and 
owners.  In some instances acreage of parcels also is included.  This map also is one of the earliest known references 
to the name “Bloomfield.”  The map shows the Decker house on the east side of Chelsea Road within the Block 
1780 portion of the project site, as well as the “old school” near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790 within the 
project site.  Curiously, no structures are shown on the Vroom property on the west side of Chelsea Road within 
Block 1815, although both earlier and later maps do indicate structures, suggesting the 1874 Beers map was in error.  
The 1874 Beers map does clearly show the areas of upland and marshland within the project site. 
 
Additional historic maps from the last decades of the nineteenth century show little change to the project site, 
although some of the property owners changed over the years (Beers 1887, Colton 1889, U.S.G.S. 1890 [Figure 10], 
Robinson 1898).  By 1898, the Vroom property on Block 1815 had become part of the Merrell family holdings 
again, with several Merrell descendants noted on the map.  The 1890 U.S.G.S. map illustrates that there were five 
structures within the Vroom/Merrell holdings on Block 1815, and that a portion of the interior of the block, formerly 
shown as marshland, appears to have been reconfigured to create a pond or other water retention body.  Although 
the pond is not shown on the 1907 Robinson map (Figure 11), it is clearly depicted on both the 1911 Borough of 
Richmond Topographical Bureau Maps (Figures 12a-12b) and the 1917 Bromley map (Figure 13).  The 1911 and 
1917 maps both show an access road traversing the spine of the upland surrounding the pond.  The road also allowed 
access to the structures that stood on the Vroom/Merrell property through the first decades of the twentieth century.  
An aerial photograph from 1924, however, while still showing the access road, suggests that the pond was no longer 
there (New York City Bureau of Engineering 1924). 
 



 

 
 12 

Additional aerial photographs including coverage of Staten Island, beginning in the late 1940s and continuing 
through the present, show that by at least the 1950s, Block 1815 was being transformed through rechanneling of 
water and landfilling.  These aerial photographs (available on historicaerials.com and Google Earth, among other 
sites) show a distinct change over time on Block 1815, as many of the former marshlands were eliminated through 
landfilling and at the same time, some of the uplands were graded away.  Today, much of the northern extent of 
Block 1815, where the Vroom/Merrell structures once stood, is mapped as wetland rather than upland, and the raised 
topography that once comprised this area has been largely reduced or eliminated (see Figure 2).  This process of 
wetland reconfiguration was less widespread on the portions of the project site east of Chelsea Road, although 
comparison of the 1911 topographic maps (Figures 12a-12b) with present conditions shown on Figure 2 indicates at 
least some changes did occur during the twentieth century.   
 
The entire project site has remained devoid of structures since the mid-twentieth century.  As noted in the 
Introduction, all of the individual lots that comprise the project site now are owned by the City of New York and 
managed by either the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or EDC, 
on behalf of the Department of Small Business Services.  Appendix B summarizes this information. 
 
V. CONCLUSIONS 

 

A. Disturbance Record 
 
As no records for the project site lots are on file with the Department of Buildings, assessing disturbance to the 
project site relied on comparing historic maps with modern maps and aerial photographs, on soil boring data, and to 
a lesser degree, on conditions observed during the site inspection, as there is very substantial ground cover 
throughout the project site.   
 
HPI concludes that large portions of the northern and interior sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed 
from earthmoving, as historic maps showed this area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the 
modern survey map (Figure 3b) shows that these uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now 
wetland.  Large portions of Block 1815 have been landfilled as well.  The northern and interior portions of Block 
1780 also appear to be disturbed, as the modern survey map (Figure 3a) shows areas of uplands within the marshes 
where historic maps did not.   
 
B. Precontact Archaeological Sensitivity 

 
The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have been recorded.  
These include the Bloomfield site (which has no defined boundaries but should be considered to have encompassed 
the entire historic Bloomfield area including the project site), the Chelsea Burying Ground, potentially located 
within the project site near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, and the Bloomfield Road site, located 
immediately across Chelsea Road from Block 1790.  In its original state, the project site contained a number of 
raised upland areas, as well as lower-lying areas bordering the marshland, and marshland associated with Saw Mill 
Creek.  During the Paleo-Indian through Early-Middle Archaic periods, these marshlands may have been dry land.  
All of these factors suggest that in its natural state, the project site had a high precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
In his sensitivity assessment for Staten Island, Boesch (1994a) assigns a high precontact sensitivity to the wetlands 
area between Fresh Kills and Old Place Creek, both the upland areas and the wetlands (including those areas capped 
by fill at the time of his assessment).  The project site falls within this large area.  It should be noted, however, that 
the preservation of archaeological sites under marshland is dependent on the degree of marine transgression 
associated with rising sea levels and later tidal and current effects.  In his companion study of archaeological 
sensitivity for the Bronx, Boesch (1994b) offers that peat deposits (which formed in marshy areas) acted as a 
preservation agent, and soils beneath peat layers should date to the period prior to development of the marshes.  In 
areas where this peat deposit is absent, Boesch claims marine transgression would have destroyed former occupation 
surfaces.  Boesch further asserts that the peat layer itself may have scientific value.  These deposits may contain data 
concerning climatological conditions, plant communities, and fauna from the period.   
 
The soil boring data presented in Appendix A, as well as information provided by Tavis Lloyd, the director of the 
borings program at LBG, confirm that there is not a distinct peat layer within the marshland soils on the project site.  
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As noted above, LBG observed more general marshland type soils, often described as black organic clayey silt with 
organic matter that would be consistent with a more recent “meadow mat” (Lloyd, personal communication 
10/17/13).  In the absence of a clear peat layer that could preserve earlier soil horizons, if they exist, HPI concludes 
that the marshlands on the project site do not contain precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
Nearly all the precontact sites in the vicinity have been recorded on top of elevated hummocks, generally around the 
10-foot contour line (e.g. Skinner 1909; Staten Island Advance 1934, 1935; Merwin 2007).  The upland areas within 
the project site generally were within elevations measuring 5-10 feet above sea level, and so in their natural state 
would have a high precontact period archaeological sensitivity.  That said, a large portion of those upland areas at 
the northern end of Block 1815 appears to have been graded by several feet, and much of the area is now mapped as 
wetlands, reducing archaeological sensitivity in this part of the project site.  Those uplands within the project site 
that HPI concludes still retain precontact archaeological sensitivity are located on portions of Block 1780 and 1790, 
as well as portions of Lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 300, and 375 of Block 1815.  Figures 14a-14b illustrate those upland 
areas that HPI concludes contain precontact period archaeological sensitivity.   
 
B. Historic Period Archaeological Sensitivity 

 
Several locations within the project site uplands contained historic period structures associated with local 
Bloomfield residents.  The map documented structures are listed the table, below, and the areas of historic period 
archaeological sensitivity are shown on Figures 14a-14b. 
 
Map Documented Structures within the Project Site 

MDS # Block and Lot Structure and Owner/Occupant Disturbance level 

1 Boundary of Block 1780, Lot 
1 and Block 1790, Lot 100 

School building, pre-1857 to ca. 
1890 

Some dumping and mounding 
disturbance is visible in the area 

2 Block 1780, unknown lot Former Merrell mill abutting the 
east side of Chelsea Road (18th 
century- ca. 1850) 

Unclear; specific location is 
unknown, may be off project site or 
under Chelsea Road 

3 Block 1780, Lot 69 Decker structure, pre-1857 to ca. 
1917 

Dumping and probable 
earthmoving disturbance visible 

4 Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, 325 Vroom/Merrell structures, pre- 
1850 to ca.1917 

Area has been graded and is now 
mapped as wetlands, former 
structure locations likely heavily 
disturbed 

5 Block 1815, Lot 204 Thomas Merrell structure, pre-
1850 to ca.1859 

Area is heavily overgrown, 
disturbance unknown but maps 
show little change in elevation over 
time 

 
The former structures on the project site predated the introduction of municipal water and sewer service to this area 
by at least 35 years (and probably much longer), leaving the residents to rely on private wells, cisterns, privies, and 
cesspools for their needs.  Piped water was not introduced on Staten Island until the 1880s and sewers in the 1890s 
(Leng and Delevan 1924:26-29).  Privies, wells, and cisterns, which are often filled with contemporary refuse related to 
the dwellings and their occupants, can provide important stratified cultural deposits for the archaeologist and frequently 
provide the best remains recovered on sites.  Frequently, wells or cisterns would be located in reasonably close proximity 
to a residence, for use in washing or cooking (additional wells and/or cisterns might be located further away from a 
residence for other uses, such as watering livestock).  Privies often were situated further away from the residence, for 
sanitary purposes.  Portions of these shaft features are often encountered because their deeper and therefore earlier layers 
remain undisturbed by subsequent construction, and in fact, construction often preserves the lower sections of the 
features by sealing them beneath structures and fill layers.  Wells would have been excavated as far as the water table, 
and cisterns and privies often were dug up to 10-15 feet below grade.  Thus, these shaft features often survive in 
truncated form after grading episodes.  Other commonly occurring but more fragile backyard remains include fence 
lines, paths, traces of landscaping and sheet midden scatter.  It is possible that other subsurface features, such as sheet 
middens or former outbuilding foundations, could be preserved as well if disturbance is not extensive.   
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Identifying and examining buried features associated with the nineteenth century occupation of the project site may 
reflect the daily activities of the residents and provide insight into cultural behavior of this very homogenous 
population.  If undisturbed deposits of cultural material do still exist in this location, they may have the potential to 
provide meaningful information regarding the lives of the people who lived there.  When recovered from their 
original context and in association with a specific historical occupation, historical deposits can provide a wealth of 
information about consumption patterns, consumer choice, gender relations, ethnicity, economic status, and other 
important issues. 
 
HPI concludes that three of the five former locations of the Vroom/Merrell structures on Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, and 
325 do not retain historic period archaeological sensitivity due to the obvious disturbance to the area from grading.  
These former upland areas are now wetlands, and the raised topography that allowed the structures to be built has 
been all but eliminated.  Two of the Vroom/Merrell former structures locations are not within wetlands, and HPI 
concludes that truncated shaft features could still survive in these locations.  The remainder of the Map Documented 
Structures, including the school building near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, the Decker structure on Block 
1780, Lot 69, and the Merrell structure on Block 1815, Lot 204, are in areas where disturbance would not 
necessarily preclude recovery of archaeological resources.  The former Merrell mill location cannot be positively 
located but likely was not within the project site boundaries. 
 
VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Based on the conclusions outlined above, HPI recommends further consideration for potential below grade 
archaeological resources from both the precontact and historic periods.  Due to the range of conditions across the 
project site, HPI recommends that a phased approach be undertaken.   
 
Figures 14a and 14b illustrate areas of archaeological sensitivity within upland areas of the project site.  These areas 
include locations of precontact sensitivity, historic period sensitivity, and a combination of precontact and historic 
period sensitivity.  Within these areas, HPI recommends that a program of Phase IB archaeological testing be 
undertaken if project plans will impact these locations.  Not all locations marked as archaeologically sensitive may 
be impacted by project plans.  However, those archaeologically sensitive areas where there will be ground 
disturbance should be subjected to archaeological testing.  This testing might involve a combination of shovel 
testing, backhoe trenching, or other field methods as determined by archaeologists in consultation with regulatory 
agencies.  The testing should be undertaken in coordination with construction planning, but ideally be completed 
prior to construction.  All archaeological testing should be conducted according to OSHA regulations and applicable 
archaeological standards (New York Archaeological Council 1994, NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Professional archaeologists, with an understanding of and experience in urban archaeological excavation techniques, 
would be required to be part of the archaeological team. 
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 1: Project site on Arthur Kill, N.Y-N.J. topographic quadrangle 
(U.S.G.S. 1976).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 2: Project site showing blocks and lots (HPI and OASIS 2013).
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Figure 3a: Eastern portion of project site and photograph locations on Existing Conditions East survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Figure 3b: Western portion of project site and photograph locations on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Figure 4: Proposed site plan (EDC 2013).



Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 5: Project site on New York City Reconnaissance Soil Survey 
(USDA 2006).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 6: Project site on Map of Staten Island or Richmond County 
(Butler 1853).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 7: Project site on Northwest Part of Staten Island and Bergen Point 
(Whiting and Dorr 1857).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 8: Project site on Map of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York 
(Walling 1859).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 9: Project site on Atlas of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York 
(Beers 1874).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 10: Project site on Staten Island, New York 15 Minute Quadrangle  
(U.S.G.S. 1890).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 11: Project site on Atlas of the Borough of Richmond, City of New York  
(Robinson 1907).

 0         400        800       1200      1600      2000    FEET

Project Site



Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 12a: Eastern portion of project site on Borough of Richmond Topographical Survey 
(Topographical Bureau 1911).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 12b: Western portion of project site on Borough of Richmond Topographical Survey 
(Topographical Bureau 1911).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 13: Project site on Atlas of the City of New York, Borough of Richmond, Staten Island 
(Bromley 1917).
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Figure 14a: Eastern portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity on Existing Conditions East survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Figure 14b: Western portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Photograph 1:  Block 1780 showing winding channel of Saw Mill Creek with project site marshlands on Lots 260 
and 275 in background.  View looking northeast from Chelsea Road. 
 

 
Photograph 2: Block 1780, Lot 1 showing upland area east of Chelsea Road and south of Saw Mill Creek.  Area is 
covered with gravel and weeds and has experienced considerable dumping.  View looking east from near Chelsea 
Road. 



 
Photograph 3: Block 1780, Lot 69 near location of former Decker house.  View looking northeast from Chelsea 
Road. 
 

 
Photograph 4: Block 1780, Lot 69 showing upland area on south side of Edward Curry Avenue.  View looking 
south. 
 



 
Photograph 5: Block 1780, Lot 69 showing interior upland area marked by tall trees in background.  View looking 
south from Edward Curry Avenue.   
 

 
Photograph 6: Block 1780, Lot 1 showing example of marshlands.  View looking east with Route 440 in far 
background. 
 



 
Photograph 7: Block 1790, Lot 100 on left with Chelsea Road in foreground showing upland area.  View looking 
south. 
 

 
Photograph 8: Block 1790, Lot 100 showing upland area in vicinity of former school building.  View looking 
southeast from Chelsea Road. 
 



 
Photograph 9:  Block 1790, Lot 100 showing marshland.  Off ramp to Route 440 is in far background.  View 
looking southeast from Chelsea Road. 
 

 
Photograph 10:  Block 1815, Lot 235 (marshland) and Lot 204 (upland with trees).  Saw Mill Creek is on left.  View 
looking northwest from Chelsea Road. 
 



 
Photograph 11:  Block 1815, Lots 150 and 375 showing paved upland area.  View looking west from Chelsea Road. 
 

 
Photograph 12:  Block 1815, Lot 85 showing upland area.  View looking south from River Road. 
 



 
Photograph 13:  Block 1815, Lot 300 showing landfilled and paved upland used to store cars.  View looking north. 
 

 
Photograph 14:  Block 1815, Lot 300 showing marshlands.  Overhead wires on left mark railroad tracks and edge of 
project site.  View looking northwest. 
 



 
Photograph 15: Block 1815, Lot 251 (foreground) and Lot 235 (background) showing marshlands.  View looking 
south. 
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Figure 1A

Boring Location Map - Eastern Section

Sources: Image courtesy of USGS, Microsoft Corporation 2013; Approximate Delineation and Cover Types, Berger 2013.
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Figure 2A

Boring Location Map - Western Section

Sources: Image courtesy of USGS, Microsoft Corporation 2013; Approximate Delineation and Cover Types, Berger 2013.

Legend
Western Section Boundary

Remnant Berm

Approximate Dumping Area

Soil Boring Location

Soil Boring/
Groundwater Screening Location

Sediment Sampling Location

!.

h
#*

Location ID X Y

SBGW1 931624.20 162451.24

SBGW2 931206.50 161898.11

SBGW4 931764.82 161185.62

SB1 931366.38 162798.12

SB2 931369.83 162509.75

SB3 931300.76 162357.49

SB4 931038.26 162188.74

SB5 931192.95 162188.74

SB6 931333.57 162001.24

SB10 931647.12 162282.49

SB11 931024.20 161030.93

SB12 931577.32 161148.12

S1 930773.48 162748.60

S2 931472.01 162678.69

S3 931691.94 161367.04

S5 931561.02 160958.65



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic

Clayey Silt,

Sheen and

Petrolrum

Odor,

collected S1B

and DUP01

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

18.4 Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand; saturated.OL

2.5

N/A

8/1/2013

8/1/2013

S1

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Clayey Silty

Sand,

collected S2B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

3.4 Black (N1) to dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to

fine SAND and organic Clayey Silt (roots top 6 inches);

saturated.

SM

2.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

S2

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silty Sand,

collected S3B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

< 1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND and

organic Silt (roots top 6 inches); saturated.

SM

2.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

S3

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silty Clay,

collected

sample S4A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

collected S4B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

< 1 White (N9) to dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) Silty CLAY,

trace fine Sand; saturated.

CL

2.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

S4

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample S5A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

Collected

sample S5B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

< 1

< 1

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, trace fine Gravel; saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) to dark yellowish brown

(10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little Silt, trace fine Gravel;

saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

2.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

S5

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic Silt,

collected S6A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

collected S6B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

< 1 Black (N1) to moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4) organic

Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic, roots); saturated.

OL

2.5

N/A

8/1/2013

8/1/2013

S6

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic

Clayey Silt,

collected

sample S7A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

Collected

sample S7B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1

3.8

Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic,

roots); saturated.

Medium gray to dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) organic

Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic, roots); saturated.

OL

OL

2.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

S7

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

SB1A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 0.5 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, little medium to fine Gravel (fill); moist.

SP

0.5

N/A

7/30/2013

7/30/2013

SB1

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB2A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

Collected

sample SB2B

from 6.5 to 7.0

ft bgs., mottled

Water Level at

5.5 ft bgs.

<1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (30% brick, wood and concrete); moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (30% brick, wood and concrete);

saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

SP-SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB2

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.5

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) to dark yellowish brown

(10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND, little Clayey Silt;

saturated.

SP-SM

SB2

N/A
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB3A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

Collected

sample SB3B

and DUP02

from 5.5 to 6.0

ft bgs.

Water Level at

5.5 ft bgs.

<1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (30% wood and concrete);

moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (30% wood and concrete);

saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

SP-SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB3

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.5

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SB3

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB4A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

Collected

sample SB4B

from 2.5 to 3.0

ft bgs.

Water Level at

1.0 ft bgs.

Silty Sand

<1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt (30% wood, brick, fiber glass and tile flooring); moist.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SM

SM

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB4

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

1

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

SB4

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Gravelly Sand

with fill,

collected

sample SB5A

from 4.0 to 4.5

ft bgs.

Silty Sand,

collected

sample SB5B

from 5.5 to 6.0

Water Level at

5.0 ft bgs.

61

13

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND and

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (70% schicst block, brick and

concrete); saturated.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND and

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (70% schicst block, brick and

concrete); saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB5

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.0

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

SM

SB5

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Gravelly Sand

with fill,

collected

sample SB6A

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

Sand with fill

Water Level at

5.2 ft bgs.

<1

5.2

Black (N1) to white (N9) coarse to fine SAND and coarse to

fine Gravel, little Silt (60% brick and concrete); moist.

Black (N1) to greenish black (5GY2/1) coarse to fine SAND,

little fine Gravel (60% wood and concrete); saturated.

SP-SM

SP

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB6

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.2

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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Organic

Clayey Silt,

collected

sample SB6B

from 7.0 to 7.5

ft bgs.

Sand

End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

<1

<1

Greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Clayey SILT (organic,

roots); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) medium to fine SAND, little Silt

(organic, roots); saturated.

ML

SP-SM

SB6

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sandy Silt

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB7A

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) SILT and medium to fine

Sand; Moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, little fine Gravel (80% brick, concrete, glass, metal and

porcelain); saturated.

ML

SP-SM

5.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

SB7

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

4.0

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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End of Boring

at 5.0 ft bgs.

Organic Silty

Clay, collected

sample SB7B

from 4.5 to 5.0

ft bgs.

Water Level at

4 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Silty CLAY, trace fine Sand (organic, roots);

saturated.

OL

SB7

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB8A

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1 White to black (N9-N1), dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2)

coarse to fine SAND, little coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt

(90% wood, brick, fabric, coal, glass and metal); moist.

SP-SM

5.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

SB8

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

4.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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End of Boring

at 5.5 ft bgs

Organic Silty

Clay, collected

sample SB8

from 5.0 to 5.5

ft bgs.

Water Level at

4.5 ft bgs

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Silty CLAY, trace fine Sand (organic, roots);

saturated.

OL

SB8

N/A
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample SB9A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs.

Organic Silty

Clay, collected

sample SB9B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt (few roots); moist.

White (N9) to greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Silty CLAY,

trace fine Sand (organic, roots); wet.

SP-SM

OL

2.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

SB9

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample

SB10A from

1.5 to 2.0 ft

bgs.

Silty Sand,

collected

sample

SB10B from

5.0 to 5.5 ft

bgs.

Water Level at

5.0 ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (40% brick, wood and

concrete); moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to dark yellowish orange

(10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND, some Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SM

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB10

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.0

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

SB10

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SB11A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 3.5 ft bgs.

Organic

Clayey SILT,

collected

sample

SB11B from

3.0 to 3.5 ft

bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, little coarse to fine Gravel (30% metal and glass);

saturated.

Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic,

roots); saturated.

SP-SM

OL

3.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

SB11

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silty Sand,

collected

SB12A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs. and

collected

SB12B from

7.0 to 7.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 7.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

6 ft bgs.

< 1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt (organic, roots); saturated.

SP-SM

7.5

N/A

8/1/2013

8/1/2013

SB12

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

6

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SB13A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.0 ft bgs.

Organic Silt,

collected

sample

SB13B from

1.5 to 2.0 ft

bgs.

< 1

< 1

Moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4) coarse to fine SAND,

little Silt, little fine Gravel (60% metal, cloth, brick and

concrete); moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Clayey SILT (organic, roots); saturated.

SP-SM

OL

2.5

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB13

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic Silt,

collected

Sample

SB14A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs. and

collected

sample

SB14B from

2.0 to 2.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

0.5 ft bgs.

1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Clayey SILT (organic, roots); saturated.

OL

2.5

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB14

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

0.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample

SB15A from

1.0 to 1.5 ft

bgs. and

collected

sample

SB15B from

7.5 to 8.0 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 8.0 ft bgs.

Water Level at

4.5 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

8.0

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB15

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

4.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample

SB16A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 7.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

2.5 ft bgs.

Silty Clay

Collected

sample

SB16B from

7.0 to 7.5 ft

bgs.

<1

1

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt; saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) to medium gray (N5) Silty

CLAY, little fine Sand (mottled); saturated.

SP-SM

CL

7.5

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB16

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

2.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silty Sand

Sand,

collected

sample

SBGW1A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND and

Silt; moist.

Dusky yellowish brown (10YR2/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt (60% plastic, metal, glass and rope); moist.

SM

SP-SM

4.5

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SBGW1

Zebra Environmental

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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Silty Sand,

collected

sample

SBGW1B

from 4.0 to 4.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 4.5 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to dark yellowish orange

(10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND, some Silt; wet.

SM

SBGW1

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SBGW2A

from 3.5 to 4.0

ft bgs.

41.6 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (60% brick, wood, metal, plywood and

concrete); moist .

SP-SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SBGW2

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

4.52

N/A

N/A

at a total depth of 10 feet bgs.

Macrocore

2
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Organic

Clayey Silt

Water Level at

4.52 ft bgs.

Sand,

collected

sample

SBGW2B

form 7.3 to 7.8

ft bgs., mottled

4.1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (60% brick, wood, metal, plywood and

concrete); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Clayey SILT (organic,

roots); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) to dark yellowish orange

(10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND, little Clayey Silt;

saturated.

SP-SM

OL

SP-SM

SBGW2

N/A
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Mottled<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SBGW2

N/A
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End of Boring
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silt

Silty Sand, ,

collected

sample

SBGW4A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

sample

SBGW4B

from 8.0 to 8.5

ft bgs.

< 1

< 1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) SILT and medium to fine

Sand; Moist.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt; saturated.

ML

SP-SM

8.5

N/A

8/2/2013

8/2/2013

SBGW4

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

5.1

N/A

N/A

at a total depth of 8.5 feet bgs.

Grab

3
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic Silt,

collected

SBGW5A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

colected

SBGW5B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

1 ft bgs.

< 1 Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, little fine Sand (organic,

roots); saturated.

OL

2.5

N/A

8/2/2013

8/2/2013

SBGW5

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

1

N/A

N/A

at total depth of 2.5 feet bgs.

Grab

3
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SBGW6A

from 1.5 to 2.0

ft bgs.

Clayey Silt

with fill

Collected

sample

SBGW6B

from 5.0 to 5.5

ft bgs.

Water Level at

3.2 ft bgs.

14.5

<1

8.6

Moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4) coarse to fine SAND,

little medim to fine Gravel (40% brick, wood, concrete);

moist.

Black (N1) Clayey SILT (20% wood); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Clayey SILT (organic,

roots); saturated.

SP

ML

OL

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SBGW6

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

3.2

N/A

N/A

at a total depth of 10 feet bgs

Macrocore

2
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V. A. OWNERSHIP 

 
The NYCEDC on behalf of the City of New York has the right to establish a wetland mitigation 
bank on the subject property (see Exhibit A, Bank Location Map) and to act as the Sponsor. The 
Sponsor has developed a conceptual plan to preserve and restore wetland habitat and a small 
portion of upland habitat on a portion of this property. Title to the property is held by New York 
City and will remain in New York City's name after the Bank is established. The project area is 
comprised of 20 parcels as summarized in Table 1 and consists mainly of undeveloped tidal 
marsh and upland areas with some areas of fill and development from adjoining parcels. The 
parcels are owned by the City of New York and managed by either the NYC Department of 
Parks and Recreation, NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or NYCEDC, on behalf of the 
Department of Small Business Services. The exact acreage of these parcels, as well as the 
location of any existing easements, is currently being surveyed by a NY state-licensed surveyor. 
 
Table 1. Project Area Parcel Summary 

 

Block Lots 

1780 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300 
1790 100 
1815 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 

220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 
 

Owner Contact Information: City of New York, City Hall, 250 Broadway, New York, NY 
10007; Phone: 212-788-3000; Fax: (212) 618-8898; e-mail: KAxt@nycedc.com 
 
Sponsor Contact Information: New York City Economic Development Corporation, Attn: 
Katie Axt; 110 William Street, New York, NY 10037; Phone: 212-312-3730; Fax: 212- 618-
8898; e-mail: KAxt@nycedc.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT 3a: Archaeological Monitoring Plan - West 



January 30, 2014 

Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank / West Area  
Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York 
LPC Project Economic Development Corp. / LA-CEQR-R 

PROTOCOL:  PROPOSED ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING, PHASE IB 

Introduction 

As a part of the MARSHES Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation 
(EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten 
Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an expansive natural wetland that 
borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek.  The overall project site is 
identified on New York City tax maps on three separate blocks: Block 1780, Block 1790, and 
Block 1815.  The site is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island.  There are two 
distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield 
Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by 
railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill Creek traverses the 
southern end of the site, running from east to west.   

As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance 
with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC indicated a concern for potential archaeological 
sensitivity and requested an archaeological documentary study.  Historical Perspectives, Inc. 
(HPI) prepared the requested Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study to satisfy the 
requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and to comply with the standards of the New York State Office 
of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) and LPC. 

HPI completed the documentary research and evaluation of sensitivity for the total wetland 
mitigation bank - both the East Area (Block 1780 and Block 1790) and the West Area (Block 1815).   
However, this protocol for archaeological fieldwork pertains only to the West Area, which is 
comprised of Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375.  
Within Block 1815, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland 
preservation, and upland enhancement.    

Based on the research tasks, HPI concluded that large portions of the northern and interior 
sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed by earthmoving, as historic maps showed this 
area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the modern surveys show that these 
uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now wetland.  Large portions of Block 



1815 have been landfilled as well.  Discrete and limited sections of the West Area were 
identified as archaeologically sensitive.  See the attached graphic.   

II. Identified Potential Resources and Research Issues

The Archaeological Documentary Study concluded that there may be natural strata within the 
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank West Area/Block 1815 that may be potentially 
sensitive for precontact archaeological resources and/or historical-era archaeological resources.   

A. Precontact Archaeological Resources 

The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have 
been recorded. Nearly all the precontact sites in the vicinity have been recorded on top of 
elevated hummocks, generally around the 10-foot contour line.  In its original state, the project 
site contained a number of raised upland areas, as well as lower-lying areas bordering the 
marshland, and marshland associated with Saw Mill Creek.  During the Paleo-Indian through 
Early-Middle Archaic periods, these marshlands may have been dry land.  All of these factors 
suggest that in its natural state, the project site had a high precontact archaeological sensitivity. 

The upland areas within the West Area generally were within elevations measuring 5-10 feet 
above sea level.  A large portion of those upland areas at the northern end of Block 1815 appears 
to have been graded by several feet, and much of the area is now mapped as wetlands, reducing 
archaeological sensitivity in this part of the project site.  Those uplands within the project site’s 
West Area are concentrated predominantly in the northeastern and southeastern reaches of Block 
1815.  HPI concluded that Lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 300, and 375 of Block 1815 still retain 
precontact archaeological sensitivity.   

B. Historical Archaeological Resources 

Several locations within the West Area uplands contained historic period structures associated 
with local Bloomfield residents, including the Vroom/Merrell occupation (1850-1917) on Lots 
85, 300, and 325 and the Merrell occupation (pre-1850 – ca.1859) on Lot 204.   The disturbance 
level of the five Vroom/Merrell structures has been severe and there is no remaining sensitivity 
for three of the structures.  However, two of the Vroom/Merrell structures, and the earlier 
Merrell domestic site appear to have experienced minimum grading and may be intact, although 
heavily overgrown.  For the location of the Vroom/Merrell and Merrell sites, see the attached 
graphic, Figure 14b from the Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study.   

The former structures on the project site predated the introduction of municipal water and sewer 
service to this area by at least 35 years (and probably much longer), leaving the residents to rely 
on private wells, cisterns, privies, and cesspools for their needs.  Piped water was not introduced 
on Staten Island until the 1880s and sewers in the 1890s (Leng and Delevan 1924:26-29).  
Privies, wells, and cisterns, which are often filled with contemporary refuse related to the dwellings 
and their occupants, can provide important stratified cultural deposits for the archaeologist and 
frequently provide the best remains recovered on sites.  Frequently, wells or cisterns would be 
located in reasonably close proximity to a residence, for use in washing or cooking (additional wells 
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and/or cisterns might be located further away from a residence for other uses, such as watering 
livestock).  Privies often were situated further away from the residence, for sanitary purposes.  
Portions of these shaft features are often encountered because their deeper and therefore earlier 
layers remain undisturbed by subsequent construction, and in fact, construction often preserves the 
lower sections of the features by sealing them beneath structures and fill layers.  Wells would have 
been excavated as far as the water table, and cisterns and privies often were dug up to 10-15 feet 
below grade.  Thus, these shaft features often survive in truncated form after grading episodes.  
Other commonly occurring but more fragile backyard remains include fence lines, paths, traces of 
landscaping and sheet midden scatter.  It is possible that other subsurface features, such as sheet 
middens or former outbuilding foundations, could be preserved as well if disturbance is not 
extensive.   
 
Identifying and examining buried features associated with the nineteenth century occupation of 
the project site may reflect the daily activities of the residents and provide insight into cultural 
behavior of this very homogenous population.  If undisturbed deposits of cultural material do 
still exist in this location, they may have the potential to provide meaningful information 
regarding the lives of the people who lived there.  When recovered from their original context 
and in association with a specific historical occupation, historical deposits can provide a wealth 
of information about consumption patterns, consumer choice, gender relations, ethnicity, 
economic status, and other important issues. 
 
HPI concluded that two of the Vroom/Merrell former structure locations are not within wetlands, 
and that truncated shaft features could still survive in their original location.  The earlier Merrell 
structure is in an area, Block 1815, Lot 204, where post-1900 disturbances would not necessarily 
preclude recovery of archaeological resources.   
 
C.  Research Issues for Staten Island 
 

 The Staten Island land mass served as a geographical and cultural bridge between precontact 
period cultural groups. The prehistory of Staten Island is not fully understood although we 
know that it was geographically and culturally at the cross-roads between Munsee dialect 
peoples and the Unami-Unalachtigo dialect peoples.  Staten Island may have played a 
pivotal role in the development of trade networks and cultural exchanges but professionally 
recovered data will be necessary to document these movements.  Research has hypothesized 
that macrobands of prehistoric peoples existed in an extensive interaction sphere involving 
southeastern New York, western coastal New York, New Jersey, and the Delaware Valley, 
exploiting the marine resources along the shore from the Hudson River to the Delaware 
Valley.   

 
 Many of the historic studies on Staten Island have concentrated on communities focused on 

maritime resources, e.g. the Sandy Ground oystermen, ferry crossings, the U.S. Marine 
Quarantine Grounds, and centers for sick or retired sailors.  These communities have often 
been considered distinctive agents with an outward, maritime focus.  Bloomfield was a very 
early settlement in the interior of Staten Island.  The wetland resources and arable land 
providing sustenance that was not centered on the New York Harbor, Arthur Kill, or the Kill 
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Van Kull.  It remained a rural enclave as other portions of Staten Island continued to interact 
with the larger community.   

  
III. Impact Analysis 
 
Based on the current construction plans, Louis Berger “Grading Plans – West” (11/2013; Sheet 9 of 
19), there is limited overlap between the proposed below-grade impact in the West Area with the 
identified archaeological sensitivity loci.  Only the Vroom/Merrell occupation (1850-1917), as 
indicated on the attached graphic, will be potentially impacted by the grading to create the 
wetland mitigation bank.   
 
The following monitoring protocol focuses on the small and discrete portion of the West Area 
that warrants further archaeological consideration as this project is currently designed. 
 
IV.  Monitoring Protocol 

 
Archaeological monitoring is the supervision by archaeologists of an excavation in order to 
identify, recover, protect and/or document archaeological information or materials.  Monitoring 
is used in cases where there is a possibility that the excavation might uncover archaeological 
resources but there is no satisfactory way to sample the site, and consequently, no valid way to 
determine the exact location or extent of the potential resource(s).  It is a particularly appropriate 
approach to the Vroom/Merrell homestead area because heavy machinery would be needed to 
expose a broad area to locate truncated shaft features at this sensitive area.   
  
All archaeological field monitoring will be completed in accordance with LPC’s Guidelines for 
Archaeological Work in New York City, 2002, the New York State Education Department, 
Cultural Resources Survey Program, Work Scope Specifications for Cultural Resource 
Investigations on New York State Department of Transportation Projects, March 2004, and the 
Standards of the NYSOPRHP (1994, 2000, and 2005).   
 
The first critical step in implementing a monitoring protocol is to establish an understanding 
between the construction team and the monitoring archaeologist.  The understanding specifies 
the responsibilities of both parties in terms of stopping the construction work for archaeological 
excavation and for documentation, detailing what happens if the design/construction plans 
change during work, ensuring worker safety, and clarifying the organizational structure in the 
field.  The grading contractor shall allow the archaeologist(s) full work access to the site and 
shall furnish the archaeologist(s) with necessary information and assistance to perform his/her 
work.   
 
During monitoring, excavation is not under the complete control of the archaeologist(s), nor is 
the excavation area, location, and depth determined by archaeological concerns.  Rather, the 
archaeologist(s) closely observes the wetland mitigation bank-related excavations in the monitoring 
zone while work is in progress, scrutinizing for signs of historic archaeological features/resources.  
This sensitive area, or monitoring zone, has been established based on historical data and, therefore, 
requires professional observation.  The monitoring zone is identified in the accompanying figure. 
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The Wetland Mitigation project manager shall notify the archaeologist of the proposed work 
schedule for the grading in the monitoring zone at least 72 hours prior to the proposed 
commencement of work.  It is assumed that no more than one or two professional archaeologists 
would be necessary to conduct the monitoring, depending on the grading schedule.  However, if 
necessary, additional field technicians could assist. 
 
Archaeological inspections for photography, drawings, and sample collections within the re-
grading area that falls within the archaeological sensitivity area, i. e, the monitoring zone, shall 
be allowed for approximately15 minutes at every two-foot depth of the excavations, or as 
necessary in the advent that possible shaft features are identified in the demarcated monitoring 
area.    
 
Both the SHPO and LPC archaeologists will be notified by the monitoring archaeologist(s) when 
monitoring first commences.  If excavation procedures and/or locations must be altered or 
expanded significantly from what is identified as part of this protocol, the HPI monitoring 
archaeologist(s) and the HPI office must receive confirmed notification of this action by at least 
three full business days in order to contact SHPO and LPC for concurrence on an amended 
protocol. 
 
It may be that the field monitoring will not reveal any potentially significant historical features or 
deposits.  If that is the case, no further archaeological consideration would be warranted, and a 
report to that effect would be prepared for LPC. 
 
Due to historic period sensitivity, monitoring of the grading by heavy machinery will be 
conducted in the one locus sensitive for deep, truncated shaft features associated with the two 
Vroom/Merrell homestead structures.  Should any discrete shaft features be encountered, the 
excavation and evaluation of such features is a relatively standard and confined process.  In order 
to maximize the understanding of any recovered shaft features, the interior/exterior on one side 
would be exposed in order to examine the stratigraphic layers within the feature. This method is 
designed to allow for the potential recovery of information, such as date of construction, the date 
the feature was discontinued or filled, and a sample of the variety of materials within the feature 
 
The limited impacts for guard rail, fence post, and bollard installations by an auger excavator 
will not be tested.   
 
HPI’s field team will observe OSHA regulations as pertinent.  The proposed wetland mitigation 
bank is in an area that has long been the border of a natural wetland.  The test excavations may 
encounter a high water table.  Testing will not be conducted in standing water.   
 
If resources are identified, resource documentation will include written descriptions, maps 
indicating the location of resource(s), color photographs, and limited drafting.  Coordination with 
the wetland mitigation team to survey locations with archaeological deposits will be initiated.  It 
will also be essential to work with the management team to map the locations of features in 
relation to a previously established site datum.  Due to the expanse of the proposed grading, the 
limited area affected by the monitoring, and the maneuverability of the heavy equipment, 
downtime for the wetland mitigation team should not be a critical issue 
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V.  Recordation and Laboratory Analysis 

Professional standards for excavation, screening, recording of features and stratigraphy, labeling, 
mapping, and cataloging will be applied.  Photographs of the work in progress will be taken with 
a photo board and vertical scale. Monitoring locations will be plotted on EDC project plans. 

It is assumed that the monitoring will take less than one week, but could take longer in the case 
of inclement weather.  It is further assumed, based on the number of features/artifacts recovered 
from typical domestic sites, that the proposed monitoring might encounter a variety of resources 
and artifacts.  However, the archaeological activities will not extend beyond the approved 
grading limits.  Archaeologists will clean, stabilize, and inventory cultural material removed 
from the field.  An artifact catalog, recording the depth and location of each recovered artifact, 
will be created. 

VI.   Repository 

The professional archaeologists will properly curate any collection of artifacts that may be 
recovered during monitoring and assist the EDC in locating an appropriate long-term repository 
that will allow access for research purposes.  An appropriate repository, such as the Staten 
Island Museum, will be suggested to the EDC. HPI will assist with the collection transfer. 

VII.   Report 

The report documenting the findings will be prepared within four weeks of the completion of 
monitoring according to the standards of the New York Archaeological Council as recommended 
by NYSOPRHP and LPC.  If the monitoring locates features, e.g., in situ shaft features or 
precontact sites, the research in the Phase IA Cultural Resources Survey would be integrated into 
the evaluation of the recoveries and a New York State site inventory form would be completed.  

The archaeology team will submit the draft report to the EDC for review prior to submission to 
LPC and NYSOPRHP will be responsible for reasonable additions and/or corrections as 
requested by them and/or the review agencies. 

VIII.   Project Coordination  

As required by the LPC, field monitoring will be under the direction of archaeologists that are 
certified members of the Register of Professional Archaeologists and meet the qualifications of 
the National Park Service (NPS) 36 CFR 61.  The professional team of archaeologists will notify 
LPC when monitoring is scheduled to begin, as per NYC LPC Guidelines, and assist in arranging 
agency staff site visits if requested.  

IX. Unanticipated Discovery Plan  

Although there is no research to indicate that the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank site was 
ever the location of human interments, an Unanticipated Discovery Plan is recommended for city 
sites so that the archaeological field team can be prepared to act swiftly and with sensitivity if 
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such discoveries are made.  The current Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and 
Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State of the New York Archaeological 
Council (NYAC) and the guidelines for the treatment of human remains prepared by the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (1988a, 1988b, 1988c) shall be followed.  These 
include the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 1988a “Policy Statement Regarding 
Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods,” 1988b “Memorandum on Treatment of 
Human Remains Under Section 106,” and 1988c “Treatment of Human Remains and Grave 
Goods, Police Interpretation Memorandum 89-1.”  The Unanticipated Discovery Plan is 
attached. 



Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

East and West sides of Project Site on Arthur Kill, N.Y-N.J. 
topographic quadrangle (U.S.G.S. 1976).
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NEW YORK, NY 10005

Western portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity and monitoring location on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
As a part of the MARSHES Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation 
(EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten 
Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an expansive natural wetland that 
borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek.  The overall project site is 
identified on New York City tax maps on three separate blocks: Block 1780, Block 1790, and 
Block 1815.  The site is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island.  There are two 
distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield 
Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by 
railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill Creek traverses the 
southern end of the site, running from east to west.   
 
As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance 
with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC indicated a concern for potential archaeological 
sensitivity and requested an archaeological documentary study.  Historical Perspectives, Inc. 
(HPI) prepared the requested Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study to satisfy the 
requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and to comply with the standards of the New York State Office 
of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) and LPC. 
 
HPI completed the documentary research and evaluation of sensitivity for the total wetland 
mitigation bank - both the East Area (Block 1780 and Block 1790) and the West Area (Block 1815).   
However, this protocol for archaeological fieldwork pertains only to the West Area, which is 
comprised of Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375.  
Within Block 1815, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland 
preservation, and upland enhancement.    
 
Based on the research tasks, HPI concluded that large portions of the northern and interior 
sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed by earthmoving, as historic maps showed this 
area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the modern surveys show that these 
uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now wetland.  Large portions of Block 
1815 have been landfilled as well.  Discrete and limited sections of the West Area were 
identified as archaeologically sensitive.   
 
The following Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP) has been prepared in order to provide a 
response mechanism in the event that any undocumented human remains are uncovered in the 
limited archaeological monitoring of Block 1815.  The UDP is in accordance with the current 
Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections in 
New York State of the New York Archaeological Council (NYAC).  According to NYAC policy, 
the discovery of human remains and items of cultural patrimony, as defined by Section 3001 of 
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), requires special 
consideration and care.  
 
II. GOAL OF UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY PLAN 
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The goal of the UDP is twofold: 
 To create an understanding of both the legal procedures and sensitive handling required 

of human remains should they be uncovered; and, 
 To establish the action protocol that will meet professional standards for the treatment 

of human remains and, at the same time, maintain the construction schedule. 
 
EDC will undertake responsibility, in coordination with a professional archaeologist 
(Archaeologist) who meets the standards of the New York Archaeological Council and the 
National Park Service 36 CFR 61, for implementation of the UDP.  EDC will ensure that the 
cultural resources IA study conducted on the project site (Historical Perspectives, Inc., 2013) is 
filed on site.  
 
EDC will initiate implementation of the UDP by sponsoring an awareness session with the on-
site construction management personnel, including machine operators, prior to any subsurface 
work in the vicinity of the identified cemetery. 
 
III. IMPLEMENTATION OF UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY PLAN  
 
The following notification procedures will always be adhered to if unanticipated human remains 
are discovered during monitoring.   
 

1.   The Archaeologist will halt construction activities immediately in the area of the 
discovery to protect the integrity of the human remains.  The Archaeologist will identify 
the specific location of the discovery within the disturbed area of the project site, the 
nature of the discovery, and the date of the discovery on the project plans. [Any 
discovery made on a weekend will be protected with fencing and tarps until all 
appropriate parties are notified of the discovery.]  The construction team will not restart 
work in the area of the find until the Archaeologist has granted clearance. 

2. The Archaeologist will promptly notify EDC. 
3. The Archaeologist will promptly notify the on-call Forensic Anthropologist 
       and, if indicated, request an immediate on-site evaluation of the discovery.  
4. Upon evaluation, the Archaeologist will immediately notify EDC regarding the 
 preliminary significance of the find. 

 
If the discovery is, indeed, human remains the following sequence of action will be observed. 

 
1) EDC will promptly notify the on-site construction manager to flag 

or fence off the site and protect the site from damage and 
disturbance. At all times human remains must be treated with the 
utmost dignity and respect.  

2) EDC will direct the Archaeologist to begin a more detailed 
assessment of the human remains and the potential effect of 
construction. 

3) If indicated as appropriate, the SHPO will be notified by EDC 
and/or the Archaeologist. 

 Contact, SHPO: Philip Perazio, Archaeologist 
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    NYS OPRHP, Field Services Bureau 
 Telephone:  518.237.8643  
 Address:  P. O. Box 189, Waterford, NY 12188-0189 
    Delaware Ave., Cohoes, NY 12047 (for FedEx) 

    E-mail:  philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov 

4) EDC will notify Amanda Sutphin, Archaeologist with the New 
York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). If 
potentially human remains are discovered, it is assumed the 
interested government agencies will act immediately to do what is 
necessary to avoid impacts to the progress of construction work. 

 
Contact, LPC:  Amanda Sutphin, City Archaeologist  
Telephone:   212-669-7823 
Address: One Centre Street, 9th Floor North, New 

York, NY 10007 
E-mail:  asutphin@lpc.nyc.gov 

5) Once human remains have been identified, EDC will immediately 
notify both the New York City Police Department (NYPD) and the 
New York City Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) of 
the find and cooperate with the OCME to notify, as required, the 
appropriate city law enforcement agency(s). Any discovery made 
on a weekend will be protected until all appropriate parties are 
notified of the discovery. If human remains are discovered, it is 
assumed the interested government agencies will act immediately 
to do what is necessary to avoid impacts to the progress of 
construction work. 
Contact, NYPD:  Dep. Inspector John Denesopolis   
Telephone:   718.876.8500 
Address:    78 Richmond Terrace, St. George, SI 
    NY, NY 10301 

  
Contact, OCME:  Charles S. Hirsch, M.D. 
Telephone:    212.447.7571 
Address: NYC Office of the Chief Medical 

Examiner, 520 First Avenue 
       New York, NY 10016 

6) If the find is determined by the Archaeologist to be isolated or 
completely disturbed by prior, undocumented construction and/or 
demolition activities, then EDC will consult with the SHPO, and 
other parties, and will request approval to resume construction, 
subject to any further mitigation that may be required by state 
and/or federal law.  

7) If , however, it is determined that intact interments are present and 
may be disturbed by continuing construction, then EDC will 
consult with the next of kin (if known), the SHPO, and other 
parties regarding additional measures to avoid or mitigate further 
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damage. These measures may include: 
i) Formal archaeological evaluation of the site;
ii) Visits to the site by the SHPO, and other parties, e.g. LPC;
iii) Preparation of a mitigation plan by EDC, including

procedures for removal and re-interment, for approval by
the SHPO;

iv) Implementation of the mitigation plan; and,
v) Approval to resume construction following completion of

the field work component of the mitigation plan.

8) Permit procedures for the removal and re-interment of any
recovered human remains must be in compliance with NYC
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOH) law.  Such law
requires a funeral director to procure a disinterment permit before
any human remains may be removed from the ground.  Further, the
law requires one permit per individual and only funeral directors
may transport human remains in NYC.  Once it has been
determined that additional human remains have been recovered at
the Wetland Mitigation Bank site, the DOH will be notified and
HPI will arrange removal with a certified funeral director.

Contact, DOH:   Steven Schwartz, Registrar    
Telephone/ Email:      (212) 788-4571; sschwart@health.nyc.gov 
Address:    125 Worth Street, NY, NY 10013 

mailto:sschwart@health.nyc.gov


ATTACHMENT 3b: Archaeological Monitoring Plan - East 



June 16, 2014
Revised July 18, 2014

Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank / EAST Area
Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York
LPC Project Economic Development Corp. / LA-CEQR-R
NYSOPRHP No. 14PR00045/NAN-2013-00259-EHA

PROTOCOL:  PROPOSED ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING, PHASE IB

Introduction and Project History

As a part of the MARSHES Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation
(EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten
Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an expansive natural wetland that
borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek.  The overall project site is
identified on New York City tax maps on three separate blocks: Block 1780, Block 1790, and
Block 1815.  The site is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island.  There are two
distinct areas to the project site, located on the EAST and WEST sides of Chelsea
Road/Bloomfield Road. It is bounded on the east by the West Shore Expressway (Route 440)
and on the west by railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill
Creek traverses the southern end of the site, running from east to west.

As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance
with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC indicated a concern for potential archaeological
sensitivity and requested an archaeological documentary study (Santucci 2013). Historical
Perspectives, Inc. (HPI) prepared the requested Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study to
satisfy the requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and to comply with the standards of the New York
State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP/SHPO) and LPC.

In October 2013, HPI completed the documentary research and evaluation of sensitivity for the total
wetland mitigation bank - both the EAST Area (Block 1780 and Block 1790) and the WEST Area
(Block 1815). HPI concluded that a large percentage of the overall project site has been disturbed
and therefore does not retain any archaeological sensitivity.  However, HPI also concluded that
there are discrete areas within the overall project site that are not as obviously disturbed and
therefore could retain precontact archaeological sensitivity, historic period archaeological
sensitivity, and combined precontact and historic period archaeological sensitivity.  HPI concluded
that based on soil boring data provided by Louis Berger & Associates (Louis Berger) and included
as Appendix A of the documentary study, that the wetland portions of both sides of the project site
did not retain precontact period archaeological sensitivity due to an absence of peat in the soil



Saw Mill Wetland Mitigation Bank Testing Protocol 2

column, which acts to preserve underlying buried soil horizons that could contain precontact period
resources.  LPC accepted the study and concurred with the findings in November 2013 (Sutphin
11/15/13).

Based on LPC’s acceptance of the Phase IA study and at the request of the EDC, in January 2014
HPI created an archaeological testing protocol for the WEST side of the overall project site (HPI
2014). Using updates to project impact plans created after the Phase IA report was completed,
archaeologically sensitive areas were further reduced to one locus where historic period resources
may still exist.  The upland areas that HPI identified as having precontact archaeological sensitivity
will not be affected by the project at this time.  The testing protocol for the WEST side of the
overall project site was submitted to and accepted by LPC (Sutphin 2/10/14).

Subsequent to submittal and acceptance of the Phase IA study and the WEST side testing protocol
by LPC, the original Phase IA study was reviewed by NYSOPRHP in March 2014.  The
NYSOPRHP responded:

SHPO concurs with the report’s conclusion that a substantial portion of the
project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE) has been disturbed by the truncation of
higher elevations and that in these areas the archaeological potential is negligible.
However, SHPO does not concur with the report’s conclusion that lower-lying,
wetland areas without buried peat have low archaeological potential.  If any such
areas are to be subjected to ground-disturbing activities, SHPO recommends that a
geomorphological investigation be conducted by a qualified specialist with
experience in studying archaeological contexts in order to assess their
archaeological potential (Perazio 3/27/14).

After receiving the request for a geomorphological study by the NYSOPRHP, Louis Berger
contacted Geoarcheology Research Associates (GRA) regarding geoarchaeological
investigations within the wetlands to be impacted by the project.  To clarify the scope of the
geoarchaeological proposal, EDC initiated a conference call with Philip Perazio at NYSOPRHP
on May 2, 2014 to discuss testing options.  Perazio responded that four tests per acre should be
sufficient to determine the archaeological potential of the project site wetlands.  Perazio further
responded that if EDC could demonstrate lessened impacts to wetland areas within the project
site, that testing might be further reduced in scope (Perazio personal communication 5/2/14).

On May 23, 2014, Louis Berger submitted a detailed response to NYSOPRHP, summarizing
depths of all impacts to the wetlands and buffer areas within the entire project site and clarifying
project goals (Davis 5/23/14).  Specifically, Louis Berger noted that 35.24 acres of “lower-lying
wetland areas without buried peat will not be disturbed by the proposed wetland restoration
project as those areas are already functioning wetlands.”  Proposed ground-disturbing activities
will occur in 7.04 acres of current uplands and approximately 16.2 acres of current
filled/disturbed wetlands.  In the 7.04 acres, the current uplands will experience removal of 20th-
century fill that presently is situated on top of underlying wetlands in order to reestablish the
former wetlands. In the ca. 16.2 acres of current filled/disturbed wetlands, rehabilitation will
consist of the removal of existing debris, fill material and invasive vegetation, grading the area to
salt marsh elevations, and excavating tidal creeks to restore tidal flow and circulation.
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Louis Berger’s updated mapping and analyses of impact areas showed that on the WEST side of the
project site, project impacts to 0.34 acres of existing wetlands will be less than 6 inches in depth.
Due to the extremely shallow nature and small area of excavation Louis Berger recommended no
geomorphological investigations on the WEST side of the project site.  HPI concurs with this
assessment, and assumes the existing testing protocol for the WEST side of the project site,
accepted by LPC, does not need to be updated.

However, impacts to wetlands on the EAST side of the project site do need to be addressed at this
time, and the remainder of this testing protocol therefore considers only this half of the overall
project site.

Louis Berger identified three sections of the EAST side of the project site that will experience
wetlands excavations, shown on their Figure 5.  For ease of discussion, Louis Berger labeled these
areas southern, central, and northern.  All of these areas contain historic fill that raised them above
the adjacent functioning tidal marshes and portions of these areas are above the Spring High Water
Line. Louis Berger writes:

For the southern section, most of the excavation will be shallow (0 to 2 feet) and
would impact historic fill that is not of archaeological importance. A small area will
be cut deeper (2 to 4 feet) and will extend into native soils to provide a tidal stream
as shown in Figure 5. Therefore, we recommend that any geomorphological
investigation on the southern section of the east portion of the project focus solely on
the area of the proposed stream, as shown in blue on Figure 5.

For the central section, almost all of the earthwork will be conducted in upland
areas. Only a small area of existing wetlands will be disturbed. The disturbance to
existing wetlands will be less than 6 inches in depth and is only required to connect
the restored wetlands to the existing wetlands. Due to the extremely shallow nature
and small area of the excavation of the central section of the eastern wetlands, the
archaeological potential is negligible. Therefore, we recommend no
geomorphological investigation on this portion of the site.

For the northern section, most of the excavation in existing wetlands will be shallow
(0 to 2 feet) and would impact historic fill that is not of archaeological importance.
A small area will be cut deeper (2 to 8 feet) and will extend into native soils to
provide tidal streams as shown in Figure 5. Therefore, we recommend that any
geomorphological investigation on the northern section of the east portion of the
project focus solely on the area of the proposed stream, as shown in blue, yellow and
orange on Figure 5 (Davis 5/23/14).

HPI concurs with these recommendations, and has further identified these locations on the attached
graphic.

In addition, HPI’s Phase IA study identified several discrete loci on the EAST side of the project
site that could retain precontact archaeological sensitivity, historic period archaeological sensitivity,
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and combined precontact and historic period archaeological sensitivity.  However, all of these loci
are in areas identified in updated project plans as within Buffer Rehabilitation areas, where plans
include only the removal of debris and invasive species from degraded upland forest buffers, the
planting/seeding of native vegetation, and the installation of measures to discourage dumping in the
forest buffers and upland slopes. Because no ground impacts are slated for these areas, HPI does
not recommend any archaeological testing at this time for those resources identified by the Phase IA
study on the EAST side.

Last, on May 30, 2014, representatives from EDC and Louis Berger held a follow up conference
call with Philip Perazio of NYSOPRHP to review Louis Berger’s letter response after the May 2,
2014 conference call.  Based on Louis Berger’s updated impacts mapping and description of project
parameters, Perazio stated that a geomorphological study was no longer warranted for the project
site.  Rather, those limited areas where wetlands will be impacted, as shown on the attached graphic,
will be subjected to archaeological study during construction, when heavy machinery will already
be on the site to excavate the new tidal channels (Perazio 5/30/14).

II. Identified Potential Resources and Research Issues

The NYSOPRHP has indicated that there may be precontact period archaeological potential
within the historic wetlands beneath the recent fill (overburden) on the project site. These tidal
wetlands surround the Saw Mill River Creek, and project plans include excavating additional
tidal channels within the wetlands to connect these areas to the existing tidal Saw Mill River
Creek channel.

The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have
been recorded, although nearly all have been recorded on top of elevated hummocks, generally
around the 10-foot contour line. To our knowledge, no precontact sites on Staten Island have
been recorded within existing wetlands or marshes, although certainly many have been
documented in close proximity to these landforms.  However, because during the Paleo-Indian
through Early Archaic periods, the wetlands on the project site may have been dry land, it is
possible that precontact materials from these time periods could exist buried in soils within the
historic wetlands.

The project site has the potential to yield data about the lesser known Paleo-Indian and/or Early
Archaic periods on Staten Island.  As noted in the Phase IA study, Paleo-Indian materials have
been recovered at several sites on Staten Island including Port Mobil, the Cutting site, Smoking
Point and along the beach in the Kreischerville area, all of which are at least several miles distant
from the project site.  A possible Late Paleo-Indian or Early Archaic Dalton projectile point
recently was found at the multi-component Old Place Neck site, about one and a half miles north
of the project site (PAL 2012). Although overall evidence of Early Archaic sites on Staten
Island is sparse, it should be noted that the Old Place site (near the Old Place Neck site), also
located approximately one and a half miles north of the project site, is recognized as one of the
most important Early Archaic component sites in the area (Ritchie and Funk 1971; Ritchie 1980;
Cantwell and Wall 2001). Other Early Archaic component sites on Staten Island include the
Hollowell, Charleston Beach, Wards Point, Travis, and Richmond Hill sites, which all are
located at least several miles from the project site (Ritchie and Funk 1971; Boesch 1994).
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III. Testing Protocol

The Phase IB testing for the project site will occur in tandem with construction activities, as
heavy machinery will first need to remove the historic overburden in the testing areas, which
may be several feet in thickness and have no archaeological research value.  Once the
overburden has been removed, the Phase IB testing will begin.

Archaeological testing in wetland conditions requires somewhat different methods than a
traditional terrestrial project, and needs to take into account the need for obtaining data without
unnecessarily damaging the wetlands ecosystem.  Soils under the removed overburden are
expected to be either moist or saturated with water, depending on location, depth, and the time of
day, as these are tidal wetlands.  It is further expected that standard shovel testing will be
unfeasible due to the wet conditions of the soil, and even augur testing will be difficult, due to
the presence of saturated soils.  For these reasons, the following Phase IB testing strategy has
been designed to maximize the retrieval of deeper buried soils within the impact areas while
maintaining the safety and efficiency of the field crew.

HPI proposes that the Phase IB archaeological testing within the proposed new tidal channels be
undertaken using the same mechanical excavation machines used to remove the overburden and
excavate the new channels.  Specifically, after the overburden has been removed, HPI proposes
the mechanical excavation of a series of test units at approximately 50-foot (15 meter) intervals
within the area slated to be impacted.  A flat edged bucket would be used on the backhoe or
Gradall to skim off the underlying soils in successive increments so that they can be examined by
archaeologists.  Test units would measure approximately 1x1 meter each, or an equivalent size
based on the dimensions of the backhoe bucket and depth of excavation.  The total depth of
excavation would extend no deeper than the base of the proposed tidal channel.  Balks would be
maintained between any test units for safety and stability.

As soils are mechanically removed from each test unit, they will be inspected by archaeologists
for the possible presence of precontact period artifacts.  In some cases, the soil, separated and
identified by horizontal and vertical controls, may need to be partially air dried before inspection,
which could be done using a series of raised, wooden drying racks and perforated tarps.  In other
cases, a gasoline powered water pump may be necessary to remove standing or seeping water
from the test units so that the soils can be examined.  It is proposed that each test unit be
completed quickly and in a single episode, so as to avoid further water seepage.  Field testing
should be undertaken during low tide, when conditions are best suited for excavation. Field
testing also should not be undertaken in winter months when soils could be partially frozen
and/or very cold groundwater could pose a health and safety hazard for the crew.

All archaeological field monitoring will be completed in accordance with LPC’s Guidelines for
Archaeological Work in New York City (2002) and the Standards of the NYSOPRHP (1994,
2000, and 2005). HPI’s field team will observe OSHA regulations as pertinent.

Both the NYSOPRHP and LPC archaeologists will be notified by the archaeologist(s) when field
testing first commences. If excavation procedures and/or locations must be altered or expanded
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significantly from what is identified as part of this protocol, the HPI archaeologist(s) and the HPI
office must receive confirmed notification of this action by at least three full business days in
order to contact NYSOPRHP and LPC for concurrence on an amended protocol.

It may be that the field testing will not reveal any potentially significant precontact features or
deposits.  If that is the case, no further archaeological consideration would be warranted, and a
report to that effect would be prepared for NYSOPRHP and LPC.

However, if intact resources are found during one or more of the tests in the exposed trenches, a
series of management practices will be initiated to protect the resources:

 The area of discovery will be flagged and further wetland mitigation efforts within the
flagged area will be temporarily suspended.  The archaeologists will be responsible for
immediately notifying the on site contractor and the EDC.

 The NYSOPRHP and LPC will be notified of the discovery within 24 hours and these
agencies may require further testing/mitigation after consultation.

 The archaeologists will coordinate with the wetland mitigation team to immediately
survey locations with archaeological deposits and relate the location(s) of resources to a
previously established site datum.

 It is assumed that NYSOPRHP and LPC will request, at a minimum, resource
documentation including written descriptions, maps indicating the location of resource(s),
color photographs, and limited drafting.

 It is also assumed that NYSOPRHP and LPC may request further field testing and/or lab
analysis for the location of the recovered resources than was proposed in the Phase IB
protocol.

 The archaeological team will work closely with the EDC contractor(s), NYSOPRHP and
LPC to expedite any and all mandated archaeological fieldwork connected with the
recovery to minimize the suspension of wetland mitigation efforts.

IV. Recordation and Laboratory Analysis

Professional standards for excavation, screening, recording of any features and stratigraphy,
labeling, mapping, and cataloging will be applied. Photographs of the work in progress will be
taken with a photo board and vertical scale. Testing locations will be plotted on EDC project
plans. Archaeologists will clean, stabilize, and inventory cultural material removed from the
field.  An artifact catalog, recording the depth and location of each recovered artifact, will be
created.

V. Repository

The professional archaeologists will properly curate any collection of artifacts that may be
recovered during monitoring and assist the EDC in locating an appropriate long-term repository
that will allow access for research purposes.  An appropriate repository, such as the Staten
Island Museum, will be suggested to the EDC. HPI will assist with the collection transfer.
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VI. Report

The report documenting the findings will be prepared within four weeks of the completion of
monitoring according to the standards of the New York Archaeological Council as recommended
by NYSOPRHP and LPC.  If the monitoring locates features or precontact sites, the research in
the Phase IA Cultural Resources Survey would be integrated into the evaluation of the recoveries
and a New York State site inventory form would be completed.

The archaeology team will submit the draft report to the EDC for review prior to submission to
LPC and NYSOPRHP.  HPI will be responsible for reasonable additions and/or corrections as
requested by them and/or the review agencies.

VII. Project Coordination

As required by the LPC, field monitoring will be under the direction of archaeologists that are
certified members of the Register of Professional Archaeologists and meet the qualifications of
the National Park Service (NPS) 36 CFR 61.  The professional team of archaeologists will notify
LPC when monitoring is scheduled to begin, as per NYC LPC Guidelines, and assist in arranging
agency staff site visits if requested.

VIII. Unanticipated Discovery Plan

As noted in the Phase IA report, the precontact period “Burying Ground Site” has been mapped
as once existing at the bend of Chelsea Road abutting the field testing area.  As such, an
Unanticipated Discovery Plan is recommended so that the archaeological field team can be
prepared to act swiftly and with sensitivity if human interments are discovered. The current
Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections in
New York State of the New York Archaeological Council (NYAC) and the guidelines for the
treatment of human remains prepared by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (1988a,
1988b, 1988c) shall be followed.  These include the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1988a “Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods,” 1988b
“Memorandum on Treatment of Human Remains Under Section 106,” and 1988c “Treatment of
Human Remains and Grave Goods, Police Interpretation Memorandum 89-1.” The
Unanticipated Discovery Plan is attached.
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topographic quadrangle (U.S.G.S. 1976).
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I. INTRODUCTION

As a part of the MARSHES Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation
(EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten
Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an expansive natural wetland that
borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek.  The overall project site is
identified on New York City tax maps on three separate blocks: Block 1780, Block 1790, and
Block 1815.  The site is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island.  There are two
distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield
Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by
railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill Creek traverses the
southern end of the site, running from east to west.

As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance
with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC indicated a concern for potential archaeological
sensitivity and requested an archaeological documentary study.  Historical Perspectives, Inc.
(HPI) prepared the requested Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study to satisfy the
requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and to comply with the standards of the New York State Office
of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) and LPC.

HPI completed the documentary research and evaluation of sensitivity for the total wetland
mitigation bank - both the East Area (Block 1780 and Block 1790) and the West Area (Block
1815).   However, this protocol for archaeological fieldwork pertains only to the East Area,
which is comprised of Block 1780: Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; and, Block 1790, Lot 100.
Within these two blocks, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement,
wetland preservation, and upland enhancement.

Based on the research tasks, HPI concluded that large portions of the northern and interior
sections of Block1790 and Block 1780 clearly have been disturbed by earthmoving, as historic
maps showed this area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the modern surveys
show that these uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now wetland.  Large
portions of the two blocks have been landfilled as well.  Discrete and limited sections of the East
Area were identified as archaeologically sensitive.

The following Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP) has been prepared in order to provide a
response mechanism in the event that any undocumented human remains are uncovered in the
limited archaeological monitoring of the blocks.  The UDP is in accordance with the current
Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections in
New York State of the New York Archaeological Council (NYAC).  According to NYAC policy,
the discovery of human remains and items of cultural patrimony, as defined by Section 3001 of
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), requires special
consideration and care.

II. GOAL OF UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY PLAN
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The goal of the UDP is twofold:
 To create an understanding of both the legal procedures and sensitive handling required

of human remains should they be uncovered; and,
 To establish the action protocol that will meet professional standards for the treatment

of human remains and, at the same time, maintain the construction schedule.

EDC will undertake responsibility, in coordination with a professional archaeologist
(Archaeologist) who meets the standards of the New York Archaeological Council and the
National Park Service 36 CFR 61, for implementation of the UDP. EDC will ensure that the
cultural resources IA study conducted on the project site (Historical Perspectives, Inc., 2013) is
filed on site.

EDC will initiate implementation of the UDP by sponsoring an awareness session with the on-
site construction management personnel, including machine operators, prior to any subsurface
work in the vicinity of the identified cemetery.

III. IMPLEMENTATION OF UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY PLAN

The following notification procedures will always be adhered to if unanticipated human remains
are discovered during monitoring.

1. The Archaeologist will halt construction activities immediately in the area of the
discovery to protect the integrity of the human remains. The Archaeologist will identify
the specific location of the discovery within the disturbed area of the project site, the
nature of the discovery, and the date of the discovery on the project plans. [Any
discovery made on a weekend will be protected with fencing and tarps until all
appropriate parties are notified of the discovery.] The construction team will not restart
work in the area of the find until the Archaeologist has granted clearance.

2. The Archaeologist will promptly notify EDC.
3. The Archaeologist will promptly notify the on-call Forensic Anthropologist

and, if indicated, request an immediate on-site evaluation of the discovery.
4. Upon evaluation, the Archaeologist will immediately notify EDC regarding the

preliminary significance of the find.

If the discovery is, indeed, human remains the following sequence of action will be observed.

1) EDC will promptly notify the on-site construction manager to flag
or fence off the site and protect the site from damage and
disturbance. At all times human remains must be treated with the
utmost dignity and respect.

2) EDC will direct the Archaeologist to begin a more detailed
assessment of the human remains and the potential effect of
construction.

3) If indicated as appropriate, the SHPO will be notified by EDC
and/or the Archaeologist.
Contact, SHPO: Philip Perazio, Archaeologist
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NYS OPRHP, Field Services Bureau
Telephone: 518.237.8643
Address: P. O. Box 189, Waterford, NY 12188-0189

Delaware Ave., Cohoes, NY 12047 (for FedEx)
E-mail: philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov

4) EDC will notify Amanda Sutphin, Archaeologist with the New
York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). If
potentially human remains are discovered, it is assumed the
interested government agencies will act immediately to do what is
necessary to avoid impacts to the progress of construction work.

Contact, LPC: Amanda Sutphin, City Archaeologist
Telephone: 212-669-7823
Address: One Centre Street, 9th Floor North, New

York, NY 10007
E-mail: asutphin@lpc.nyc.gov

5) Once human remains have been identified, EDC will immediately
notify both the New York City Police Department (NYPD) and the
New York City Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) of
the find and cooperate with the OCME to notify, as required, the
appropriate city law enforcement agency(s). Any discovery made
on a weekend will be protected until all appropriate parties are
notified of the discovery. If human remains are discovered, it is
assumed the interested government agencies will act immediately
to do what is necessary to avoid impacts to the progress of
construction work.
Contact, NYPD: Dep. Inspector John Denesopolis
Telephone: 718.876.8500
Address: 78 Richmond Terrace, St. George, SI

NY, NY 10301

Contact, OCME: Charles S. Hirsch, M.D.
Telephone: 212.447.7571
Address: NYC Office of the Chief Medical

Examiner, 520 First Avenue
New York, NY 10016

6) If the find is determined by the Archaeologist to be isolated or
completely disturbed by prior, undocumented construction and/or
demolition activities, then EDC will consult with the SHPO, and
other parties, and will request approval to resume construction,
subject to any further mitigation that may be required by state
and/or federal law.

7) If , however, it is determined that intact interments are present and
may be disturbed by continuing construction, then EDC will
consult with the next of kin (if known), the SHPO, and other
parties regarding additional measures to avoid or mitigate further
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damage. These measures may include:
i) Formal archaeological evaluation of the site;
ii) Visits to the site by the SHPO, and other parties, e.g. LPC;
iii) Preparation of a mitigation plan by EDC, including

procedures for removal and re-interment, for approval by
the SHPO;

iv) Implementation of the mitigation plan; and,
v) Approval to resume construction following completion of

the field work component of the mitigation plan.

8) Permit procedures for the removal and re-interment of any
recovered human remains must be in compliance with NYC
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOH) law.  Such law
requires a funeral director to procure a disinterment permit before
any human remains may be removed from the ground.  Further, the
law requires one permit per individual and only funeral directors
may transport human remains in NYC.  Once it has been
determined that additional human remains have been recovered at
the Wetland Mitigation Bank site, the DOH will be notified and
HPI will arrange removal with a certified funeral director.

Contact, DOH: Steven Schwartz, Registrar
Telephone/ Email: (212) 788-4571; sschwart@health.nyc.gov
Address: 125 Worth Street, NY, NY 10013
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FIGURE 1: West Area monitoring limits 
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FIGURE 2: East Area monitoring limits 
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Emissions Summary 
Tons

NOx PM2.5

Haul Truck
Emissions 1.57 0.09

Off-Road 
Equipment 
Emissions

11.96 0.77

Fugitive 
Dust 
Emissions

7.24

Total 
Emissions 13.53 8.10



Fugitive Dust
From AP-42, Section 13.2.3 Heavy Construction Operations:
For construction activity operations:

TSP emissions= 1.2 tons/acre/month of activity
PM10 fraction- 0.5

PM10 Emission Factor 0.6  tons/acre/month

Project  Site 34.5
Uncontrolled PM10 tons/month 20.7
Controlled PM10 tons/month 10.3 7 months construction
Controlled PM2.5 1.0

Total PM10 72.387
Total PM2.5 7.2387



Nonroad Output
MOVESRunID countyID sectorID yearID monthID dayID fuelTypeID pollutantID processID description hpID hpBin emissionRate emissionRateUnits

1 36085 2 2014 1 5 2 3 1 Graders 300 175 < hp <= 3 2.152926236 g/hp-hr per day
1 36085 2 2014 1 5 2 110 1 Graders 300 175 < hp <= 3 0.137732486 g/hp-hr per day



Nonroad Emissions

Number Horsepower
Total 
Operating 
Hours*

NOx 
Emission 
factor 
(grams/H
P-hour)

PM2.5 
Emission 
Factor  
(grams/HP-
hour)

Nox grams PM2.5 Grams

Excavator 2 680 2240 2.56 0.15 3904177.41 221733.89
Dozer 4 254 4480 2.18 0.14 2485254.30 158408.88
Loader 1 276 1120 4.48 0.42 1386340.22 129526.32

Off-Road 
Dump Truck 2 489 2240 1.95 0.12 2141015.50 133611.85

Grader 2 193 2240 2.15 0.14 930753.07 59544.51

total grams 10847540.51 702825.45

total tons 11.96 0.77
907185.00



Onroad Output
MOVESScenarioID MOVESRunyearID monthID dayID hourID linkID pollutantID processID sourceTypeID regClassID SCC fuelTypeID modelYearID roadTypeID avgSpeedBinID temperature relHumidity ratePerDistance
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 3 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 10.7524
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 110 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.477574
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 110 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0866112
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 112 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.384276
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 112 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00235483
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 115 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0121298
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 115 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00792023
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 118 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0932986
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 118 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0842564
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 119 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 119 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 3 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00812843
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 116 9 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0326118
1 1 2014 1 5 9 360850407 117 10 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00603375



Onroad Emissions
MOVESRunyearID monthID dayID hourID linkID pollutantID processID sourceTypeID regClassID SCC fuelTypeID modelYearID roadTypeID avgSpeedBinID temperature relHumidity ratePerDistance

1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 3 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 10.7524 3 Nox
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 110 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.477574 110 PM2.5 exhaust
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 110 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0866112 112 elemental carbon
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 112 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.384276 115 sulfate particulate
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 112 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00235483 118 composite nonecpm
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 115 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0121298 119 H20
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 115 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00792023 116 pm2.5 brakewear
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 118 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0932986 117 pm2.5 tirewear
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 118 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0842564
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 119 1 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 119 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 3 15 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00812843
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 116 9 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.0326118
1 2014 1 5 9 3.61E+08 117 10 0 0 0 0 4 7 25 69.9 0.00603375

EF Grams Tons
Total NOx 10.76 1423617.91 1.57
Total PM2.5 0.60 79754.5082 0.09



Truck Trip Estimation
66,164

truck size 15
total trips 4410.933

Construction months 7
Construction days 140

Ave. Trips per day 31.50667
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June 10, 2013 

Ms. Gina Santucci 
Director of Environmental Review 
NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission 
1 Centre Street, 9th Floor 
New York, NY 10007 

Re:  The Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability 
(MARSHES) Initiative, Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten 
Island 

Dear Ms. Santucci 

Louis Berger & Assoc. P.C. (Louis Berger) has been retained by the New York City Economic 
Development Corporation (NYCEDC) to design and prepare permit applications for the Saw 
Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank project.  The General Project Area encompasses the 
following 19 parcels within Richmond County: 

Block Lot 
1780 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, 300 
1790 100 
1815 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325 and 375 

The proposed project covers a portion of Staten Island Community District 2 and almost entirely 
consists of undeveloped tidal marsh and upland areas with some areas of fill and development 
from adjoining parcels. The General Project Area encompasses approximately 87.8 acres and is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section (38.8 acres) and an 
eastern section (49 acres). 

The NYCEDC is considering using the General Project Area as a pilot project for a larger overall 
effort to protect and enhance the City’s coastal resources while fostering sustainable waterfront 
development. This pilot study will serve as a means to facilitate both the long term improvement 
and protection of critical coastal resources, and provide a predictable and efficient process to 
serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants. The pilot study will aim to restore and maintain 
targeted tidal hydrology, provide the correct topography to support the desired tidal marsh 
vegetation and features, and develop native vegetation and habitat at the General Project Area. 
The final goal for the restoration of the General Project Area is to maximize the wetlands 
functions and services, particularly for wildlife habitat and water quality improvement. 

When the proposed project is implemented, the NYCEDC will be required to perform an 
environmental review of the proposed project’s potential to affect historic resources for 
compliance with the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR).  In order to provide the 
NYCEDC with the relevant historic resource information for the proposed project, Louis Berger 
seeks the New York City Landmark Preservation Commission’s review of proposed project’s 
lots to: 1.) identify specific lots that require archaeological documentary studies to ascertain if 



such lots possess the potential to contain archaeological resources within the General Project 
Area and; 2.) identify historic architectural resources within the General Project Area plus a 400 
foot radius from the boundaries of the General project Area (see Figure 2).  A selection of 
photographs of the lots comprising the General Project Area is enclosed for your review. 

We look forward to your timely review of this project and thank you in advance for your 
assistance.  If you have any questions regarding this request, please do not hesitate to contact 
myself at (212) 612-7970 or via email at zdavis@louisberger.com.  

Sincerely, 

THE LOUIS BERGER GROUP, INC. 

Zachary J. Davis, RPA 
Principal Archaeologist 

Cc: Peg McBrien (Louis Berger) 
Ed Samanns (Louis Berger) 
Katie Axt (NYCEDC) 
Marit Larson (NYCDPR) 

 CKB1176 (file) 
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Photograph 1 – View of Saw Mill Creek looking west.  Saw Mill Creek is the southern boundary of the 
western section of the General Project Area. 

Photograph 2 – View of the western section of General Project Area looking southeast. 
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Photograph 3 – View of western section of the General Project Area looking south. 

Photograph 4 – View of eastern section of the General Project Area looking south. 
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Photograph 5 – View of the eastern section of the General Project Area looking south. 

Photograph 6 – View of the Conrail rail road and nonindigenous fill, looking north.  The rail road is 
oriented north to south along the western General Project Area boundary. 
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Photograph 7 – Representative view of the Williams-Transco valve station access road and 
nonindigenous fill, looking west.  The access road is oriented east to west along the northern General 

Project Area boundary. 

Photograph 8 – Representative view of fill berm in the western section of the General Project Area. 
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Photograph 9 – Alternate view of fill berm in the western section of the General Project Area. 

Photograph 10 – Representative view of large nonindigenous fill area in the western section of the 
General Project Area. 
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Photograph 11 – Alternate view of large nonindigenous fill area in the western section of the General 
Project Area. 

 

Photograph 12 – Representative view of nonindigenous fill area in the western section of the General 
Project Area, adjacent to the Saw Mill Creek bridge. 
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Photograph 13 – Representative view of nonindigenous fill area in the eastern section of the General 
Project Area, adjacent to the eastern General Project Area boundary. 

 

Photograph 14 – Representative view of nonindigenous fill area in the eastern section of the General 
Project Area, along the northern General Project Area boundary. 
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Photograph 15 – Representative view of nonindigenous fill area in the southwestern portion of the 
eastern section of the General Project Area. 

 

Photograph 16 – Representative view of nonindigenous fill area in the eastern section of the General 
Project Area, adjacent to the Saw Mill Creek bridge.  Note widespread dumping in this area. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 

 
Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / LA-CEQR-R 

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 6/20/2013 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
  
 
Properties with Archaeological significance: 
1) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800001 

2) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800069 

3) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800210 

4) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800275 

5) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800260 

6) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800300 

7) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150075 

8) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150085 

9) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150125 

10) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150135 

11) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150150 

12) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150204 

13) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150220 

14) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150235 

15) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150251 

16) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150300 

17) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150325 

18) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150375 

19) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017900100 

  

Comments: LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps 

indicates that there is potential for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and 

Native American occupation and human burials on the project site.  Accordingly, the 

Commission recommends that in the event that the project will involve ground 

disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this site to 

clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if 

such review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012). 

 

Properties with no Architectural significance: 

1) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800001 

2) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800069 

3) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800210 

4) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800275 

5) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800260 

6) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800300 

7) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150075 



8) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150085

9) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150125

10) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150135

11) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150150

12) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150204

13) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150220

14) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150235

15) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150251

16) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150300

17) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150325

18) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150375

19) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017900100

[AS AMENDED] 7/17/2013 

SIGNATURE  DATE 

Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 

File Name: 28633_FSO_GS_DNP_07172013.doc 
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ARCHAEOLOGY 

Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / LA-CEQR-R 

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 11/7/2013 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 
document. 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary 

Study of Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank, Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 

275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100; Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 

204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375, Staten Island, New York," prepared by 

Historical Perspectives, Inc and dated October 2013.  The LPC concurs that 

archaeological fieldwork is needed.  Please submit two bound copies and a pdf of the 

report and submit a scope of work for the archaeological fieldwork before it begins.   

cc: NYSHPO 

11/15/2013 

SIGNATURE  DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_11152013.doc 
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ARCHAEOLOGY 

Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / 14DME008R 
Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 

Date received: 2/7/2014 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 

document. 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Protocol: Proposed Archaeological Testing, 

Phase 1B," and the, "Unanticipated Discovery Plan: Human Remains," which were 

both prepared by Historical Perspectives for the above referenced project.  The LPC 

concurs with the recommendations. Please notify the LPC when this work begins. 

Cc:NYSHPO 

2/10/2014 

SIGNATURE  DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_02102014.doc 
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NYCEDC MARSHES 
Staten Island, NY 
February 19, 2014 

Page 1 
 

 

February 19, 2014 
 
Mr. Phillip Perazio 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst – Archaeology Unit 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
 
Re:  CORPS PERMIT 

Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank - The Mitigation and Restoration 
Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability (MARSHES) Initiative 
Borough of Staten Island, Richmond County 
14PR00045 / NAN-2013-00259-EHA 

 
Dear Mr. Perazio, 
 
Louis Berger & Assoc. P.C. (Louis Berger) has been retained by the New York City Economic 
Development Corporation (NYCEDC) to design and prepare permit applications for the Saw 
Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank project.  The project requires multiple permits and 
approvals from New York City, New York State and federal agencies, including a Section 404 & 
10 Permit issued by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Your office was informed of 
the project’s USACE permit requirement and has conducted an initial review of the project for 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  As a result of your 
review of the project, the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
has requested that a Phase I archaeological survey be completed to determine the presence or 
absence of archaeological resources within the project area.  This letter provides a brief 
description of the project, summarizes prior correspondence with the New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission (LPC) and submits the project’s Archaeological Documentary Study 
and supporting documentation for your review and concurrence.  
 
The proposed project will be established within a 68.45-acre site that is bisected by Chelsea 
Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  The 14.60-acre 
western section is bounded by railroad tracks to the west, 
open land to the north, Chelsea Road and privately-owned 
parcels to the east and by open land and Saw Mill Creek to 
the south.  The 53.85-acre eastern section is bounded by 
Chelsea Road and privately-owned parcels to the west, 
Edward Curry Avenue and associated right-of-way to the north, tidal marsh followed by Route 
440 to the east, and Chelsea Road and an off-ramp from Route 440 to the south.  The project 
originally was designed to encompass a much larger area totaling approximately 91 acres, but the 
size of the project has since been scaled back to reflect the current 68.45 acres.  The project area 

Lots in the Project Area 
Block Lot 
1780 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, 300 
1790 100 
1815 74, 251, 300, 325 

 



NYCEDC MARSHES 
Staten Island, NY 
February 19, 2014 

Page 2 
 

 

was reduced by 22.55 acres by removing parcels on the western side of the project area, west of 
Chelsea Road. 

The proposed project is located within Richmond County and requires compliance with the City 
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) act.  On June 10, 2013, Louis Berger on behalf of 
NYCEDC submitted a project description to LPC and requested their initial environmental 
review of the project’s potential to affect historic properties.  LPC issued their review of the 
project on July 1, 2013 and indicated that “archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps 
indicates that there is potential for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and Native 
American occupation and human burials on the project site.” LPC requested that an 
archaeological documentary study be completed for all areas of projected ground disturbance, 
which would include all lots within the project area.  LPC also indicated that the project area 
possessed no architectural significance. 
 
Following the LPC issuance of their review letter, NYCEDC requested that Historical 
Perspectives, Inc. (under a separate contract for the project to LiRo) complete the archaeological 
documentary study for the proposed project.  Their archaeological documentary study was 
completed in October 2013 and submitted to LPC for their review and concurrence.  The 
archaeological documentary study identified multiple locations of archaeological potential within 
the project area and recommended that archaeological field testing be conducted to ascertain the 
presence or absence of archaeological resource within the MARSHES project area.  Specifically, 
portions of the eastern side of the project area including parts of Block 1790, Lot 100 and Block 
1780, Lots 1 and 69 possess the potential contain prehistoric and/or historic period archaeology. 
LPC concurred with the recommendations of the documentary study (November 11, 2013) and 
requested that a scope of work be developed for the archaeological fieldwork. 
 
A scope of work for the archaeological fieldwork has been developed and submitted to LPC (on 
February 7, 2014) for their review and concurrence.  The archaeological fieldwork protocol will 
rely on archaeological monitors to be present during construction of the project to ensure that 
any potential archaeological resources that may be present in the project area are appropriately 
treated.  LPC has reviewed and accepted the archaeological monitoring protocol on February 10, 
2014. 
 
We are providing for your office’s review the following material: 
 

- NYC LPC Environmental Review Letter of the project description dated July 1, 2013. 
- Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study, Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank, 

Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100; Block 1815, Lots 
74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375, Staten Island, 
Richmond County, New York. Prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc. October 2013 

- NYC LPC Environmental Review Letter of the Phase IA study, dated November 15, 
2013. 

- Archaeological monitoring protocol, Prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc. January 
2014. 
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- NYC LPC Environmental Review Letter of the archaeological monitoring protocol, dated 
February 10, 2014. 

 
We look forward to your review and concurrence of this provided information and thank you in 
advance for your assistance.  If you have any questions regarding this request, please do not 
hesitate to contact myself at (212) 612-7970 or via email at zdavis@louisberger.com.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
THE LOUIS BERGER GROUP, INC. 

 
Zachary J. Davis, RPA 
Principal Archaeologist 
 
Cc: Peg McBrien (Louis Berger) w/o enclosures 
 Katie Axt (NYCEDC) w/o enclosures 
 Marit Larson (NYCDPR) w/o enclosures 
 Naomi Handell (USACE) w/o enclosures 
 CKB1176 (file) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Final Sign-Off (Multiple Sites) 

Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / LA-CEQR-R
Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK
Date received: 6/20/2013

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action.

Properties with Archaeological significance: 
1) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800001

2) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800069

3) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800210

4) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800275

5) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800260

6) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800300

7) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150075

8) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150085

9) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150125

10) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150135

11) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150150

12) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150204

13) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150220

14) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150235

15) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150251

16) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150300

17) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150325

18) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150375

Comments: LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps

indicates that there is potential for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and 

Native American occupation and human burials on the project site.  Accordingly, the 

Commission recommends that in the event that the project will involve ground 

disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this site to 

clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if 

such review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012). 

Properties with no Architectural significance: 

1) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800001

2) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800069

3) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800210

4) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800275

5) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5017800260

6) ADDRESS: GULF AVENUE, BBL: 5017800300



 

7) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150075 

8) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150085 

9) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150125 

10) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150135 

11) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD ROAD, BBL: 5018150150 

12) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150204 

13) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150220 

14) ADDRESS: BLOOMFIELD AVENUE, BBL: 5018150235 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
As a part of the Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability (MARSHES) 
Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek 
Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an 
expansive natural wetland that borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek (Figure 1).  The overall 
project site is identified on New York City tax maps as Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, 
Lot 100; and Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 (Figure 2).  The 
parcels are owned by the City of New York and managed by either the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, 
NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or EDC, on behalf of the Department of Small Business Services.  The site 
is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island, and has frontages along both sides of Chelsea 
Road/Bloomfield Road south of Edward Curry Road and River Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore 
Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill 
Creek traverses the southern end of the site, running from east to west.   
 
There are two distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield Road 
(for this report Chelsea Road is used for consistency although both street names often are used interchangeably).  
The East Area, comprising portions of Blocks 1780 and 1790, totals ca. 54 acres (Figure 3a).  The West Area, 
comprising portions of Block 1815, totals ca. 37 acres (Figure 3b).  The combined project site measures ca. 91 acres.  
Within the project site, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland preservation, and 
upland enhancement.  Figure 4 illustrates the locations within the overall project site where each of these actions is 
proposed. 
 
As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC 
indicated that  
 

LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps indicates that there is potential 
for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and Native American occupation and human burials 
on the project site.  Accordingly, the Commission recommends that in the event that the project 
will involve ground disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this 
site to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if such 
review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012) (Santucci 2013).   

 
It is possible that this project will also require review by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) due to state and federal agency involvement. 
 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is the area that could be affected by project impacts.  Since project plans have 
not been finalized as of this writing, the APE for the proposed project includes the entire project site.  The 
assessment of the entire project site rather than a smaller subset of the property allows flexibility if project plans 
change in the future and different areas are slated for project impacts than at this time. 
 
This Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared to satisfy the requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and 
to comply with the standards of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP) and LPC (New York Archaeological Council 1994; NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Where guidelines for the archaeological evaluation and report format of the LPC and the NYSOPRHP varied, those 
of the LPC, which specifically address New York City conditions and resources, took precedent.   
 
As no records for the project site lots are on file with the Department of Buildings, assessing disturbance to the 
project site relied on comparing historic maps with modern maps and aerial photographs, on soil boring data, and to 
a lesser degree, on conditions observed during the site inspection, as there is very substantial ground cover 
throughout the project site.   
 
HPI concludes that large portions of the northern and interior sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed 
from earthmoving, as historic maps showed this area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the 
modern survey map (Figure 3b) shows that these uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now 
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wetland.  Large portions of Block 1815 have been landfilled as well.  The northern and interior portions of Block 
1780 also appear to be disturbed, as the modern survey map (Figure 3a) shows areas of uplands within the marshes 
where historic maps did not.   
 
The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have been recorded.  
These include the Bloomfield site (which has no defined boundaries but should be considered to have encompassed 
the entire historic Bloomfield area including the project site), the Chelsea Burying Ground, potentially located 
within the project site near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, and the Bloomfield Road site, located 
immediately across Chelsea Road from Block 1790.  In its original state, the project site contained a number of 
raised upland areas, as well as lower-lying areas bordering the marshland, and marshland associated with Saw Mill 
Creek.  During the Paleo-Indian through Early-Middle Archaic periods, these marshlands may have been dry land.  
All of these factors suggest that in its natural state, the project site had a high precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
In his sensitivity assessment for Staten Island, Boesch (1994a) assigns a high precontact sensitivity to the wetlands 
area between Fresh Kills and Old Place Creek, both the upland areas and the wetlands (including those areas capped 
by fill at the time of his assessment).  The project site falls within this large area.  It should be noted, however, that 
the preservation of archaeological sites under marshland is dependent on the degree of marine transgression 
associated with rising sea levels and later tidal and current effects.  In his companion study of archaeological 
sensitivity for the Bronx, Boesch (1994b) offers that peat deposits (which formed in marshy areas) acted as a 
preservation agent, and soils beneath peat layers should date to the period prior to development of the marshes.  In 
areas where this peat deposit is absent, Boesch claims marine transgression would have destroyed former occupation 
surfaces.  Boesch further asserts that the peat layer itself may have scientific value.  These deposits may contain data 
concerning climatological conditions, plant communities, and fauna from the period.   
 
The soil boring data presented in Appendix A, as well as information provided by Tavis Lloyd, the director of the 
borings program at LBG, confirm that there is not a distinct peat layer within the marshland soils on the project site.  
LBG observed more general marshland type soils, often described as black organic clayey silt with organic matter 
that would be consistent with a more recent “meadow mat” (Lloyd, personal communication 10/17/13).  In the 
absence of a clear peat layer that could preserve earlier soil horizons, if they exist, HPI concludes that the 
marshlands on the project site do not contain precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
Nearly all the precontact sites in the vicinity have been recorded on top of elevated hummocks, generally around the 
10-foot contour line (e.g. Skinner 1909; Staten Island Advance 1934, 1935; Merwin 2007).  The upland areas within 
the project site generally were within elevations measuring 5-10 feet above sea level, and so in their natural state 
would have a high precontact period archaeological sensitivity.  That said, a large portion of those upland areas at 
the northern end of Block 1815 appears to have been graded by several feet, and much of the area is now mapped as 
wetlands, reducing archaeological sensitivity in this part of the project site.  Those uplands within the project site 
that HPI concludes still retain precontact archaeological sensitivity are located on portions of Block 1780 and 1790, 
as well as portions of Lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 300, and 375 of Block 1815.  Figures 14a-14b illustrate those upland 
areas that HPI concludes contain precontact period archaeological sensitivity.   
 
Several locations within the project site uplands contained historic period structures associated with local 
Bloomfield residents.  The map documented structures are listed in the table, below, and the areas of historic period 
archaeological sensitivity are shown on Figures 14a-14b. 
 
Map Documented Structures within the Project Site 

MDS # Block and Lot Structure and Owner/Occupant Disturbance level 

1 Boundary of Block 1780, Lot 
1 and Block 1790, Lot 100 

School building, pre-1857 to ca. 
1890 

Some dumping and mounding 
disturbance is visible in the area 

2 Block 1780, unknown lot Former Merrell mill abutting the 
east side of Chelsea Road (18th 
century- ca. 1850) 

Unclear; specific location is 
unknown, may be off project site or 
under Chelsea Road 

3 Block 1780, Lot 69 Decker structure, pre-1857 to ca. 
1917 

Dumping and probable 
earthmoving disturbance visible 
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MDS # Block and Lot Structure and Owner/Occupant Disturbance level 

4 Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, 325 Vroom/Merrell structures, pre- 
1850 to ca.1917 

Area has been graded and is now 
mapped as wetlands, former 
structure locations likely heavily 
disturbed 

5 Block 1815, Lot 204 Thomas Merrell structure, pre-
1850 to ca.1859 

Area is heavily overgrown, 
disturbance unknown but maps 
show little change in elevation over 
time 

 
The former structures on the project site predated the introduction of municipal water and sewer service to this area 
by at least 35 years (and probably much longer), leaving the residents to rely on private wells, cisterns, privies, and 
cesspools for their needs.  Piped water was not introduced on Staten Island until the 1880s and sewers in the 1890s 
(Leng and Delevan 1924:26-29).  Privies, wells, and cisterns, which are often filled with contemporary refuse related to 
the dwellings and their occupants, can provide important stratified cultural deposits for the archaeologist and frequently 
provide the best remains recovered on sites.  Frequently, wells or cisterns would be located in reasonably close proximity 
to a residence, for use in washing or cooking (additional wells and/or cisterns might be located further away from a 
residence for other uses, such as watering livestock).  Privies often were situated further away from the residence, for 
sanitary purposes.  Portions of these shaft features are often encountered because their deeper and therefore earlier layers 
remain undisturbed by subsequent construction, and in fact, construction often preserves the lower sections of the 
features by sealing them beneath structures and fill layers.  Wells would have been excavated as far as the water table, 
and cisterns and privies often were dug up to 10-15 feet below grade.  Thus, these shaft features often survive in 
truncated form after grading episodes.  Other commonly occurring but more fragile backyard remains include fence 
lines, paths, traces of landscaping and sheet midden scatter.  It is possible that other subsurface features, such as sheet 
middens or former outbuilding foundations, could be preserved as well if disturbance is not extensive.   
 
Identifying and examining buried features associated with the nineteenth century occupation of the project site may 
reflect the daily activities of the residents and provide insight into cultural behavior of this very homogenous 
population.  If undisturbed deposits of cultural material do still exist in this location, they may have the potential to 
provide meaningful information regarding the lives of the people who lived there.  When recovered from their 
original context and in association with a specific historical occupation, historical deposits can provide a wealth of 
information about consumption patterns, consumer choice, gender relations, ethnicity, economic status, and other 
important issues. 
 
HPI concludes that three of the five former locations of the Vroom/Merrell structures on Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, and 
325 do not retain historic period archaeological sensitivity due to the obvious disturbance to the area from grading.  
These former upland areas are now wetlands, and the raised topography that allowed the structures to be built has 
been all but eliminated.  Two of the Vroom/Merrell former structures locations are not within wetlands, and HPI 
concludes that truncated shaft features could still survive in these locations.  The remainder of the Map Documented 
Structures, including the school building near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, the Decker structure on Block 
1780, Lot 69, and the Merrell structure on Block 1815, Lot 204, are in areas where disturbance would not 
necessarily preclude recovery of archaeological resources.  The former Merrell mill location cannot be positively 
located but likely was not within the project site boundaries. 
 
Based on the conclusions outlined above, HPI recommends further consideration for potential below grade 
archaeological resources from both the precontact and historic periods.  Due to the range of conditions across the 
project site, HPI recommends that a phased approach be undertaken.   
 
Figures 14a and 14b illustrate areas of archaeological sensitivity within upland areas of the project site.  These areas 
include locations of precontact sensitivity, historic period sensitivity, and a combination of precontact and historic 
period sensitivity.  Within these areas, HPI recommends that a program of Phase IB archaeological testing be 
undertaken if project plans will impact these locations.  Not all locations marked as archaeologically sensitive may 
be impacted by project plans.  However, those archaeologically sensitive areas where there will be ground 
disturbance should be subjected to archaeological testing.  This testing might involve a combination of shovel 
testing, backhoe trenching, or other field methods as determined by archaeologists in consultation with regulatory 
agencies.  The testing should be undertaken in coordination with construction planning, but ideally be completed 
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prior to construction.  All archaeological testing should be conducted according to OSHA regulations and applicable 
archaeological standards (New York Archaeological Council 1994, NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Professional archaeologists, with an understanding of and experience in urban archaeological excavation techniques, 
would be required to be part of the archaeological team. 
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1. Project site on Arthur Kill, NY-NJ 7.5 Minute Quadrangle (U.S.G.S. 1976). 
 
2. Project site showing blocks and lots (HPI and OASIS 2013). 
 
3a. Eastern portion of project site and photograph locations on Existing Conditions East survey (HPI and EDC 

2013).  
 
3b. Western portion of project site and photograph locations on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and 

EDC 2013). 
 
4. Proposed site plan (EDC 2013). 
 
5. Project site on New York City Reconnaissance Soil Survey (U.S.D.A. 2006). 
 
6. Project site on Map of Staten Island or Richmond County (Butler 1853). 
 
7. Project site on Northwest Part of Staten Island and Bergen Point (Whiting and Dorr 1857). 
 
8. Project site on Map of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York (Walling 1859). 
 
9. Project site on Atlas of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York (Beers 1874). 
 
10. Project site on Staten Island, New York 15 Minute Quadrangle (U.S.G.S. 1890). 
 
11. Project site on Atlas of the Borough of Richmond, City of New York (Robinson 1907). 
 
12a. Eastern portion of project site on Borough of Richmond, Topographical Survey (Topographical Bureau 

1911). 
 
12b. Western portion of project site on Borough of Richmond, Topographical Survey (Topographical Bureau 

1911). 
 
13. Project site on Atlas of the City of New York, Borough of Richmond, Staten Island (Bromley 1917). 
 
14a. Eastern portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity on Existing Conditions East survey (HPI 

and EDC 2013). 
 
14b. Western portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI 

and EDC 2013). 
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PHOTOGRAPHS 

(see Figures 3a-3b for locations) 

 
1. Block 1780 showing winding channel of Saw Mill Creek with project site marshlands on Lots 260 and 275 

in background.  View looking northeast from Chelsea Road. 
 
2. Block 1780, Lot 1 showing upland area east of Chelsea Road and south of Saw Mill Creek.  Area is 

covered with gravel and weeds and has experienced considerable dumping.  View looking east from near 
Chelsea Road. 

 
3. Photograph 3: Block 1780, Lot 69 near location of former Decker house.  View looking northeast from 

Chelsea Road. 
 
4. Block 1780, Lot 69 showing upland area on south side of Edward Curry Avenue.  View looking south. 
 
5. Block 1780, Lot 69 showing interior upland area marked by tall trees in background.  View looking south 

from Edward Curry Avenue.   
 
6. Block 1780, Lot 1 showing example of marshlands.  View looking east with Route 440 in far background. 
 
7. Block 1790, Lot 100 on left with Chelsea Road in foreground showing upland area.  View looking south. 
 
8. Block 1790, Lot 100 showing upland area in vicinity of former school building.  View looking southeast 

from Chelsea Road. 
 
9. Block 1790, Lot 100 showing marshland.  Off ramp to Route 440 is in far background.  View looking 

southeast from Chelsea Road. 
 
10. Block 1815, Lot 235 (marshland) and Lot 204 (upland with trees).  Saw Mill Creek is on left.  View 

looking northwest from Chelsea Road. 
 
11. Block 1815, Lots 150 and 375 showing paved upland area.  View looking west from Chelsea Road. 
 
12. Block 1815, Lot 85 showing upland area.  View looking south from River Road. 
 
13. Block 1815, Lot 300 showing landfilled and paved upland used to store cars.  View looking north. 
 
14. Block 1815, Lot 300 showing marshlands.  Overhead wires on left mark railroad tracks and edge of project 

site.  View looking northwest. 
 
15. Block 1815, Lot 251 (foreground) and Lot 235 (background) showing marshlands.  View looking south. 
 
 



 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 
As a part of the Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability (MARSHES) 
Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek 
Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an 
expansive natural wetland that borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek (Figure 1).  The overall 
project site is identified on New York City tax maps as Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, 
Lot 100; and Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 (Figure 2).  The 
parcels are owned by the City of New York and managed by either the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, 
NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or EDC, on behalf of the Department of Small Business Services.  The site 
is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island, and has frontages along both sides of Chelsea 
Road/Bloomfield Road south of Edward Curry Road and River Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore 
Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill 
Creek traverses the southern end of the site, running from east to west.   
 
There are two distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield Road 
(for this report Chelsea Road is used for consistency although both street names often are used interchangeably).  
The East Area, comprising portions of Blocks 1780 and 1790, totals ca. 54 acres (Figure 3a).  The West Area, 
comprising portions of Block 1815, totals ca. 37 acres (Figure 3b).  The combined project site measures ca. 91 acres.  
Within the project site, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland preservation, and 
upland enhancement.  Figure 4 illustrates the locations within the overall project site where each of these actions is 
proposed. 
 
As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC 
indicated that  
 

LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps indicates that there is potential 
for the recovery of remains from 19th Century and Native American occupation and human burials 
on the project site.  Accordingly, the Commission recommends that in the event that the project 
will involve ground disturbance that an archaeological documentary study be performed for this 
site to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if such 
review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2012) (Santucci 2013).   

 
It is possible that this project will also require review by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) due to state and federal agency involvement. 
 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is the area that could be affected by project impacts.  Since project plans have 
not been finalized as of this writing, the APE for the proposed project includes the entire project site.  The 
assessment of the entire project site rather than a smaller subset of the property allows flexibility if project plans 
change in the future and different areas are slated for project impacts than at this time. 
 
This Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared to satisfy the requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and 
to comply with the standards of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP) and LPC (New York Archaeological Council 1994; NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Where guidelines for the archaeological evaluation and report format of the LPC and the NYSOPRHP varied, those 
of the LPC, which specifically address New York City conditions and resources, took precedent.  The HPI project 
team consisted of Julie Abell Horn, M.A., R.P.A., who conducted the site visit, the research, and wrote the report; 
and Cece Saunders, M.A., R.P.A., who managed the project and provided editorial and interpretive assistance. 
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II. METHODOLOGY 

 
The present study entailed review of various resources.   
 

 Historic maps were reviewed at the New York Public Library, the Staten Island Historical Society, the 
Staten Island Topographical Bureau, and using various online websites.  These maps provided an overview 
of the topography and a chronology of land usage for the study site.   

 Selected records at the Richmond County Clerk’s Land Records Office were reviewed to establish 
ownership of the property, concentrating on upland portions of the project site where historic structures 
were located and where ownership data would have a direct bearing on potential historic period 
archaeological resources.  Due to the fact that most of the project site was held by a few interrelated 
families over time and conveyance records are incomplete, a full title search was not undertaken. 

 Several types of archival records normally consulted for an Archaeological Documentary Study, including 
tax assessment records, city directories, and New York City Department of Buildings records, either had 
very spotty or non-existing coverage for the project site and so were not helpful for this project. 

 Several primary and secondary sources concerning the general precontact period and history of Staten 
Island and specific events associated with the project site were reviewed at the New York Public Library, 
the Staten Island Historical Society, and using online resources. 

 Information about previously recorded archaeological sites and surveys in the area was compiled from data 
available at the NYSOPRHP and the LPC.   

 The EDC provided survey maps and hazardous materials soil testing data for the property. 
 The Louis Berger Group (LBG) provided soil boring data as presented in Appendix A.  Tavis Lloyd of 

LBG, who directed the soil boring program, provided additional insights into the soil boring data. 
 Last, a site visit was conducted by Julie Abell Horn of HPI on September 13, 2013 to assess any obvious or 

unrecorded subsurface disturbance (Photographs 1-15; Figures 3a-3b).   
 
III. CURRENT CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
A. Current Conditions 

 
The project site consists of both upland and marshland on portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815.  The present 
boundaries between the uplands and marshlands have been flagged and are shown on Figures 3a-3b.  There are no 
buildings on any of the project site lots.  For ease of identification, the property is discussed by block, below. 
 
 Block 1780 
 
The portions of Block 1780 within the project site are bounded by Edward Curry Avenue on the north, Chelsea 
Road and several outparcels on the block on the west, the West Shore Expressway on the east, and Block 1790 on 
the southeast.  Branches of Saw Mill Creek run through this block (Photograph 1).  The upland portions of the Block 
1780 project site are located along sections of Chelsea Road (Photographs 2 and 3) and Edward Curry Avenue 
(Photograph 4), and an interior section near the northeast corner of the block (Photograph 5).  The remainder of the 
Block 1780 project site is covered by marshland (Photograph 6).  Ground cover visibility within all areas of Block 
1780 was nearly zero percent due to heavy vegetation and pavement.  Two of the non-marshland areas, just south of 
Saw Mill Creek and near the southeast corner of Chelsea Road and Edward Curry Avenue, exhibited substantial 
dumping and other disturbance to the ground surface.  The other upland area, along the south side of Edward Curry 
Avenue, is covered with very heavy vegetation, making visibility of the ground surface nonexistent. 
 
 Block 1790 
 
The portion of Block 1790 within the project site is bounded by Block 1780 on the northeast, Chelsea Road on the 
north and northwest, and the West Shore Expressway on the east and southeast.  There is an unbuilt easement for 
Chelsea Road that runs through this lot, as shown on Figure 3a, and the map indicates there is a 12-inch buried water 
line running within this easement.  However, the location of the easement is not visible on the landscape.  The areas 
along both bends of Chelsea Road contain uplands, and the remainder of the lot consists of marshland (Photographs 
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7, 8, and 9).  The upland portions of the block are wooded and have a heavy understory, with some disturbance 
visible closest to the road from dumping and mounds/berms of soil. 
 
 Block 1815 
 
The portions of Block 1815 within the project site are bounded by River Road on the north, Saw Mill Creek on the 
south, Chelsea Road and several outparcels on the east, and railroad tracks on the west.  As with the rest of the 
project site, ground cover visibility within all areas of Block 1815 was nearly zero percent due to heavy vegetation 
and pavement.  Upland portions of the Block 1815 project site primarily are located along Chelsea Road, River 
Road, and some interior sections of the block (Photographs 10, 11, and 12).  Some parts of the interior of the block 
have been landfilled and contain paved gravel parking lots that are used to store new automobiles (Photograph 13).  
Marshland comprises the remainder of the Block 1815 project site area (Photographs 14 and 15). 
 
B. Topography and Hydrology 

 
The project site is generally level, with elevations ranging from sea level at Saw Mill Creek, to only a few feet above 
sea level within the marshland areas, to a maximum of only about 10 feet above sea level along the higher upland 
portions of the property (Figures 1 and 3a-3b).  Comparison of modern survey maps with historic topographical 
maps (U.S.G.S. 1890 [see Figure 10] and Topographical Bureau 1911 [see Figures 12a-12b]) shows that elevations 
have not changed markedly over time, although some areas have been landfilled and others altered through grading 
or marshland manipulation, particularly on some interior portions of Block 1815 where historic maps show uplands 
but today there are marshlands.  What is now known as Chelsea Road was a strip of firm land running through low 
lying marshland on either side.  Its elevation above the marsh made it a natural thoroughfare from the communities 
of Bloomfield to the north and Chelsea to the south.   
 
C. Geology 

 
The project site sits within the western edge of the Piedmont Lowlands. As described by Boesch (after Wolfe 1977), 
 

The Piedmont Lowlands make up about one fifth of the land area of Staten Island and consist of gently 
rolling terrain, generally between 50 and 100 feet in elevation, which gradually slopes to the southeast. The 
undulating surface is interrupted by an intrusive ridge, 200 to 250 feet in elevation, and by slightly lower, 
plateau-like topographic features. The rolling lowlands are generally underlain by Triassic and Jurassic age 
shales, siltstones, and sandstones of the Brunswick Formation of the Newark Group[,] while the ridges are 
composed of basaltic lava flows and diabase traprock. The plateau-like features developed on erosion 
resistant Lockatong Formation Argillites.  (Boesch 1994a: 3) 

 
During the precontact era the woodlands of the Piedmont Lowlands consisted of broadleaf deciduous trees, which 
provided a habitat for “game birds, small mammals, deer, bear, and during at least a portion of the precontact period, 
elk” (Boesch 1994a: 6).  Mixed wetland ecologies provided numerous floral and faunal resources, the most 
important faunal resources being the shellfish found in saltwater and brackish environments.  Freshwater faunal 
resources include “mussels, fish, certain amphibians and reptiles, migratory fowl, and semi-aquatic mammals.  
Anadromous fish species would have been present seasonally within Staten Island via streams emptying into the 
estuary system (Boesch 1994a: 5-6). 
 
D. Soils 

 
According to the soil survey for New York City, there are four soil mapping units that fall within the project site.   
 
The majority of the wetland areas fall within mapping unit 6, “Ipswich-Pawcatuck-Matunuck mucky peats, 0 to 3 
percent slopes.”  It is described as: 
 

Low lying areas of tidal marsh that are inundated by salt water twice each day at high tide, with a 
mixture of very poorly drained soils which vary in the thickness of organic materials over sand. 
(USDA 2006:14).  
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The northeast end of the project site, south of Edward Curry Avenue, falls within mapping unit 7, “Laguardia-
Ebbets-Pavement & buildings, wet substratum complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes.”  It is described as: 
 

Nearly level to gently sloping areas filled with a mixture of natural soil materials and construction 
debris over swamp, tidal marsh, or water; a mixture of anthropogenic soils which vary in coarse 
fragment content, with 15 to 49 percent of the surface covered by impervious pavement and 
buildings (USDA 2006:14). 

 
A portion of Block 1819 on the western side of Chelsea Road falls within mapping unit 101, “Pavement & 
buildings, wet substratum-Laguardia-Ebbets complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes.”  It is described as:  
 

Nearly level to gently sloping urbanized areas filled with a mixture of natural soil materials and 
construction debris over swamp, tidal marsh, or water; a mixture of anthropogenic soils which 
vary in coarse fragment content, with 50 to 80 percent of the surface covered by impervious 
pavement and buildings (USDA 2006:16).  

 
Finally, the southern tip of the project site falls within mapping unit 238, “Windsor-Windsor, loamy substratum-
Deerfield loamy sands, 0 to 8 percent slopes.”  It is described as: 
 

Nearly level to gently sloping areas of sandy outwash plains and dunes that are relatively 
undisturbed and mostly wooded; a mixture of excessively drained and moderately well drained 
sandy outwash soils; located in western Staten Island (USDA 2006:19). 

 
Figure 5 illustrates the location of the project site on the soil survey map for New York City. 
 
As part of the current project, LBG completed a series of soil borings, groundwater screenings, and sediment 
samplings across the project site; a full report of the findings is in progress.  The locations of these testing loci and 
the accompanying soil boring logs are included as Appendix A.  The purpose of these tests was to investigate areas 
of potential hazardous materials and areas of project impacts.  Those locations where soils were heavily compacted 
from filling were tested using a mechanical direct push drill, and the borings were advanced to about 15 feet below 
grade.  In the sediment samples, soils were tested using a hand auger and the borings generally were completed to 
about 2.5 feet below grade.  Groundwater screenings also used a hand auger but were excavated from ca. 2.5 to 15 
feet below grade.  None of the tests reached bedrock. 
 
The soil testing program recorded a variety of subsurface conditions across the project site.  Most upland locations 
contained at least some fill and most marshland locations contained either dark marshland clayey silts or dark 
yellowish brown coarse to fine sands.  The soil testing program confirmed that there is not a distinct peat layer 
within the marshland soils on the project site.  Rather, LBG observed more general marshland type soils, often 
described as black organic clayey silt with organic matter that would be consistent with a more recent “meadow 
mat” (Lloyd, personal communication 10/17/13).   
 
IV. BACKGROUND RESEARCH/HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

 
A. Precontact Summary 

 
For this report, the word precontact is used to describe the period prior to the use of formal written records.  In the 
western hemisphere, the precontact period also refers to the time before European exploration and settlement of the 
New World.  Archaeologists and historians gain their knowledge and understanding of precontact Native Americans 
on Staten Island from three sources: ethnographic reports, Native American artifact collections, and archaeological 
investigations.  
 
The Paleo Indian Period (c. 10,500 B.C. - c. 8000 B.C.) represents the earliest known human occupation of Staten 
Island.  Approximately 14,000 years ago the Wisconsin Glacier retreated from the area leading to the emergence of 
a cold dry tundra environment.  Sea levels were considerably lower than modern levels during this period (they did 
not reach current levels until circa 5,000 B.C., in the Early to Middle Archaic Period).  As such, Staten Island was 
situated much further inland from the Atlantic Ocean shore than today, and was characterized by higher ground 
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amid glacial lakes and rivers (Boesch 1994a).  The material remains of the Paleo Indians include lithic tools such as 
Clovis-type fluted projectile points, bifacial knives, drills, gravers burins, scrapers, flake cores, and flake tools, 
although sites generally are represented by limited small surface finds.  The highly mobile nomadic bands of this 
period specialized in hunting large game animals such as mammoth, moose-elk, bison, and caribou and gathering 
plant foods.  It has been theorized that the end of the Paleo-Indian Period arose from the failure of over-specialized, 
big-game hunting (Snow 1980:150-157).  Based on excavated Paleo-Indian sites in the Northeast, there was a 
preference for high, well-drained areas in the vicinity of streams or wetlands (Boesch 1994a).  Sites have also been 
found near lithic sources, rock shelters and lower river terraces (Ritchie 1980).  Paleo-Indian materials have been 
recovered at several sites on Staten Island including Port Mobil, the Cutting site, Smoking Point and along the beach 
in the Kreischerville area, all of which are at least several miles distant from the project site. 
 
During the ensuing Archaic Period (c. 8000 B.C. - 1000 B.C.) a major shift occurred in the subsistence and 
settlement patterns of Native Americans. Archaic period peoples still relied on hunting and gathering for 
subsistence, but the emphasis shifted from hunting large animal species, which were becoming unavailable, to 
smaller game and collecting plants in a deciduous forest. The settlement pattern of the Archaic people consisted of 
small bands that occupied larger and relatively more permanent habitations sites along the coast of Staten Island, its 
estuaries and streams and inland areas (Boesch 1994a). Typically such sites are located on high ground overlooking 
water courses.  This large period has been divided up into four smaller periods, the Early, Middle, Late and Terminal 
Archaic. 
 
The environment during the Early Archaic (c. 8000 B.C. - 6000 B.C.) displayed a trend toward a milder climate and 
the gradual emergence of a deciduous-coniferous forest with a smaller carrying capacity for the large game animals 
of the previous period (Ritchie and Funk 1971).  The large Pleistocene fauna of the previous period were gradually 
replaced by modern species such as elk, moose, bear, beaver, and deer.  New species of plant material suitable for 
human consumption also became abundant.  The increasing diversification of utilized food sources is further 
demonstrated by a more complex tool kit.  The tool kit of the Early Archaic people included bifurcated or basally 
notched projectile points generally made of high quality stone.  Tool kits were more generalized than during the 
Paleo-Indian period, showing a wider array of plant processing equipment such as grinding stones, mortars and 
pestles.  Although overall evidence of Early Archaic sites on Staten Island is sparse, it should be noted that the Old 
Place site, located approximately one and a half miles north of the project site, is recognized as one of the most 
important Early Archaic component sites in the area (Ritchie and Funk 1971; Ritchie 1980; Cantwell and Wall 
2001).  Other Early Archaic component sites on Staten Island include the Hollowell, Charleston Beach, Wards 
Point, Travis, and Richmond Hill sites, which all are located at least several miles from the project site (Ritchie and 
Funk 1971; Boesch 1994a). 
 
The archaeological record suggests that a population increase took place during the Middle Archaic Period (c. 6000 
- c. 4000 B.C.). This period is characterized by a moister and warmer climate and the emergence of an oak-hickory 
forest.  The settlement pattern during this period displays specialized sites and increasing cultural complexity.  The 
exploitation of the diverse range of animal and plant resources continued with an increasing importance of aquatic 
resources such as mollusks and fish (Snow 1980).  In addition to projectile points, the tool kits of Middle Archaic 
peoples included grinding stones, mortars, and pestles.  Such artifacts have been found throughout Staten Island, 
including the Old Place site, located just over a mile northeast of the project site and the Wards Point site on the 
southern tip of the island (Boesch 1994a). 
 
Late Archaic people (c. 4000 - c. 1000 B.C.) were specialized hunter-gatherers who exploited a variety of upland 
and lowland settings in a well-defined and scheduled seasonal round. The period reflects an increasingly expanded 
economic base, in which groups exploited the richness of the now established oak-dominant forests of the region. It 
is characterized by a series of adaptations to the newly emerged, full Holocene environments.  As the period progressed, 
the dwindling melt waters from disappearing glaciers and the reduced flow of streams and rivers promoted the formation 
of swamps and mudflats, congenial environments for migratory waterfowl, edible plants and shellfish.  The new mixed 
hardwood forests of oak, hickory, chestnut, beech and elm attracted white-tailed deer, wild turkey, moose and beaver.  
The large herbivores of the Pleistocene were rapidly becoming extinct and the Archaic Indians depended increasingly on 
smaller game and the plants of the deciduous forest.  The projectile point types attributed to this period include the 
Lamoka, Brewerton, Normanskill, Lackawaxen, Bare Island, and Poplar Island. The tool kit of these peoples also 
included milling equipment, stone axes, and adzes.  A large number of Late Archaic Period sites have been found on 
Staten Island.  These include the Pottery Farm, Bowman's Brook, Smoking Point, Goodrich, Sandy Brook, Wort 
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Farm, and Arlington Avenue sites.  All of these sites are at least several miles distant from the project site.  In 
addition, the Old Place Site contained a Late Archaic component (Boesch 1994a). 
 
During the Terminal Archaic Period (c. 1700 B.C. - c. 1000 B.C.), native peoples developed new and radically 
different broad bladed projectile points, including Susquehanna, Perkiomen and Orient Fishtail types.  The use of 
steatite or stone bowls is a hallmark of the Terminal Archaic Period.  Sites on Staten Island from the Terminal 
Archaic Period include the Old Place site, as well as the Pottery Farm, Wards Point, and Travis sites (Boesch 
1994a). 
 
The Woodland Period (c. 1000 B.C. - 1600 A.D.) is generally divided into Early, Middle and Late Woodland on the 
basis of cultural materials and settlement-subsistence patterns.  Settlement pattern information suggests that the 
broad based strategies of earlier periods continued with a possibly more extensive use of coastal resources.  The 
Early Woodland was essentially a continuation of the tool design traditions of the Late Archaic.  However, several 
important changes took place.  Clay pottery vessels gradually replaced the soapstone bowls during the Early 
Woodland Period (c. 1000 B.C. to A.D 1).  The earliest ceramic type found on Staten Island is called Vinette 1, an 
interior-exterior cordmarked, sand tempered vessel.  The Meadowood-type projectile point is a chronological 
indicator of the Early Woodland Period.   
 
Cord marked vessels became common during the Middle Woodland Period (c. A.D. 1 to c. 1000 A.D.).  Jacks Reef 
and Fox Creek-type projectile points are diagnostic of the Middle Woodland.  Another characteristic projectile point 
of the early to Middle Woodland Period is the Rossville type, named for the site at Rossville where it predominated.  It is 
believed to have originated in the Chesapeake Bay area and is found in New Jersey, southeastern New York and 
southern New England (Lenik 1989:29).  The Early and Middle Woodland periods display significant evidence for a 
change in settlement patterns toward a more sedentary lifestyle.  The discovery of large storage pits and larger sites 
in general has fueled this theory.  Some horticulture may have been utilized at this point but not to the extent that it 
was in the Late Woodland period. 
 
In the Late Woodland period (c. 1000 A.D. - 1600 A.D.), triangular projectile points such as the Levanna and Madison 
types, were common throughout the Northeast, including Staten Island (Lenik 1989:27).  Made both of local and non-
local stones, brought from as far afield as the northern Hudson and Delaware River Valleys, these artifacts bear witness 
to the broad sphere of interaction between groups of native peoples in the Northeast.  Additionally, during this period 
collared ceramic vessels, many with decorations, made their appearance.   
 
Woodland Period Native Americans in Staten Island and surrounding regions shared common attributes.  The period saw 
the advent of horticulture and with it, the appearance of large, permanent or semi-permanent villages.  Plant and 
processing tools became increasingly common, suggesting an extensive harvesting of wild plant foods.  Maize 
cultivation may have begun as early as 800 years ago.  The bow and arrow, replacing the spear and javelin, pottery 
vessels instead of soap stone ones, and pipe smoking, were all introduced at this time.  A semi-sedentary culture, the 
Woodland Indians moved seasonally between villages within palisaded enclosures and campsites, hunting deer, turkey, 
raccoon, muskrat, ducks and other game and fishing with dug-out boats, bone hooks, harpoons and nets with pebble 
sinkers.  Their shellfish refuse heaps, called "middens," sometimes reached immense proportions of as much as three 
acres (Ritchie 1980:80, 267).  Habitation sites of the Woodland Period Indians increased in size and permanence.  A 
large number of Woodland Period archaeological sites have been found on Staten Island in a variety of 
environmental settings.  A favored setting for occupation during this period was well-drained ground near stream 
drainages and coastal waterways.  The Old Place Site, which also had a Woodland component, exhibited all of these 
locational characteristics. 
 
During the early Contact period (1500 to 1700 A.D.) there was a continuation of the Late Woodland settlement 
patterns of the coastal Algonquians.  By the seventeenth century the Dutch settlers of lower New York were in 
frequent contact with the many Native Americans who lived in the vicinity.  Historic accounts describe both 
peaceful and violent interchanges between these two groups (Brasser 1978, Flick 1933).  Through at least the 1650s, 
Native Americans known as the Raritans occupied portions of Staten Island and New Jersey’s Raritan Valley 
(Ruttenber 1872).  The Raritans were but one of many native groups which as a whole were known as the Delaware 
Indians by the European settlers.  As the European population increased, and internecine warfare due to increased 
competition for trade with the Europeans intensified, the Raritans, and the Delaware in general, retreated inland 
away from the eastern coast.  By the 1800s their migration had scattered them across the Mid West and even into 
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Canada (Weslager 1972), where they have continued living to the present day.  Journal accounts by European 
explorers, settlers and travelers describe Native settlements and lifeways. However, only a few Historic Contact 
Period sites have been found on Staten Island. Sites include those at Wards Point, Old Place, Corsons Brook, Travis, 
New Springfield, and at the PS56R Site in Woodrow (Boesch 1994a; HPI 1996). 
 
B. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites and Surveys 

 
Records on file at the NYSOPRHP and the New York State Museum as well as the Boesch (1994a) Archaeological 
and Sensitivity Assessment of Staten Island, New York indicate that numerous precontact sites and one historic 
period archaeological site have been documented within one mile of the project site.  The table, below, summarizes 
archaeological sites that have been documented by the NYSM, the NYSOPRHP, and by Boesch (1994a) within a 
one mile radius of the project site (within New York; sites on the New Jersey shore that fall within one mile of the 
project site were not reviewed).  In some cases, the sites appear to have been recorded duplicate times, often 
obtaining several different site number designations.  Where the duplication was obvious, the sites and their 
attributes are combined into one listing in the table.  Of note, NYSM site locations and descriptions often are vague, 
due to the fact that many of these sites were documented based on non-professional records (such as information 
from local landowners, avocational collectors, or historic accounts); descriptions and distances of these sites from 
the project site are given based on available mapping and other data, but should not be considered definitive.   
 
Archaeological Sites within a One-Mile Radius of the Project Site 

NYSOPRHP 

Site # and Site 

Name 

NYSM Site # and 

Site Name 

Distance from 

project site 

Time Period Site Type 

 NYSM #4596 
Bloomfield 

Vague location; 
see below 

Unknown Precontact Camps 

 NYSM #4597 
Bulls Head 

Circa 0.3 mile 
east 

Unknown Precontact Burying 
Ground 

 NYSM #4598 
Long Neck Sites 

Circa 0.6 mile 
south 

Unknown Precontact Camps? 
Hamlets? 
Middens? 

 NYSM #4627 
Chelsea 2 

Abutting project 
site on south 

Unknown Precontact Camps 

 NYSM #7216 Circa 0.7 mile 
northeast 

  

 NYSM #7324 Large area 
including the 
project site 

Transitional Isolated 
point? 

 NYSM #8323 Circa 0.2 mile 
southwest 

Unknown Precontact Unknown 

 NYSM #8501 Circa 0.1 mile 
southwest 

Unknown Precontact Camp 

 NYSM #8502 Circa 0.2 mile 
south 

Unknown Precontact Traces of 
occupation 

 NYSM #8503 Overlapping 
west side of 
project site 

Unknown Precontact Camp 

 NYSM #8504 Large area 
including the 
north side of the 
project site 

Unknown Precontact Traces of 
occupation 
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NYSOPRHP 

Site # and Site 

Name 

NYSM Site # and 

Site Name 

Distance from 

project site 

Time Period Site Type 

08501.000135 NYSM #746, 4597; 
Chelsea Burying 
Ground 

Overlapping 
south side at 
bend of Chelsea 
Road 

Archaic?  Transitional? Burying 
Ground 

08501.002886 
Bloomfield 
Road 
Prehistoric Site 

 Adjacent to 
Block 1790 on 
the north side of 
Chelsea Road 

Woodland Disturbed 
lithic scatter 

08501.002901 
Meredith 
Avenue Historic 
Site 

 Circa 0.4 mile 
southwest 

Nineteenth century Domestic 
yard deposits 

 
A number of the archaeological sites listed in the table include or overlap the project site.  Four of these sites are 
described in further detail below. 
 
Bloomfield Site 

 
The first mention of the Bloomfield archaeological site is from the Skinner (1909) publication, which summarized 
precontact period sites on Staten Island:   
 

Bloomfield (Watchogue).  There is no special large village site in this region, but relics occur more 
or less abundantly on all of the dunes and sand-hills.  A stone plummet (?), grooved axes, 
Iroquoian pottery, pipes, arrow points, etc. have been found here.  Mr. Isaiah Merrill has a fine 
collection of objects said to have been collected about here, among which is a steatite bead.  An 
inscribed clay bead, with incised figures, is also said to have been found here.  This site is peculiar 
on account of the scarcity of shell pits and similar remains.  Relics occur almost entirely as surface 
finds.  Celts have been found.  A fine perforated brass arrow point was found by the writer some 
years ago at a spot where Iroquoian pottery was frequent.  Objects which seem to be gun flints, but 
are chipped from native yellow jasper, etc. were in the collection of Mr. Merrill.  These seemed to 
the writer to be authentic, and it is possible that the Indians did manufacture these useful objects 
rather than buy the English flints from the Whites.  The stone bead in Mr. Merrill’s collection is of 
pink steatite – thick, square, and altogether remarkable.  It is said that Mr. Merrill had at one time 
a “handful” of these beads; but when the writer viewed this collection, some years ago, only one 
remained.  Other notable objects in his collection were a banner stone, fragments of others, and 
several celts (Skinner 1909:9). 

 
According to historic maps, the property of Isaiah Merrill, who was interviewed by Skinner, was on the southwest 
corner of Chelsea Road and Water/River Road, on Block 1815 of the project site.  However, it appears that Merrill 
collected artifacts from various locations around Bloomfield, not just on his own property. 
 
All subsequent references to this site derive from the original description (e.g., Parker 1920); no professional 
excavations ever occurred at this site and little new data were ever assembled beyond the Skinner description, above.  
The few bits of follow up information about this vaguely-defined site are from accounts in the local newspaper.  
Two Staten Island Advance articles noted that as late as 1934-1935, precontact period artifacts were still being found 
in Bloomfield.  Local resident Marcellus T. Merrill found an “Indian Hatchet” on his farm property in 1934 (Staten 
Island Advance 11/20/1934).  Merrill’s property was on the west side of Chelsea Road, two properties south of the 
road’s intersection with Bloomfield/Decker Avenue and abutting the Block 1815 portion of the project site.  In 1935, 
the paper reported that high school students had befriended another Merrill family member, Orvil Merrill, who lived 
on Chelsea Road, although the exact location was not given.  He was quoted as saying he hunted for artifacts in 
sandy, “higher up” locations, but not in marshes.  The students also were regularly collecting artifacts in Bloomfield 
at this time (Staten Island Advance 3/21/1935). 



 

 
 9 

 
The last attempt to officially locate the Bloomfield site came in the early 1980s, when professional archaeologist 
Edward Lenik undertook a development project just east of the West Shore Expressway, encompassing a portion of 
the former Bloomfield community.  Despite a research strategy that included intensive archival work including 
comparison of historic and modern topographic maps, interviews with local residents, and a comprehensive field 
testing program, Lenik failed to find the Bloomfield site.  He concluded: 
 

The documentary references to the Bloomfield Site are vague and the community of Bloomfield or 
Watchogue is a general or ill-defined area.  Furthermore, Skinner and Parker both describe Indian 
relics as being found on the surface of “dunes and sandhills” in the area (Skinner 1914: 102; 
Parker 1920:681).  Such dunes and sandhills do not exist in this locality at the present time.  The 
Bloomfield Site was undoubtedly destroyed by the construction of the West Shore Expressway, as 
well as by the continued development, utilization, and alteration of the landscape in the remaining 
portions of this former community (Lenik 1983:62). 

 
Burying Ground Site 

 
The second archaeological site that deserves elaboration is the Burying Ground Site, located in Chelsea.  This was 
another site recorded initially by Skinner (1909), but which was never precisely defined on the modern landscape.  
The description clearly indicates that the site was located in Chelsea, and not in Bloomfield: 
 

Chelsea.  At the angle of Watchogue Road, near its junction with Union Avenue, graves are 
reported to have been found.  The site is well known locally as the “Burying Ground.”  Several 
grooved axes have come from this site.  Attempts to locate any remaining graves have been 
unsuccessful.  Another dune with relics is between Chelsea and Travisville (Skinner 1909:9). 

 
Watchogue Road is the former name of Bloomfield or Chelsea Road, and Union Avenue was another name for 
Chelsea Road.  The angle of the road referred to in the description abuts Blocks 1780 and 1790 of the project site. 
 
Bloomfield Road Prehistoric Site 

 
As part of improvements planned for New York State Route 440, the north side of Chelsea Road (also known as 
South Street and Bloomfield Road), immediately adjacent to the project site on Block 1801, was subjected to a 
Cultural Resources Phase I Reconnaissance in 2006-2007 (Merwin 2007).  Field testing along the northern side of 
the road, across the streetbed from project site Block 1790, Lot 100, documented a precontact period archaeological 
site designated the Bloomfield Road Prehistoric Site.  The site was investigated using shovel tests and excavation 
units.  A total of 20 artifacts were recovered at the site, consisting of jasper, chert, and shale flakes and one bifacial 
tool, as well as three pieces of eroded pottery.  A general Woodland period was assigned to the site based on the 
pottery, which could not be further typed.  All of the artifacts were found in disturbed contexts, which the author 
suggested was due to earthmoving and filling associated with earlier road improvements.  No artifacts were found in 
natural soils beneath the disturbed strata, despite the notation of a Buried A horizon and a lower B2 horizon.  Based 
on the low density of artifacts and a lack of any artifacts in a non-disturbed context, the site was recommended not 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and no further studies were warranted. 
 
Meredith Avenue Historic Site 

 
In 2008, Historical Perspectives, Inc. completed a study of Block 2810, Lot 91, located on the southwest side of 
Meredith Avenue, approximately 0.4 mile southwest of the present project site (HPI 2008a, 2008b).  The 
investigation included a Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study, which concluded that the property had the 
potential to contain nineteenth-century residential resources associated with occupants of the former house on the 
property.  Phase IB Archaeological Testing confirmed that this lot contained a series of nineteenth century 
archaeological deposits in the former rear yard of the house, which had been capped by fill used to bring the once 
sloping property up to its now level grade.  These features included refuse pits and several wood lined privies.  The 
Meredith Avenue site was located on firm ground but contained marshland to the south; a similar landform to 
portions of the present project site.   
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Surveys 

 
In addition to the previously documented archaeological sites, a number of cultural resources investigations have 
occurred within a one or two mile radius of the project site.  Although studies were completed for a variety of clients 
in a range of locational settings, several issues were addressed repeatedly in these reports and are worth reiterating 
here.  Most importantly, archaeologists working in this part of Staten Island knew definitively that the area was once 
highly sensitive for precontact period sites.  The sheer number of sites recorded in this vicinity is a testament to this 
fact.  However, pinpointing the locations of precontact sites that had been previously recorded by amateur 
archaeologists, on the basis of historic accounts, or using data from early nineteenth century scholars such as 
Skinner or Parker proved to be difficult, and sometimes impossible.  Often, locations or vicinities where sites were 
supposed to have been situated yielded no precontact materials, even where disturbance to the ground surface was 
minimal (e.g., Roberts and Stehling 1988).  In other cases, modern construction and other earthmoving activities 
associated with recent development in the area rendered project sites too disturbed to recover any precontact 
resources, even if they had existed (e.g. Lenik 1983; Hunter and Liebeknecht 2003).  Lenik (1983:63-64) summed 
up the frustrations of trying to pinpoint the location of the Bloomfield and Bulls Head sites this way: 
 

In summary, the early twentieth century survey reports, which are often cited in cultural resource 
management studies, must be examined critically and with a great deal of skepticism.  These early 
reports are often vague as to location, and frequently refer to collections long since gone or 
dispersed, or to hearsay reports.  Such data must be carefully cross-checked and correlated with 
historical maps and present-day maps.  The names, places, roads and sites often change or 
disappear entirely as time passes by. 

 
In general, the only locations where precontact sites or artifacts in an undisturbed context have been documented 
have been north of Old Place Creek, generally over a mile from the project site, where development through the late 
twentieth century has been less intense and intact soil horizons have survived (e.g., Payne and Baumgardt 1986, 
Louis Berger Associates 2008, and PAL 2011, 2012).  In nearly all cases, these areas were upland landforms 
(generally terraces or hummocks) in close proximity to waterways.   
 
C. History of the Project Site 

 
The project site falls within an area on Staten Island originally known as “Daniel’s Neck,” a name that described the 
peninsula of upland extending into the surrounding marshland.  According to a reconstructed map of colonial 
patents, the upland portions of the project site, as well as much of the surrounding Bloomfield area, originally were 
granted to John West in 1680, while the marshy areas were unpatented (Skene 1907). 
 
The earliest known occupants of Daniel’s Neck were the Merrill (or Merrell) family, descendents of Richard Merrill, 
who emigrated from Warwickshire, England in 1675 and settled on Staten Island.  Richard Merrill and his 
descendents operated a mill along Saw Mill Creek, which flows under Chelsea Road and through portions of the 
project site, for many years during the eighteenth century, although it had been dismantled by circa 1850 (McMillen 
1949:17, 21).  It is clearly shown on the Anglo-Hessian map of 1780-1783, abutting Chelsea Road on the east side, 
although the scale of the map does not permit determination if the mill was on or off the project site itself.   
 
Sources differ as to the amount of land to which Richard Merrill gained ownership at Daniel’s Neck, but it was 
probably several hundred acres and no doubt included the project site.  One of his descendents, known variously as 
John or Iyon Merrill, appears to have obtained the deed to much of Bloomfield by the eighteenth century; apparently 
his holdings consisted of 250 acres stretching from Bull’s Head (an area north of modern Victory Boulevard and 
west of Richmond Avenue) to the Arthur Kill (Staten Island Advance 1905; Leng and Davis 1930, II:928).  He also 
apparently was the millwright; his house reportedly was located just north of the mill, and appears to have been 
within Block 1815, Lot 204 of the project site (McMillen 1949:21). 
 
The project site appears to have remained within the large Merrell family holdings for many years.  There were 
many Merrell descendants on Staten Island, in Northfield in particular, where the project site is located.  Other early 
Staten Island families included the Vrooms, the Bushes, the Housemans, and the Deckers, all of whom settled in 
Bloomfield, or Merrell Town, as the area was also known.  The Vroom (or Vroome) family had several members  
documented in the 1790 census for Northfield.  Members of the Vroom family intermarried with members of the 
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Bush and Houseman families during the nineteenth century (e.g. Leng and Davis 1930, II:872, 971).  Land records 
on file at the Richmond County Clerk’s Office show that these interrelated families owned much of the land in the 
project site and vicinity through at least the nineteenth century.  The Merrell family in particular retained a large 
proportion of the land over time, although many heirs had other family surnames through marriage.  A redistribution 
of Thomas Merrell’s land occurred in the 1830s among his descendants, and included much of the project site 
(Richmond County Clerk records). 
 
The first visual indication of settlement at Bloomfield is from an 1850 map made by Dripps, which is the earliest 
nineteenth-century cartographic depiction including structures in the project area and vicinity.  A similar map by 
Butler in 1853 (Figure 6) indicates nearly identical conditions.  Chelsea Road is clearly shown on the map, with a 
number of structures located to its west.  Within the Block 1815 portion of the project site there was a structure 
shown just north of Saw Mill Creek, attributed to “Mrs. Merritt,” which was a variant of the Merrell or Merrill 
spelling.  This likely was the old house associated with the Merrill mill on the north side of the creek, as mentioned 
above.  Another structure at the southwest corner of what is now Chelsea Road and River Road was attributed to “A. 
Vroom.”  Although shown as vacant, the Block 1780 portion of the project site may also have had structures by the 
1850s.  The former Merrell mill was torn down around this time, but both the 1857 Whiting and Dorr map (Figure 7) 
and the 1859 Walling map (Figure 8) illustrate buildings east of the road, as well as a school building on the east 
side of Chelsea Road within the project site at or near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790.  The structure 
attributed to M. Decker likely was within the project site.  The names on the 1859 Walling map represent many of 
the family surnames of the Merrell descendants.  
 
The 1850 and 1860 federal censuses provide a complementary account of the Bloomfield community at mid-
century, and are a good counterpart to the historic maps.  According to the census data, nearly all the Bloomfield 
heads of households (and many of their sons) were boatmen, presumably oystermen who plied their trade along the 
marshes and creeks of the project site and vicinity.  All of the Bloomfield residents had been born locally, attesting 
to the longevity of the community. 
 
The two available historic maps from the 1860s and early 1870s, the 1866 Colton map and the 1872 Dripps map, 
generally repeated the same data as the 1859 Walling map, and revealed no new information.  The 1860 and 1870 
federal censuses confirmed the overall continuity of the Bloomfield community, although by 1870, occupations of 
heads of households had shifted to more agricultural pursuits, with fewer men listed as boatmen or oystermen.  A 
number of the residents were noted as “market gardeners,” suggesting that transportation improvements were 
allowing them to sell their crops in nearby markets. 
 
The 1874 Beers map (Figure 9), is one of the first historic maps to show both property boundaries and structures and 
owners.  In some instances acreage of parcels also is included.  This map also is one of the earliest known references 
to the name “Bloomfield.”  The map shows the Decker house on the east side of Chelsea Road within the Block 
1780 portion of the project site, as well as the “old school” near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790 within the 
project site.  Curiously, no structures are shown on the Vroom property on the west side of Chelsea Road within 
Block 1815, although both earlier and later maps do indicate structures, suggesting the 1874 Beers map was in error.  
The 1874 Beers map does clearly show the areas of upland and marshland within the project site. 
 
Additional historic maps from the last decades of the nineteenth century show little change to the project site, 
although some of the property owners changed over the years (Beers 1887, Colton 1889, U.S.G.S. 1890 [Figure 10], 
Robinson 1898).  By 1898, the Vroom property on Block 1815 had become part of the Merrell family holdings 
again, with several Merrell descendants noted on the map.  The 1890 U.S.G.S. map illustrates that there were five 
structures within the Vroom/Merrell holdings on Block 1815, and that a portion of the interior of the block, formerly 
shown as marshland, appears to have been reconfigured to create a pond or other water retention body.  Although 
the pond is not shown on the 1907 Robinson map (Figure 11), it is clearly depicted on both the 1911 Borough of 
Richmond Topographical Bureau Maps (Figures 12a-12b) and the 1917 Bromley map (Figure 13).  The 1911 and 
1917 maps both show an access road traversing the spine of the upland surrounding the pond.  The road also allowed 
access to the structures that stood on the Vroom/Merrell property through the first decades of the twentieth century.  
An aerial photograph from 1924, however, while still showing the access road, suggests that the pond was no longer 
there (New York City Bureau of Engineering 1924). 
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Additional aerial photographs including coverage of Staten Island, beginning in the late 1940s and continuing 
through the present, show that by at least the 1950s, Block 1815 was being transformed through rechanneling of 
water and landfilling.  These aerial photographs (available on historicaerials.com and Google Earth, among other 
sites) show a distinct change over time on Block 1815, as many of the former marshlands were eliminated through 
landfilling and at the same time, some of the uplands were graded away.  Today, much of the northern extent of 
Block 1815, where the Vroom/Merrell structures once stood, is mapped as wetland rather than upland, and the raised 
topography that once comprised this area has been largely reduced or eliminated (see Figure 2).  This process of 
wetland reconfiguration was less widespread on the portions of the project site east of Chelsea Road, although 
comparison of the 1911 topographic maps (Figures 12a-12b) with present conditions shown on Figure 2 indicates at 
least some changes did occur during the twentieth century.   
 
The entire project site has remained devoid of structures since the mid-twentieth century.  As noted in the 
Introduction, all of the individual lots that comprise the project site now are owned by the City of New York and 
managed by either the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or EDC, 
on behalf of the Department of Small Business Services.  Appendix B summarizes this information. 
 
V. CONCLUSIONS 

 

A. Disturbance Record 
 
As no records for the project site lots are on file with the Department of Buildings, assessing disturbance to the 
project site relied on comparing historic maps with modern maps and aerial photographs, on soil boring data, and to 
a lesser degree, on conditions observed during the site inspection, as there is very substantial ground cover 
throughout the project site.   
 
HPI concludes that large portions of the northern and interior sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed 
from earthmoving, as historic maps showed this area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the 
modern survey map (Figure 3b) shows that these uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now 
wetland.  Large portions of Block 1815 have been landfilled as well.  The northern and interior portions of Block 
1780 also appear to be disturbed, as the modern survey map (Figure 3a) shows areas of uplands within the marshes 
where historic maps did not.   
 
B. Precontact Archaeological Sensitivity 

 
The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have been recorded.  
These include the Bloomfield site (which has no defined boundaries but should be considered to have encompassed 
the entire historic Bloomfield area including the project site), the Chelsea Burying Ground, potentially located 
within the project site near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, and the Bloomfield Road site, located 
immediately across Chelsea Road from Block 1790.  In its original state, the project site contained a number of 
raised upland areas, as well as lower-lying areas bordering the marshland, and marshland associated with Saw Mill 
Creek.  During the Paleo-Indian through Early-Middle Archaic periods, these marshlands may have been dry land.  
All of these factors suggest that in its natural state, the project site had a high precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
In his sensitivity assessment for Staten Island, Boesch (1994a) assigns a high precontact sensitivity to the wetlands 
area between Fresh Kills and Old Place Creek, both the upland areas and the wetlands (including those areas capped 
by fill at the time of his assessment).  The project site falls within this large area.  It should be noted, however, that 
the preservation of archaeological sites under marshland is dependent on the degree of marine transgression 
associated with rising sea levels and later tidal and current effects.  In his companion study of archaeological 
sensitivity for the Bronx, Boesch (1994b) offers that peat deposits (which formed in marshy areas) acted as a 
preservation agent, and soils beneath peat layers should date to the period prior to development of the marshes.  In 
areas where this peat deposit is absent, Boesch claims marine transgression would have destroyed former occupation 
surfaces.  Boesch further asserts that the peat layer itself may have scientific value.  These deposits may contain data 
concerning climatological conditions, plant communities, and fauna from the period.   
 
The soil boring data presented in Appendix A, as well as information provided by Tavis Lloyd, the director of the 
borings program at LBG, confirm that there is not a distinct peat layer within the marshland soils on the project site.  
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As noted above, LBG observed more general marshland type soils, often described as black organic clayey silt with 
organic matter that would be consistent with a more recent “meadow mat” (Lloyd, personal communication 
10/17/13).  In the absence of a clear peat layer that could preserve earlier soil horizons, if they exist, HPI concludes 
that the marshlands on the project site do not contain precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
Nearly all the precontact sites in the vicinity have been recorded on top of elevated hummocks, generally around the 
10-foot contour line (e.g. Skinner 1909; Staten Island Advance 1934, 1935; Merwin 2007).  The upland areas within 
the project site generally were within elevations measuring 5-10 feet above sea level, and so in their natural state 
would have a high precontact period archaeological sensitivity.  That said, a large portion of those upland areas at 
the northern end of Block 1815 appears to have been graded by several feet, and much of the area is now mapped as 
wetlands, reducing archaeological sensitivity in this part of the project site.  Those uplands within the project site 
that HPI concludes still retain precontact archaeological sensitivity are located on portions of Block 1780 and 1790, 
as well as portions of Lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 300, and 375 of Block 1815.  Figures 14a-14b illustrate those upland 
areas that HPI concludes contain precontact period archaeological sensitivity.   
 
B. Historic Period Archaeological Sensitivity 

 
Several locations within the project site uplands contained historic period structures associated with local 
Bloomfield residents.  The map documented structures are listed the table, below, and the areas of historic period 
archaeological sensitivity are shown on Figures 14a-14b. 
 
Map Documented Structures within the Project Site 

MDS # Block and Lot Structure and Owner/Occupant Disturbance level 

1 Boundary of Block 1780, Lot 
1 and Block 1790, Lot 100 

School building, pre-1857 to ca. 
1890 

Some dumping and mounding 
disturbance is visible in the area 

2 Block 1780, unknown lot Former Merrell mill abutting the 
east side of Chelsea Road (18th 
century- ca. 1850) 

Unclear; specific location is 
unknown, may be off project site or 
under Chelsea Road 

3 Block 1780, Lot 69 Decker structure, pre-1857 to ca. 
1917 

Dumping and probable 
earthmoving disturbance visible 

4 Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, 325 Vroom/Merrell structures, pre- 
1850 to ca.1917 

Area has been graded and is now 
mapped as wetlands, former 
structure locations likely heavily 
disturbed 

5 Block 1815, Lot 204 Thomas Merrell structure, pre-
1850 to ca.1859 

Area is heavily overgrown, 
disturbance unknown but maps 
show little change in elevation over 
time 

 
The former structures on the project site predated the introduction of municipal water and sewer service to this area 
by at least 35 years (and probably much longer), leaving the residents to rely on private wells, cisterns, privies, and 
cesspools for their needs.  Piped water was not introduced on Staten Island until the 1880s and sewers in the 1890s 
(Leng and Delevan 1924:26-29).  Privies, wells, and cisterns, which are often filled with contemporary refuse related to 
the dwellings and their occupants, can provide important stratified cultural deposits for the archaeologist and frequently 
provide the best remains recovered on sites.  Frequently, wells or cisterns would be located in reasonably close proximity 
to a residence, for use in washing or cooking (additional wells and/or cisterns might be located further away from a 
residence for other uses, such as watering livestock).  Privies often were situated further away from the residence, for 
sanitary purposes.  Portions of these shaft features are often encountered because their deeper and therefore earlier layers 
remain undisturbed by subsequent construction, and in fact, construction often preserves the lower sections of the 
features by sealing them beneath structures and fill layers.  Wells would have been excavated as far as the water table, 
and cisterns and privies often were dug up to 10-15 feet below grade.  Thus, these shaft features often survive in 
truncated form after grading episodes.  Other commonly occurring but more fragile backyard remains include fence 
lines, paths, traces of landscaping and sheet midden scatter.  It is possible that other subsurface features, such as sheet 
middens or former outbuilding foundations, could be preserved as well if disturbance is not extensive.   
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Identifying and examining buried features associated with the nineteenth century occupation of the project site may 
reflect the daily activities of the residents and provide insight into cultural behavior of this very homogenous 
population.  If undisturbed deposits of cultural material do still exist in this location, they may have the potential to 
provide meaningful information regarding the lives of the people who lived there.  When recovered from their 
original context and in association with a specific historical occupation, historical deposits can provide a wealth of 
information about consumption patterns, consumer choice, gender relations, ethnicity, economic status, and other 
important issues. 
 
HPI concludes that three of the five former locations of the Vroom/Merrell structures on Block 1815, Lots 85, 300, and 
325 do not retain historic period archaeological sensitivity due to the obvious disturbance to the area from grading.  
These former upland areas are now wetlands, and the raised topography that allowed the structures to be built has 
been all but eliminated.  Two of the Vroom/Merrell former structures locations are not within wetlands, and HPI 
concludes that truncated shaft features could still survive in these locations.  The remainder of the Map Documented 
Structures, including the school building near the boundary of Blocks 1780 and 1790, the Decker structure on Block 
1780, Lot 69, and the Merrell structure on Block 1815, Lot 204, are in areas where disturbance would not 
necessarily preclude recovery of archaeological resources.  The former Merrell mill location cannot be positively 
located but likely was not within the project site boundaries. 
 
VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Based on the conclusions outlined above, HPI recommends further consideration for potential below grade 
archaeological resources from both the precontact and historic periods.  Due to the range of conditions across the 
project site, HPI recommends that a phased approach be undertaken.   
 
Figures 14a and 14b illustrate areas of archaeological sensitivity within upland areas of the project site.  These areas 
include locations of precontact sensitivity, historic period sensitivity, and a combination of precontact and historic 
period sensitivity.  Within these areas, HPI recommends that a program of Phase IB archaeological testing be 
undertaken if project plans will impact these locations.  Not all locations marked as archaeologically sensitive may 
be impacted by project plans.  However, those archaeologically sensitive areas where there will be ground 
disturbance should be subjected to archaeological testing.  This testing might involve a combination of shovel 
testing, backhoe trenching, or other field methods as determined by archaeologists in consultation with regulatory 
agencies.  The testing should be undertaken in coordination with construction planning, but ideally be completed 
prior to construction.  All archaeological testing should be conducted according to OSHA regulations and applicable 
archaeological standards (New York Archaeological Council 1994, NYSOPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2012).  
Professional archaeologists, with an understanding of and experience in urban archaeological excavation techniques, 
would be required to be part of the archaeological team. 
 



 

 
 15 

VII. REFERENCES 

 
Anglo-Hessian Map 
1780-83 Plan (No. 31) du Camp Anglo-Hessois dans Staten Island, Baie de New York de 1780 à 1783.  On file at 

the Staten Island Historical Society. 
 
Beers, F.W. 
1874 Atlas of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York, from official records and surveys; compiled and 

drawn by F. W. Beers.  J.B. Beers and Co., New York.  On file at the New York Public Library. 
 
Boesch, Eugene J. 
1994a Archaeological Evaluation and Sensitivity Assessment of Staten Island, New York. Prepared for the New 

York City Landmarks Preservation Commission. 
 
1994b Archaeological Evaluation and Sensitivity Assessment of the Bronx, New York. Prepared for the New York 

City Landmarks Preservation Commission.  
 
Borough of Richmond Topographical Bureau 
1911 Borough of Richmond, Topographical Survey.  New York.  On file at the New York Public Library. 
 
Brasser, T. J. 
1978 “Early Indian-European Contacts,” in Handbook of North American Indians: Northeast, vol. 15, B. G. 

Trigger (ed.), Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C..  
 
Bromley, G.W. 
1917 Atlas of the City of New York, Borough of Richmond, Staten Island. From actual surveys and original 

plans, by George W. and Walter S. Bromley.  G.W. Bromley and Co., Philadelphia. 
 
Butler 
1853 Map of Staten Island or Richmond County.  On file at the New York Public Library. 
 
Cantwell, Anne-Marie and Diana diZerega Wall 
2001 Unearthing Gotham: The Archaeology of New York City.  Yale University Press, New Haven. 
 
City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
2012 City Environmental Quality Review Technical Manual.  City of New York, Mayor’s Office of 

Environmental Coordination. 
 
City of New York, Department of Buildings 
1898- Indexed records. <http://www.nyc.gov/html/dob/html/bis.html>.  Accessed 20 September 2013. 
present  
 
Colton and Co. 
1866 Map of Staten Island.  C.W. and C.B. Colton and Co. On file at the New York Public Library. 
 
1889 Map of Staten Island, Richmond County.  On file at the New York Public Library. 
 
Dripps, M. 
1850 Map of Staten Island or Richmond County.  M. Dripps, New York. 
 
1872 Map of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York.  M. Dripps, New York. 
 
Flick, Alexander C. 
1933 History of New York, Vol. I.  The New York State Historical Association. 
 



 

 
 16 

Historical Perspectives, Inc. 
1996 Final Report: Phase 3 Archaeological Data Recovery of the P.S. 56 R School Site, Staten Island, New York.  
 
2008a Phase IA Documentary Study, Meredith Ave. Bus Depot Project Site, Block 2810, Lots 82, 91, 94, and part 

of 59, Staten Island, Richmond County, New York. 
 
2008b Phase IB Field Investigation, Meredith Avenue Bus Depot Project Site, Block 2810, Lot 91, Staten Island, 

Richmond County, New York. 
 
Hunter, Richard and William Liebeknecht 
2003 Phase IB Archaeological Survey, Arthur Kill Power Plant Lateral, Staten Island, Borough of Richmond, 

Richmond County, New York.  Prepared by Hunter Research, Trenton, New Jersey for Natural Resource 
Group, Inc., Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) 
2002 Landmarks Preservation Commission Guidelines for Archaeological Work in New York City. 
 
Leng, Charles W. and William T. Davis 
1930 Staten Island and Its People, A History, 1609-1929.  Lewis Historical Publishing Company, Inc., New 

York. 
 
Leng, Charles W. and Edward C. Delavan, Jr. 
1924 A Condensed History of Staten Island (Borough of Richmond, New York City).  The Staten Island Edison 

Corporation, Staten Island, New York. 
 
Lenik, Edward J. 
1983 Stage IB Cultural Resource Survey of the East Side Project, Staten Island Industrial Park, Bloomfield, 

Staten Island, New York.  Prepared by Historic Conservation and Interpretation, Inc., Newton, New Jersey 
for Andrews & Clark, Inc., New York, New York. 

 
1989 “Cultural Contact and Trade in Prehistoric Staten Island.” Proceedings Staten Island Institute of Arts and 

Sciences, Vol. 34, no. 1. 
 
Louis Berger Associates 
2008 Goethals Bridge Replacement Richmond County, New York and the City of Elizabeth, New Jersey Phase 1 

Archaeological Report. 
 
Lloyd, Tavis 
2013 Personal telephone and email communication between Tavis Lloyd of Louis Berger Group and Julie Abell 

Horn of Historical Perspectives, Inc.  October 17, 2013. 
 
McMillen, Loring 
1949 “Old Mills of Staten Island.”  The Staten Island Historian.  July-September, 1949.  Vol. X, No. 3. 
 
Merwin, Daria 
2007 Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey and Site Examination Report PIN X096.18.101, New York State 

Route 440 (West Shore Expressway), Edward Curry Avenue to Bloomingdale Road Staten Island, 
Richmond County, New York.  Prepared by State University of New York at Stony Brook. 

 
New York Archaeological Council (NYAC) 
1994 Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections.  New 

York Archaeological Council. 
 
New York City Bureau of Engineering 
1924 Sectional aerial maps of the City of New York.  On file at the New York Public Library, Maps Division. 
 



 

 
 17 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) 
2005 Phase I Archaeological Report Format Requirements.  
 
Parker, Arthur C.  
1920 “The Archaeological History of New York.” New York State Museum Bulletin. Nos. 235, 236. The 

University of the State of New York, New York State Museum, Albany, New York. July and August, 1920.  
 
Payne, Ted M. and Kenneth Baumgardt 
1986 Draft Howland Hook Marine Terminal Expansion Cultural Resources Reconnaissance.  Prepared by 

MAAR Associates, Inc., Newark, Delaware for International Technologies, Edison, New Jersey.  
 
Public Archaeology Laboratory (PAL) 
2011 Phase IB Archaeological Identification Survey M&R 058 Additional Temporary Workspace and Phase II 

Archaeological Site Evaluation Old Place Neck Site (OPRHP #A08501.002971) Goethals Bridge HDD 
Workspace, Staten Island, Richmond County, New York.  

 
2012 Phase III Archaeological Data Recovery Clearance Memorandum: Old Place Neck Site, NJ-NY Expansion 

Project- Staten Island, New York- October 31, 2012.  
 
Ritchie, William A. 
1980 The Archaeology of New York State.  Revised edition.  Harbor Hill Books, Harrison, New York. 
 
Ritchie, William A. and Robert E. Funk 
1971 Evidence For Early Archaic Occupation On Staten Island. Pennsylvania Archaeologist 31(3):45-60. 
 
Roberts, William I. and Nancy A. Stehling 
1988 Stage IB Archaeological Survey of the Southridge Development Project, Staten Island, New York.  Prepared 

by Greenhouse Consultants, Inc., New York, New York for Carpenter Environmental Associates, Inc., 
Northvale, New Jersey.  

 
Robinson, E. 
1898 Atlas of the Borough of Richmond, City of New York. From official records, private plans and actual 

surveys compiled by and under the supervision of E. Robinson.  E. Robinson and Co., New York. 
 
1907 Atlas of the Borough of Richmond, City of New York.  E. Robinson, New York.  
 
Ruttenber, E. M. 
1872 Indian Tribes of Hudson’s River to 1700.  Reprinted in 1992 by Hope Farm Press & Bookshop. 
 
Santucci, Gina 
2013 Landmarks Preservation Commission Environmental Review Letter for Sawmill Creek Wetland Mitigation 

Bank.  July 1, 2013. 
 
Skene, Frederick 
1907 Map of Staten Island, Richmond Co., N.Y. showing the Colonial Land Patents from 1668-1712.  On file at 

the Staten Island Historical Society.  
 
Skinner, Alanson 
1909 The Lenape Indians of Staten Island.  Reprinted from the Anthropological Papers of the American Museum 

of Natural History, Volume III.  New York.  
 
Snow, Dean R. 
1980 The Archaeology of New England.  Academic Press, New York.  
 
Staten Island Advance 
1905 The Merrills are Bred for the Sea.  (no date on file copy at Staten Island Historical Society). 



 

 
 18 

 
1934 Indian Hatchet is Dug Up.  November 20, 1934. 
 
1935 Paleface Pupils Dig Relics in Bloomfield Meadows.  March 21, 1935. 
 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
2006 New York City Reconnaissance Soil Survey. United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 

Conservation Service, Staten Island, NY. 
 
United States Federal Census 
1850 Northfield, Richmond County. 
 
1860 Northfield, Richmond County. 
 
1870 Northfield, Richmond County. 
 
1880 Northfield, Richmond County. 
 
1900 Northfield, Richmond County. 
 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
1890 Staten Island, N.Y. 15 Minute Topographic Quadrangle. 
 
1976 Arthur Kill, N.J.-N.Y. 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle. 
 
Walling, H.F. 
1859 Map of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York, from surveys under the direction of H.F. Walling.  

D.A. Fox, New York. 
 
Weslager, C. A. 
1972 The Delaware Indians A History.  Rutgers University Press, New Brunswick. 
 
Whiting, Henry L. and F.W. Dorr 
1857 Northwest Part of Staten Island and Bergen Point.  Register No. 751. United States Coast Survey. 
 
 



Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 1: Project site on Arthur Kill, N.Y-N.J. topographic quadrangle 
(U.S.G.S. 1976).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 2: Project site showing blocks and lots (HPI and OASIS 2013).
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Figure 3a: Eastern portion of project site and photograph locations on Existing Conditions East survey (HPI and EDC 2013).

Project Site

Photographs 1

3

6

1

2

5

4

78

9



FILE NAME: 3_EXISTING CONDITIONS.dwg

P
R

O
JE

C
T

 P
A

T
H

:
V

:\O
pe

ra
tio

ns
\0

91
\1

00
4_

M
A

R
S

H
E

S
\4

 D
el

iv
er

ab
le

s\
D

ra
w

in
gs

\3
0%

 D
es

ig
n\

P
lo

t
P

LO
T

 T
IM

E
:

20
13

-0
8-

30
13

:3
8:

34
.3

4

DONALD B. STEVENS

48 WALL STREET
16TH FLOOR
NEW YORK, NY 10005

Figure 3b: Western portion of project site and photograph locations on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Figure 4: Proposed site plan (EDC 2013).



Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 5: Project site on New York City Reconnaissance Soil Survey 
(USDA 2006).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 6: Project site on Map of Staten Island or Richmond County 
(Butler 1853).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 7: Project site on Northwest Part of Staten Island and Bergen Point 
(Whiting and Dorr 1857).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 8: Project site on Map of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York 
(Walling 1859).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 9: Project site on Atlas of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York 
(Beers 1874).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 10: Project site on Staten Island, New York 15 Minute Quadrangle  
(U.S.G.S. 1890).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 11: Project site on Atlas of the Borough of Richmond, City of New York  
(Robinson 1907).

 0         400        800       1200      1600      2000    FEET

Project Site



Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 12a: Eastern portion of project site on Borough of Richmond Topographical Survey 
(Topographical Bureau 1911).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 12b: Western portion of project site on Borough of Richmond Topographical Survey 
(Topographical Bureau 1911).
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Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Portions of Blocks 1780, 1790, and 1815
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York

Figure 13: Project site on Atlas of the City of New York, Borough of Richmond, Staten Island 
(Bromley 1917).
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Figure 14a: Eastern portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity on Existing Conditions East survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Figure 14b: Western portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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Photograph 1:  Block 1780 showing winding channel of Saw Mill Creek with project site marshlands on Lots 260 
and 275 in background.  View looking northeast from Chelsea Road. 
 

 
Photograph 2: Block 1780, Lot 1 showing upland area east of Chelsea Road and south of Saw Mill Creek.  Area is 
covered with gravel and weeds and has experienced considerable dumping.  View looking east from near Chelsea 
Road. 



 
Photograph 3: Block 1780, Lot 69 near location of former Decker house.  View looking northeast from Chelsea 
Road. 
 

 
Photograph 4: Block 1780, Lot 69 showing upland area on south side of Edward Curry Avenue.  View looking 
south. 
 



 
Photograph 5: Block 1780, Lot 69 showing interior upland area marked by tall trees in background.  View looking 
south from Edward Curry Avenue.   
 

 
Photograph 6: Block 1780, Lot 1 showing example of marshlands.  View looking east with Route 440 in far 
background. 
 



 
Photograph 7: Block 1790, Lot 100 on left with Chelsea Road in foreground showing upland area.  View looking 
south. 
 

 
Photograph 8: Block 1790, Lot 100 showing upland area in vicinity of former school building.  View looking 
southeast from Chelsea Road. 
 



 
Photograph 9:  Block 1790, Lot 100 showing marshland.  Off ramp to Route 440 is in far background.  View 
looking southeast from Chelsea Road. 
 

 
Photograph 10:  Block 1815, Lot 235 (marshland) and Lot 204 (upland with trees).  Saw Mill Creek is on left.  View 
looking northwest from Chelsea Road. 
 



 
Photograph 11:  Block 1815, Lots 150 and 375 showing paved upland area.  View looking west from Chelsea Road. 
 

 
Photograph 12:  Block 1815, Lot 85 showing upland area.  View looking south from River Road. 
 



 
Photograph 13:  Block 1815, Lot 300 showing landfilled and paved upland used to store cars.  View looking north. 
 

 
Photograph 14:  Block 1815, Lot 300 showing marshlands.  Overhead wires on left mark railroad tracks and edge of 
project site.  View looking northwest. 
 



 
Photograph 15: Block 1815, Lot 251 (foreground) and Lot 235 (background) showing marshlands.  View looking 
south. 
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Figure 1A

Boring Location Map - Eastern Section

Sources: Image courtesy of USGS, Microsoft Corporation 2013; Approximate Delineation and Cover Types, Berger 2013.
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Figure 2A

Boring Location Map - Western Section

Sources: Image courtesy of USGS, Microsoft Corporation 2013; Approximate Delineation and Cover Types, Berger 2013.
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collected

sample S5A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

Collected

sample S5B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

< 1

< 1

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, trace fine Gravel; saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) to dark yellowish brown

(10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little Silt, trace fine Gravel;

saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

2.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

S5

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic Silt,

collected S6A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

collected S6B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

< 1 Black (N1) to moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4) organic

Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic, roots); saturated.

OL

2.5

N/A

8/1/2013

8/1/2013

S6

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic

Clayey Silt,

collected

sample S7A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs

Collected

sample S7B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1

3.8

Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic,

roots); saturated.

Medium gray to dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) organic

Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic, roots); saturated.

OL

OL

2.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

S7

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

SB1A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 0.5 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, little medium to fine Gravel (fill); moist.

SP

0.5

N/A

7/30/2013

7/30/2013

SB1

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB2A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

Collected

sample SB2B

from 6.5 to 7.0

ft bgs., mottled

Water Level at

5.5 ft bgs.

<1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (30% brick, wood and concrete); moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (30% brick, wood and concrete);

saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

SP-SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB2

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.5

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) to dark yellowish brown

(10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND, little Clayey Silt;

saturated.

SP-SM

SB2

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB3A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

Collected

sample SB3B

and DUP02

from 5.5 to 6.0

ft bgs.

Water Level at

5.5 ft bgs.

<1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (30% wood and concrete);

moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (30% wood and concrete);

saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

SP-SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB3

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.5

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SB3

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB4A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

Collected

sample SB4B

from 2.5 to 3.0

ft bgs.

Water Level at

1.0 ft bgs.

Silty Sand

<1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt (30% wood, brick, fiber glass and tile flooring); moist.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SM

SM

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB4

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

1

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

SB4

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Gravelly Sand

with fill,

collected

sample SB5A

from 4.0 to 4.5

ft bgs.

Silty Sand,

collected

sample SB5B

from 5.5 to 6.0

Water Level at

5.0 ft bgs.

61

13

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND and

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (70% schicst block, brick and

concrete); saturated.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND and

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (70% schicst block, brick and

concrete); saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SP-SM

SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB5

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.0

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

some Silt; saturated.

SM

SB5

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Gravelly Sand

with fill,

collected

sample SB6A

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

Sand with fill

Water Level at

5.2 ft bgs.

<1

5.2

Black (N1) to white (N9) coarse to fine SAND and coarse to

fine Gravel, little Silt (60% brick and concrete); moist.

Black (N1) to greenish black (5GY2/1) coarse to fine SAND,

little fine Gravel (60% wood and concrete); saturated.

SP-SM

SP

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB6

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.2

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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Organic

Clayey Silt,

collected

sample SB6B

from 7.0 to 7.5

ft bgs.

Sand

End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

<1

<1

Greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Clayey SILT (organic,

roots); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) medium to fine SAND, little Silt

(organic, roots); saturated.

ML

SP-SM

SB6

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sandy Silt

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB7A

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) SILT and medium to fine

Sand; Moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, little fine Gravel (80% brick, concrete, glass, metal and

porcelain); saturated.

ML

SP-SM

5.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

SB7

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

4.0

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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End of Boring

at 5.0 ft bgs.

Organic Silty

Clay, collected

sample SB7B

from 4.5 to 5.0

ft bgs.

Water Level at

4 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Silty CLAY, trace fine Sand (organic, roots);

saturated.

OL

SB7

N/A
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WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample SB8A

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1 White to black (N9-N1), dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2)

coarse to fine SAND, little coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt

(90% wood, brick, fabric, coal, glass and metal); moist.

SP-SM

5.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

SB8

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

4.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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End of Boring

at 5.5 ft bgs

Organic Silty

Clay, collected

sample SB8

from 5.0 to 5.5

ft bgs.

Water Level at

4.5 ft bgs

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Silty CLAY, trace fine Sand (organic, roots);

saturated.

OL

SB8

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample SB9A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs.

Organic Silty

Clay, collected

sample SB9B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt (few roots); moist.

White (N9) to greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Silty CLAY,

trace fine Sand (organic, roots); wet.

SP-SM

OL

2.5

N/A

8/5/2013

8/5/2013

SB9

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample

SB10A from

1.5 to 2.0 ft

bgs.

Silty Sand,

collected

sample

SB10B from

5.0 to 5.5 ft

bgs.

Water Level at

5.0 ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

coarse to fine Gravel, little Silt (40% brick, wood and

concrete); moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to dark yellowish orange

(10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND, some Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SM

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SB10

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

5.0

N/A

N/A

Macrocore

2
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End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

SB10

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SB11A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 3.5 ft bgs.

Organic

Clayey SILT,

collected

sample

SB11B from

3.0 to 3.5 ft

bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt, little coarse to fine Gravel (30% metal and glass);

saturated.

Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, trace fine Sand (organic,

roots); saturated.

SP-SM

OL

3.5

N/A

7/31/2013

7/31/2013

SB11

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silty Sand,

collected

SB12A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs. and

collected

SB12B from

7.0 to 7.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 7.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

6 ft bgs.

< 1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt (organic, roots); saturated.

SP-SM

7.5

N/A

8/1/2013

8/1/2013

SB12

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

6

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SB13A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.0 ft bgs.

Organic Silt,

collected

sample

SB13B from

1.5 to 2.0 ft

bgs.

< 1

< 1

Moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4) coarse to fine SAND,

little Silt, little fine Gravel (60% metal, cloth, brick and

concrete); moist.

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Clayey SILT (organic, roots); saturated.

SP-SM

OL

2.5

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB13

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic Silt,

collected

Sample

SB14A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs. and

collected

sample

SB14B from

2.0 to 2.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

0.5 ft bgs.

1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to greenish black (5GY2/1)

organic Clayey SILT (organic, roots); saturated.

OL

2.5

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB14

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

0.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample

SB15A from

1.0 to 1.5 ft

bgs. and

collected

sample

SB15B from

7.5 to 8.0 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 8.0 ft bgs.

Water Level at

4.5 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

8.0

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB15

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

4.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3



0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B
lo

w
s/

6
 i

n

Drilling Log
BORING NO.:

New York City Economic and Development Corp.

Page 1 of 1

D
ep

th

U
S

C
S

Description

S
a
m

p
le

 R
ec

o
v
er

y

P
ID

 (
p

p
m

)

W
el

l

C
o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

48 Wall St. 16th Floor

New York, NY 10005

PROJECT NO:CLIENT:

L
it

h
o
lo

g
y

S
a
m

p
le

 I
n

te
rv

a
l

Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand,

collected

sample

SB16A from

0.0 to 0.5 ft

bgs.

End of Boring

at 7.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

2.5 ft bgs.

Silty Clay

Collected

sample

SB16B from

7.0 to 7.5 ft

bgs.

<1

1

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) coarse to fine SAND, little

Silt; saturated.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) to medium gray (N5) Silty

CLAY, little fine Sand (mottled); saturated.

SP-SM

CL

7.5

N/A

8/26/2013

8/26/2013

SB16

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

2.5

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silty Sand

Sand,

collected

sample

SBGW1A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs.

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND and

Silt; moist.

Dusky yellowish brown (10YR2/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt (60% plastic, metal, glass and rope); moist.

SM

SP-SM

4.5

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SBGW1

Zebra Environmental

Hand Auger

N/A

N/A

N/A

Grab

3
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Silty Sand,

collected

sample

SBGW1B

from 4.0 to 4.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 4.5 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) to dark yellowish orange

(10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND, some Silt; wet.

SM

SBGW1

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SBGW2A

from 3.5 to 4.0

ft bgs.

41.6 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (60% brick, wood, metal, plywood and

concrete); moist .

SP-SM

15.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SBGW2

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

4.52

N/A

N/A

at a total depth of 10 feet bgs.

Macrocore

2
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Organic

Clayey Silt

Water Level at

4.52 ft bgs.

Sand,

collected

sample

SBGW2B

form 7.3 to 7.8

ft bgs., mottled

4.1

<1

<1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) coarse to fine SAND, little

fine Gravel, little Silt (60% brick, wood, metal, plywood and

concrete); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Clayey SILT (organic,

roots); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) to dark yellowish orange

(10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND, little Clayey Silt;

saturated.

SP-SM

OL

SP-SM

SBGW2

N/A
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Mottled<1 Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Clayey Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SBGW2

N/A
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End of Boring

at 15 ft bgs.

SBGW2

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Silt

Silty Sand, ,

collected

sample

SBGW4A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

sample

SBGW4B

from 8.0 to 8.5

ft bgs.

< 1

< 1

Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) SILT and medium to fine

Sand; Moist.

Dark yellowish orange (10YR6/6) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt; saturated.

ML

SP-SM

8.5

N/A

8/2/2013

8/2/2013

SBGW4

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

5.1

N/A

N/A

at a total depth of 8.5 feet bgs.

Grab

3
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Water Level at

5.1 ft bgs

End of Boring

at 8 ft bgs

SBGW4

N/A
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NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Organic Silt,

collected

SBGW5A

from 0.0 to 0.5

ft bgs. and

colected

SBGW5B

from 2.0 to 2.5

ft bgs.

End of Boring

at 2.5 ft bgs.

Water Level at

1 ft bgs.

< 1 Black (N1) organic Clayey SILT, little fine Sand (organic,

roots); saturated.

OL

2.5

N/A

8/2/2013

8/2/2013

SBGW5

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Louis Berger & Assoc., PC

Hand Auger

1

N/A

N/A

at total depth of 2.5 feet bgs.

Grab

3
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Remarks

NOTES:

WELL NO.:

PROJECT: Marshes, Staten Island, New York

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

BOREHOLE DATA WELL DATA

Diameter (in):

Total Depth (ft):

Sampler:

Depth to Water (ft):

Depth to Rock (ft):

Total Depth (ft):

Open Hole:

Completion:

Permit No.:

DATE STARTED:

DATE FINISHED:

DRILLER:

NORTHING (ft):

INSPECTOR:

EASTING (ft):

TOC ELEVATION (ft):

GROUND ELEVATION (ft):

Depth to Water (ft):

2001984.03

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T. Lloyd

Sand with fill,

collected

sample

SBGW6A

from 1.5 to 2.0

ft bgs.

Clayey Silt

with fill

Collected

sample

SBGW6B

from 5.0 to 5.5

ft bgs.

Water Level at

3.2 ft bgs.

14.5

<1

8.6

Moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4) coarse to fine SAND,

little medim to fine Gravel (40% brick, wood, concrete);

moist.

Black (N1) Clayey SILT (20% wood); saturated.

Greenish black (5GY2/1) organic Clayey SILT (organic,

roots); saturated.

SP

ML

OL

10.0

L. Cavelleo

9/17/2013

9/17/2013

SBGW6

Collected groundwater sample from TWP

Zebra Environmental

Direct push

3.2

N/A

N/A

at a total depth of 10 feet bgs

Macrocore

2
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Sand

End of Boring

at 10 ft bgs.

<1 Dark yellowish brown (10YR4/2) medium to fine SAND,

little Silt; saturated.

SP-SM

SBGW6

N/A
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V. A. OWNERSHIP 

 
The NYCEDC on behalf of the City of New York has the right to establish a wetland mitigation 
bank on the subject property (see Exhibit A, Bank Location Map) and to act as the Sponsor. The 
Sponsor has developed a conceptual plan to preserve and restore wetland habitat and a small 
portion of upland habitat on a portion of this property. Title to the property is held by New York 
City and will remain in New York City's name after the Bank is established. The project area is 
comprised of 20 parcels as summarized in Table 1 and consists mainly of undeveloped tidal 
marsh and upland areas with some areas of fill and development from adjoining parcels. The 
parcels are owned by the City of New York and managed by either the NYC Department of 
Parks and Recreation, NYC Transit (through a Master Leaser) or NYCEDC, on behalf of the 
Department of Small Business Services. The exact acreage of these parcels, as well as the 
location of any existing easements, is currently being surveyed by a NY state-licensed surveyor. 
 
Table 1. Project Area Parcel Summary 

 

Block Lots 

1780 1, 69, 210, 260, 275, and 300 
1790 100 
1815 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 

220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 
 

Owner Contact Information: City of New York, City Hall, 250 Broadway, New York, NY 
10007; Phone: 212-788-3000; Fax: (212) 618-8898; e-mail: KAxt@nycedc.com 
 
Sponsor Contact Information: New York City Economic Development Corporation, Attn: 
Katie Axt; 110 William Street, New York, NY 10037; Phone: 212-312-3730; Fax: 212- 618-
8898; e-mail: KAxt@nycedc.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

ARCHAEOLOGY 
 
 

 
Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / LA-CEQR-R 

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 11/7/2013 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 
document. 

 

 

 

 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary 

Study of Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank, Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 

275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100; Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 

204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375, Staten Island, New York," prepared by 

Historical Perspectives, Inc and dated October 2013.  The LPC concurs that 

archaeological fieldwork is needed.  Please submit two bound copies and a pdf of the 

report and submit a scope of work for the archaeological fieldwork before it begins.   

 

 

cc: NYSHPO 

 

 

   11/15/2013 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_11152013.doc 

 



 
 
 

January 21, 2014 
 

Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank / West Area  
Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375 
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York 
LPC Project Economic Development Corp. / LA-CEQR-R 
 

 
PROTOCOL:  PROPOSED ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING, PHASE IB 

 
Introduction 
 
As a part of the MARSHES Initiative, the New York City Economic Development Corporation 
(EDC) has proposed the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank on the west side of Staten 
Island.  The lots are largely undeveloped and are part of an expansive natural wetland that 
borders on the Arthur Kill, Prall’s River, and Saw Mill Creek.  The overall project site is 
identified on New York City tax maps on three separate blocks: Block 1780, Block 1790, and 
Block 1815.  The site is located in the Bloomfield neighborhood of Staten Island.  There are two 
distinct areas to the project site, located on the east and west sides of Chelsea Road/Bloomfield 
Road.  It is bounded on the east by the West Shore Expressway (Route 440) and on the west by 
railroad tracks that carry freight on the Staten Island Railway.  Saw Mill Creek traverses the 
southern end of the site, running from east to west.   
 
As part of the proposed action, project materials were submitted to the New York City 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) for an initial archaeological review in accordance 
with CEQR regulations and procedures.  LPC indicated a concern for potential archaeological 
sensitivity and requested an archaeological documentary study.  Historical Perspectives, Inc. 
(HPI) prepared the requested Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study to satisfy the 
requirements of SEQRA/CEQR, and to comply with the standards of the New York State Office 
of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) and LPC. 
 
HPI completed the documentary research and evaluation of sensitivity for the total wetland 
mitigation bank - both the East Area (Block 1780 and Block 1790) and the West Area (Block 1815).   
However, this protocol for archaeological fieldwork pertains only to the West Area, which is 
comprised of Block 1815, Lots 74, 75, 85, 125, 135, 150, 204, 220, 235, 251, 300, 325, and 375.  
Within Block 1815, specific sub-areas are slated for wetland restoration/enhancement, wetland 
preservation, and upland enhancement.    
 
Based on the research tasks, HPI concluded that large portions of the northern and interior 
sections of Block1815 clearly have been disturbed by earthmoving, as historic maps showed this 
area as containing uplands rising above the marshes, while the modern surveys show that these 
uplands have largely been graded away and the area is now wetland.  Large portions of Block 
1815 have been landfilled as well.  Discrete and limited sections of the West Area were 
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identified as archaeologically sensitive.  See the attached graphic, Figure 14b from the Phase IA 
Archaeological Documentary Study.   
   
II.   Identified Potential Resources and Research Issues 
 
The Archaeological Documentary Study concluded that there may be natural strata within the 
Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank West Area/Block 1815 that may be potentially 
sensitive for precontact archaeological resources and/or historical-era archaeological resources.   
 
A. Precontact Archaeological Resources 
 
The project site is located in an area where numerous precontact period archaeological sites have 
been recorded. Nearly all the precontact sites in the vicinity have been recorded on top of 
elevated hummocks, generally around the 10-foot contour line.  In its original state, the project 
site contained a number of raised upland areas, as well as lower-lying areas bordering the 
marshland, and marshland associated with Saw Mill Creek.  During the Paleo-Indian through 
Early-Middle Archaic periods, these marshlands may have been dry land.  All of these factors 
suggest that in its natural state, the project site had a high precontact archaeological sensitivity. 
 
The upland areas within the West Area generally were within elevations measuring 5-10 feet 
above sea level.  A large portion of those upland areas at the northern end of Block 1815 appears 
to have been graded by several feet, and much of the area is now mapped as wetlands, reducing 
archaeological sensitivity in this part of the project site.  Those uplands within the project site’s 
West Area are concentrated predominantly in the northeastern and southeastern reaches of Block 
1815.  HPI concluded that Lots 85, 135, 150, 204, 300, and 375 of Block 1815 still retain 
precontact archaeological sensitivity.   
 
B. Historical Archaeological Resources 
 
Several locations within the West Area uplands contained historic period structures associated 
with local Bloomfield residents, including the Vroom/Merrell occupation (1850-1917) on Lots 
85, 300, and 325 and the Merrell occupation (pre-1850 – ca.1859) on Lot 204.   The disturbance 
level of the five Vroom/Merrell structures has been severe and there is no remaining sensitivity 
for three of the structures.  However, two of the Vroom/Merrell structures, and the earlier 
Merrell domestic site appear to have experienced minimum grading and may be intact, although 
heavily overgrown.  For the location of the Vroom/Merrell and Merrell sites, see the attached 
graphic, Figure 14b from the Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study.   
 
The former structures on the project site predated the introduction of municipal water and sewer 
service to this area by at least 35 years (and probably much longer), leaving the residents to rely 
on private wells, cisterns, privies, and cesspools for their needs.  Piped water was not introduced 
on Staten Island until the 1880s and sewers in the 1890s (Leng and Delevan 1924:26-29).  
Privies, wells, and cisterns, which are often filled with contemporary refuse related to the dwellings 
and their occupants, can provide important stratified cultural deposits for the archaeologist and 
frequently provide the best remains recovered on sites.  Frequently, wells or cisterns would be 
located in reasonably close proximity to a residence, for use in washing or cooking (additional wells 
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and/or cisterns might be located further away from a residence for other uses, such as watering 
livestock).  Privies often were situated further away from the residence, for sanitary purposes.  
Portions of these shaft features are often encountered because their deeper and therefore earlier 
layers remain undisturbed by subsequent construction, and in fact, construction often preserves the 
lower sections of the features by sealing them beneath structures and fill layers.  Wells would have 
been excavated as far as the water table, and cisterns and privies often were dug up to 10-15 feet 
below grade.  Thus, these shaft features often survive in truncated form after grading episodes.  
Other commonly occurring but more fragile backyard remains include fence lines, paths, traces of 
landscaping and sheet midden scatter.  It is possible that other subsurface features, such as sheet 
middens or former outbuilding foundations, could be preserved as well if disturbance is not 
extensive.   
 
Identifying and examining buried features associated with the nineteenth century occupation of 
the project site may reflect the daily activities of the residents and provide insight into cultural 
behavior of this very homogenous population.  If undisturbed deposits of cultural material do 
still exist in this location, they may have the potential to provide meaningful information 
regarding the lives of the people who lived there.  When recovered from their original context 
and in association with a specific historical occupation, historical deposits can provide a wealth 
of information about consumption patterns, consumer choice, gender relations, ethnicity, 
economic status, and other important issues. 
 
HPI concluded that two of the Vroom/Merrell former structure locations are not within wetlands, 
and that truncated shaft features could still survive in their original location.  The earlier Merrell 
structure is in an area, Block 1815, Lot 204, where post-1900 disturbances would not necessarily 
preclude recovery of archaeological resources.   
 
C.  Research Issues for Staten Island 
 

• The Staten Island land mass served as a geographical and cultural bridge between precontact 
period cultural groups. The prehistory of Staten Island is not fully understood although we 
know that it was geographically and culturally at the cross-roads between Munsee dialect 
peoples and the Unami-Unalachtigo dialect peoples.  Staten Island may have played a 
pivotal role in the development of trade networks and cultural exchanges but professionally 
recovered data will be necessary to document these movements.  Research has hypothesized 
that macrobands of prehistoric peoples existed in an extensive interaction sphere involving 
southeastern New York, western coastal New York, New Jersey, and the Delaware Valley, 
exploiting the marine resources along the shore from the Hudson River to the Delaware 
Valley.   

 
• Many of the historic studies on Staten Island have concentrated on communities focused on 

maritime resources, e.g. the Sandy Ground oystermen, ferry crossings, the U.S. Marine 
Quarantine Grounds, and centers for sick or retired sailors.  These communities have often 
been considered distinctive agents with an outward, maritime focus.  Bloomfield was a very 
early settlement in the interior of Staten Island.  The wetland resources and arable land 
providing sustenance that was not centered on the New York Harbor, Arthur Kill, or the Kill 
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Van Kull.  It remained a rural enclave as other portions of Staten Island continued to interact 
with the larger community.   

  
III. Impact Analysis 
 
Based on the current construction plans, Louis Berger “Grading Plans – West” (11/2013; Sheet 9 of 
19), there is limited overlap between the proposed below-grade impact in the West Area with the 
identified archaeological sensitivity loci.  Only the Vroom/Merrell occupation (1850-1917), as 
indicated on the attached graphic, will be potentially impacted by the grading to create the 
wetland mitigation bank.   
 
The following monitoring protocol focuses on the small and discrete portion of the West Area 
that warrants further archaeological consideration as this project is currently designed. 
 
IV.  Monitoring Protocol 

 
Archaeological monitoring is the supervision by archaeologists of an excavation in order to 
identify, recover, protect and/or document archaeological information or materials.  Monitoring 
is used in cases where there is a possibility that the excavation might uncover archaeological 
resources but there is no satisfactory way to sample the site, and consequently, no valid way to 
determine the exact location or extent of the potential resource(s).  It is particularly appropriate 
approach to the Vroom/Merrell homestead area because heavy machinery would be needed to 
expose a broad area to locate truncated shaft features at this sensitive area.   
  
All archaeological field monitoring will be completed in accordance with LPC’s Guidelines for 
Archaeological Work in New York City, 2002, the New York State Education Department, 
Cultural Resources Survey Program, Work Scope Specifications for Cultural Resource 
Investigations on New York State Department of Transportation Projects, March 2004, and the 
Standards of the NYSOPRHP (1994, 2000, and 2005).   
 
The first critical step in implementing a monitoring protocol is to establish an understanding 
between the construction team and the monitoring archaeologist.  The understanding specifies 
the responsibilities of both parties in terms of stopping the construction work for archaeological 
excavation and for documentation, detailing what happens if the design/construction plans 
change during work, ensuring worker safety, and clarifying the organizational structure in the 
field.  The grading contractor shall allow the archaeologist(s) full work access to the site and 
shall furnish the archaeologist(s) with necessary information and assistance to perform his/her 
work.   
 
During monitoring, excavation is not under the complete control of the archaeologist(s), nor is 
the excavation area, location, and depth determined by archaeological concerns.  Rather, the 
archaeologist(s) closely observes the wetland mitigation bank-related excavations in the monitoring 
zone while work is in progress, scrutinizing for signs of historic archaeological features/resources.  
This sensitive area, or monitoring zone, has been established based on historical data and, therefore, 
requires professional observation.  The monitoring zone is identified in the accompanying figure. 
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The Wetland Mitigation project manager shall notify the archaeologist of the proposed work 
schedule for the grading in the monitoring zone at least 72 hours prior to the proposed 
commencement of work.  It is assumed that no more than one or two professional archaeologists 
would be necessary to conduct the monitoring, depending on the grading schedule.  However, if 
necessary, additional field technicians could assist. 
 
Archaeological inspections for photography, drawings, and sample collections within the re-
grading area that falls within the archaeological sensitivity area, i. e, the monitoring zone, shall 
be allowed for approximately15 minutes at every two-foot depth of the excavations, or as 
necessary in the advent that possible shaft features are identified in the demarcated monitoring 
area.    
 
Both the SHPO and LPC archaeologists will be notified by the monitoring archaeologist(s) when 
monitoring first commences.  If excavation procedures and/or locations must be altered or 
expanded significantly from what is identified as part of this protocol, the HPI monitoring 
archaeologist(s) and the HPI office must receive confirmed notification of this action by at least 
three full business days in order to contact SHPO and LPC for concurrence on an amended 
protocol. 
 
It may be that the field monitoring will not reveal any potentially significant historical features or 
deposits.  If that is the case, no further archaeological consideration would be warranted, and a 
report to that effect would be prepared for LPC. 
 
Due to historic period sensitivity, monitoring of the grading by heavy machinery will be 
conducted in the one locus sensitive for deep, truncated shaft features associated with the two 
Vroom/Merrell homestead structures.  Should any discrete shaft features be encountered, the 
excavation and evaluation of such features is a relatively standard and confined process.  In order 
to maximize the understanding of any recovered shaft features, the interior/exterior on one side 
would be exposed in order to examine the stratigraphic layers within the feature. This method is 
designed to allow for the potential recovery of information, such as date of construction, the date 
the feature was discontinued or filled, and a sample of the variety of materials within the feature 
 
The limited impacts for guard rail, fence post, and bollard installations by an auger excavator 
will not be tested.   
 
HPI’s field team will observe OSHA regulations as pertinent.  The proposed wetland mitigation 
bank is in an area that has long been the border of a natural wetland.  The test excavations may 
encounter a high water table.  Testing will not be conducted in standing water.   
 
If resources are identified, resource documentation will include written descriptions, maps 
indicating the location of resource(s), color photographs, and limited drafting.  Coordination with 
the wetland mitigation team to survey locations with archaeological deposits will be initiated.  It 
will also be essential to work with the management team to map the locations of features in 
relation to a previously established site datum.  Due to the expanse of the proposed grading, the 
limited area affected by the monitoring, and the maneuverability of the heavy equipment, 
downtime for the wetland mitigation team should not be a critical issue 
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V.  Recordation and Laboratory Analysis 

Professional standards for excavation, screening, recording of features and stratigraphy, labeling, 
mapping, and cataloging will be applied.  Photographs of the work in progress will be taken with 
a photo board and vertical scale. Monitoring locations will be plotted on EDC project plans. 

It is assumed that the monitoring will take less than one week, but could take longer in the case 
of inclement weather.  It is further assumed, based on the number of features/artifacts recovered 
from typical domestic sites, that the proposed monitoring might encounter a variety of resources 
and artifacts.  However, the archaeological activities will not extend beyond the approved 
grading limits.  Archaeologists will clean, stabilize, and inventory cultural material removed 
from the field.  An artifact catalog, recording the depth and location of each recovered artifact, 
will be created. 

VI.   Repository 

The professional archaeologists will properly curate any collection of artifacts that may be 
recovered during monitoring and assist the EDC in locating an appropriate long-term repository 
that will allow access for research purposes.  An appropriate repository, such as the Staten 
Island Museum, will be suggested to the EDC. HPI will assist with the collection transfer. 

VII.   Report 

The report documenting the findings will be prepared within four weeks of the completion of 
monitoring according to the standards of the New York Archaeological Council as recommended 
by NYSOPRHP and LPC.  If the monitoring locates features, e.g., in situ shaft features or 
precontact sites, the research in the Phase IA Cultural Resources Survey would be integrated into 
the evaluation of the recoveries and a New York State site inventory form would be completed.  

The archaeology team will submit the draft report to the EDC for review prior to submission to 
LPC and NYSOPRHP will be responsible for reasonable additions and/or corrections as 
requested by them and/or the review agencies. 

VIII.   Project Coordination  

As required by the LPC, field monitoring will be under the direction of archaeologists that are 
certified members of the Register of Professional Archaeologists and meet the qualifications of 
the National Park Service (NPS) 36 CFR 61.  The professional team of archaeologists will notify 
LPC when monitoring is scheduled to begin, as per NYC LPC Guidelines, and assist in arranging 
agency staff site visits if requested.  

IX. Unanticipated Discovery Plan  

Although there is no research to indicate that the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank site was 
ever the location of human interments, an Unanticipated Discovery Plan is recommended for city 
sites so that the archaeological field team can be prepared to act swiftly and with sensitivity if 
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such discoveries are made.  The current Standards for Cultural Resources Investigations and 
Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State of the New York Archaeological 
Council (NYAC) and the guidelines for the treatment of human remains prepared by the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (1988a, 1988b, 1988c) shall be followed.  These 
include the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 1988a “Policy Statement Regarding 
Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods,” 1988b “Memorandum on Treatment of 
Human Remains Under Section 106,” and 1988c “Treatment of Human Remains and Grave 
Goods, Police Interpretation Memorandum 89-1.”  The Unanticipated Discovery Plan is 
attached. 
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Western portion of project site showing archaeological sensitivity and monitoring location on Existing Conditions West survey (HPI and EDC 2013).
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ARCHAEOLOGY 
 

 
Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / 14DME008R 
Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 

Date received: 2/7/2014 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 

document. 
 

 

 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Protocol: Proposed Archaeological Testing, 

Phase 1B," and the, "Unanticipated Discovery Plan: Human Remains," which were 

both prepared by Historical Perspectives for the above referenced project.  The LPC 

concurs with the recommendations. Please notify the LPC when this work begins. 

 

Cc:NYSHPO 

 

   2/10/2014 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_02102014.doc 
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ARCHAEOLOGY 
 
 

 
Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / 14DME008R 

Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 8/27/2014 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
 

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also 

requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate 
document. 

 

Comments: The LPC is in receipt of the, "Protocol: Proposed Archaeological Testing, 

Phase 1B for Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank/ EAST area, Block 1780 Lots 1, 

69, 210, 260, 275, and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100, Staten Island, New York," 

prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc and dated July 18, 2014 which includes an 

unanticipated discovery plan.  The LPC concurs with the scope.  Please alert us when 

work begins.   

 

cc: NYSHPO 

 

 

   9/5/2014 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_09052014.doc 
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

340 SMITH ROAD
SHIRLEY, NY 11967

PHONE: (631)286-0485 FAX: (631)286-4003

Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120 May 27, 2013
Project Name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project.

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the



human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

340 SMITH ROAD

SHIRLEY, NY 11967

(631) 286-0485
 
Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120
Project Type: Land - Restoration / Enhancement
Project Description: Proposed wetland mitigation bank on NYC-owned property in the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh system, located on the western shore of Staten Island in Richmond County, New York.
Existing tidal wetlands and fill areas within the potential bank would be preserved, enhanced, or
restored, as appropriate based on their current condition. The site is located within the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-74.1881814 40.6131006, -74.1887822 40.6115694, -
74.1821733 40.609745, -74.1837611 40.6070083, -74.1860786 40.6043366, -74.1875806
40.6038153, -74.1892114 40.603913, -74.1905847 40.6058353, -74.1886106 40.6068454, -
74.1885677 40.6087025, -74.1924066 40.6090271, -74.1922392 40.6121417, -74.1920718
40.6135621, -74.1881814 40.6131006)))
 
Project Counties: Richmond, NY
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

Species lists are not entirely based upon the current range of a species but may also take into consideration actions that

affect a species that exists in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list because a

project could affect downstream species. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

 

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 

      Population: except Great Lakes watershed

      Listing Status: Threatened 
 
Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) 

      Population: northeast U.S. nesting pop.

      Listing Status: Endangered 
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

New Jersey Field Office 
927 North Main Street, Building D 

Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232 
Tel: 609-646-9310 Fax: 609-646-0352 

http://fws.gov/northeast/nj fieldoffice 

Jodi McDonald, Chief 
Regulatory Branch, New York District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

FEB 0 9 2015 
New York, New York 10278-0090 

Subject: Public Notice No. NAN-2013-0259-EHA by the New York City Economic 
Development Corporation to discharge fill material into waters of the United 
States, including wetlands, to facilitate construction of a wetland mitigation bank 
in Saw Mill Creek, a tributary to the Arthur Kill, Borough of Staten Island, 
Richmond County, New York 

Dear Ms. McDonald: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the New York City Economic 
Development Corporation's (NYCEDC or applicant) proposal to construct a 69-acre mitigation 
bank (Project) on Saw Mill Creek, located in the Borough of Staten Island, Richmond County, 
New York (Public Notice No. NAN-2013-0259-EHA dated December 23, 2014). The applicant 
is a non-profit corporation not affiliated with the City of New York (NYC). The Project is being 
evaluated by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers New York District (Corps) for consideration of a 
permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. 403), Section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 1344), and the Final Rule: Mitigation for Losses of 
Aquatic Resources (Federal Register 33 CFR 325 and 332, 73(70): 19594-19705) (Mitigation 
Rule), to which the Service serves as a member of the Interagency Review Team (IRT). 

The Service participated in numerous IRT meetings in 2014 and providing written comments to 
the Corps on January 14, 2014, March 25, 2014, May 19, 2014, and September 19, 2014 (copies 
enclosed). Concerns previously raised by the Service include the amount of credits made 
available by the Bank; the lack of an alternative analysis commensurate with the Bank's Service 
Area; insufficient site chemical characterization and remediation; and the potential for ecological 
receptors being exposed to elevated levels of site- related contaminants. Taken collectively, the 
concerns raised by the Service question the long-term viability of the Bank and its ability to fully 
function in permanence with the biological, chemical, and physical integrity as mandated by the 
CWA. 

The Service supports the many concerns raised by two of the other IRT members: the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The 
Service continues to object to the applicant's proposal and requests that the Corps not issue any 



permits associated with the Project. As the wetlands throughout the Hudson Raritan Estuary 
(HRE), including those located on the Arthur Kill, are considered an Aquatic Resource of 
National Importance, should the Corps issue a permit over our objection, the Service will invoke 
Part IV - Elevation of Individual Permit Decisions pursuant to our Memorandum of Agreement 
between the Department of the Interior and the Department of the Army dated December 21, 
1992 (CW A 404q). In addition, should the Corps wish to proceed with issuance of a permit for 
the Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI), pursuant to Title 33 CFR Part 332.8(e) (Dispute 
resolution process) the Service "objects to the approval of the proposed final instrument" and 
seeks higher authority review of the Project. 

Finally, the Service has learned that the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) may be funding the construction of the Project. Should HUD proceed with funding the 
Project, further coordination should occur with the Corps on Federal lead agency status and 
regulatory compliance pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 852; 
42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (NEPA). In addition, the public funding of the Project by HUD may be 
at cross purposes with the long term goals of the Project which will result in a net loss of wetland 
functions and values in NYC. The Service understands that HUD's purpose to fund the Project 
is to restore coastal resiliency and to protect against the harmful impacts of storm-related 
flooding. The applicant proposes to remove fill from a former wetland and enhance an existing 
wetland system on Staten Island to offset future wetland fills throughout NYC. Based on the 
figures provided by the applicant (see below discussion), it appears there will be a net deficit of 
flood protection and wetland coverage in NYC once the Project is fully developed. 

AUTHORITY 

The following comments are provided under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), NEPA, the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as 
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (ESA), and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (94 Stat. 2767; 42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.)(CERCLA), as amended, 
and are consistent with the intent of the Service's Mitigation Policy (Federal Register, Vol. 46, 
No. 15, Jan. 23, 1981 ). These comments are intended for the protection of fish and wildlife and 
for use in determining compliance with the Section 404(b )( 1) of the CW A Guidelines ( 40 CFR 
Part 230) and the Mitigation Rule. 

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 

The Service concurs with the Corps' determination that the proposed project will result in "no 
effect" to federally listed threatened or endangered species under Service jurisdiction or their 
critical habitats. No further consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA is required by the 
Service. If project plans change or new information on federally listed threatened or endangered 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 

SERVICE REVIEW 

As discussed above, the Service provided numerous comments on the proposed Project on 
February 7, 2014, March 25, 2014, May 19, 2014, and September 19, 2014. We have also 
participated on numerous teleconference calls to discuss the Project with the IRT and the 
applicant. Very early in the review of the Project, the Service cautioned the applicant of the 
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numerous challenges the site posed from a contaminant/recontamination standpoint and advised 
that if these significant hurdles were not met, that the Service could not support the Project. 

1. National Environmental Policy Act 

The goal of NEPA is to reduce adverse impacts to the environment, including cumulative 
impacts, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment ( 40 CFR Parts 
1500 to 1508). As discussed below, the Service has determined that the current proposal will 
likely cause significant adverse impacts to the human environment, and therefore may warrant 
the preparation of an Environmental Impacts Statement. 

a. Lead Agency Status ( 40 CFR Part 1501.5) 

The Project is being funded/regulated by two Federal agencies. HUD has announced through its 
business and coastal resiliency programs the funding of the Project, which is also under 
evaluation for permitting by the Corps. The Service requests that the HUD and the Corps 
determine which agency shall be designated as the Federal lead agency and forward their 
determination to the IR T. 

b. Alternative Analysis 

The Council of Environmental Quality states ( 40 CFR Part 1508.25) that a range of actions, 
alternatives, and impacts shall be considered in a NEPA Document. For a proposed action or 
any reasonable alternative, the Federal action agency should determine the area that will be 
affected. In 19 8 9 the EPA defined the geographic scope for an altemati ve analysis to " ... include 
all areas that would be reasonable to consider in the industry." and that " ... the basic project 
purpose will generally determine the appropriate geographical scope." The "affected area" or 
"geographical scope" of the Project is presumably the Bank's proposed Service Area - all five 
Boroughs of NYC. As the applicant has partnered with NYC's Parks and Recreation 
Department (NYCPR) to utilize the Project site for the subject Bank, the Service requests that the 
applicant review all developed or undeveloped properties, if not done so already, in NYC that 
would meet the applicant's basic project purpose (an 18+/- credit Bank). At a minimum, the 
applicant should consider all NYC owned lands that may meet the needs of the Bank. In Section 
17.0 of the applicant's supplemental report (Baseline Conditions Report), the applicant discusses 
a set of "assessment criteria" used to select the preferred alternative, but did not disclose what 
those criteria were with the IRT. The Service requests a copy of the "assessment criteria" that 
identified the Saw Mill Creek Bank site as an economically and ecologically viable alternative. 

The HRE Comprehensive Restoration Plan (Corps 2010) highlights the conflicts of performing 
restoration in the HRE when contaminated sediments are present. The Corps identified several 
conflicts including "Attractive nuisance issues" whereby "the restoration site has the potential to 
release contamination into the food chain (wildlife or human)." The Service is unaware as to 
whether the applicant's mitigation bank "assessment criteria" includes site selection criteria for 
properties that may be contaminated or adjoin known sources of contamination. Conversely, it is 
not clear whether the applicant also considered non-contaminated properties in their site 
selection. 
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c. Cap Design 

One on-site alternative that remains unresolved is the Service recommended use of a two-foot 
cap of clean material for all areas that have underlying contaminant issues. The purpose of a 
thick cap of clean material is to avoid aquatic organisms from burrowing or gaining access to any 
underlying un-remediated sediments. Currently, the applicant proposes only a one-foot cap of 
clean material and has rejected the use of a formula developed by the Corps for isolating 
underlying contaminated sediments from burrowing marine aquatic organisms (Corps 1997). 
This formula was implemented by the Federal government for the construction of the Newark 
Bay Confined Disposal Facility (CDF), and is located in close proximity to the Project area. 
That formula recommended a three-foot cap of clean material for the CDF. 

In another project faced with similar bioturbation concerns, the Corps, in concert with the 
Service, NMFS, and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection designed a two
foot cap material for all underlying contaminants at the 42-acre Lincoln Park tidal wetland 
restoration project. The Lincoln Park project is located in Jersey City, New Jersey at the 
confluence of the Passaic and Hackensack Rivers. The construction of both of these joint 
Federal agency projects addressed remediation of contaminated sediments whose concentrations 
are similar to that found in the Arthur Kill and its adjacent tributaries that include the Project site. 
The applicant's agent, Louis Berger and Associates, P.C., participated in the design and 
restoration of the Lincoln Park restoration project. 

In an e-mail dated May 19, 2014, the Service recommended the use of the Corps formula to 
effectively isolate any remaining underlying contaminated sediments at the Project site. During 
the May 19, 2014 IR T meeting, the applicant responded that the one-foot cap "is the precedent in 
recent NYC wetland restoration projects'', and that "this project is not a landfill or Confined 
Disposal Facility." The Service is unaware of which project(s) the applicant refers to regarding 
recent NYC wetland restoration projects. Exposure of aquatic organisms to contaminated 
sediments is the issue (irrelevant of whether the site is a landfill or a CDF) and the applicant has 
yet to offer either a satisfactorily capping strategy or a scientifically defensible reason as to why 
the one-foot cap of clean material is sufficiently protective for ecological receptors. 

Finally, the Corps is aware of mitigation projects on the Hackensack River (Evergreen 
Hackensack River Mitigation Bank) and the Passaic River (Joseph G. Minish Waterfront Park) 
that were either abandoned or relocated by their project sponsors due to underlying contaminated 
sediments and the recommended use of a two-foot cap of clean material. The Service reiterates 
our recommendation that the applicant use the capping formula developed by the Corps to 
properly isolate any underlying remaining contaminated sediments of the Bank site. The Service 
further requests additional information from the applicant regarding projects in NYC that may 
have used a different capping technique. 

2. Clean Water Act 

The Congressional intent of the CW A " ... is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation's waters." As discussed in the Corps' Public Notice dated 
December 18, 2013 (PN # NAN-2013-00259-EHA) the main objective of the Bank" ... is to 
provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S." Pursuant to the 
CW A, the Bank must replace in permanence, the functions and values of filled wetlands. Those 
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functions and values include, among other things include, the propagation and maintenance of 
healthy fish and wildlife populations and their supporting habitats. The applicant states that 
"Based on the data collected during this investigation, the Project area does currently appear to 
pose an ecological risk" (page C-35) Baseline Condition Report; in addition the applicant stated 
that "there is a small risk of portions of the site becoming re-contaminated because of the Arthur 
Kill" and further states "There is no long-term, sustainable design solution for eliminating this 
risk, aside from undertaking the clean-up of the Arthur Kill." The Service acknowledges that 
subject to the successful remediation of the Arthur Kill and other sources close to Saw Mill 
Creek that the Project site will likely re-contaminate from the tidal interactions of the Arthur Kill 
watershed at rates similar to what has occurred with other restoration sites in the HRE. This is 
why the Service cautioned the applicant early on in the IRT coordination process and requested 
the applicant pursue other alternatives in the HRE (which also encompasses the Bank's Service 
Area) that may meet their mitigation needs without the associated risk of contamination/re
contamination. 

a. 404 (b )(1) Guidelines 

Section 404(b )(1) Guidelines of the CW A prohibit any discharge that would "cause or contribute 
to significant degradation of waters of the United States." Although the removal of 
contaminated material from the Saw Mill Creek watershed is a positive action, the long term 
potential of the site remaining within acceptable contaminant levels in permanence is unlikely to 
occur. Moreover, Section 404 (b )(1) CW A Guidelines require that there is no practicable 
alternative(s) to the proposed Project that would be less damaging to the aquatic environment" 
(40 CFR Part 230.lO(a)), and that all reasonable and practicable steps are taken to minimize 
adverse effects on the aquatic environment. In addition, it is required that the applicant 
demonstrate that they conduct a rigorous assessment of alternatives that are "available and 
capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in 
light of overall project purposes" ( 40 CFR Part 230.1 O(a)(2)). The applicant presented only two 
alternatives in their 404(b)(l) analysis (see Sections 17.3.l No-Build Alternative and 17.3.2 
Build Alternative in their Baselines Condition Report dated July 2014). The applicant's 
alternative analysis is inadequate and needs to be expanded to include other site locations, 
including the use of non-aquatic sites and other sites that would result in less adverse impact on 
the aquatic ecosystem. A cursory review ofNYCPR lands reveal numerous degraded marshes in 
western Long Island Sound, Queens, and Brooklyn that could meet the applicant's needs (same 
Service Area) without the apparent contamination or recontamination risk. We recommend an 
assessment of all potential alternatives (e.g., NYC owned lands), that may meet the applicant's 
needs to serve all five Boroughs of NYC. 

b. Mitigation Banking Instrument 

The applicant proposes to fill material into wetlands and waters of the United States to facilitate 
construction of a Bank at an approximately 69-acre site. The site is comprised of tidal wetlands, 
forested uplands, scrub/shrub uplands, and a dump site. The applicant proposes to rehabilitate 
approximately 16.63 acres of wetlands, re-establish approximately 7.04 acres of wetlands, 
enhance 33.72 acres of wetlands, enhance 1.52 acres of forested wetlands and rehabilitate 9.54 
acres of upland buffer areas. The applicant seeks 18.54 compensatory credits for the subject 
Bank. Once the Bank is approved, and the Bank's performance measures are met, the 18.54 
credits can be debited for off-site wetland fills throughout the five boroughs of NYC. The 
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Service concurs with NMFS's comprehensive review of the MBI on January 30, 2015. Rather 
than reiterate their numerous comments, we will focus our MBI review on the mitigation credit 
ratios that are associated with the various habitat types as described in the draft MBI dated 
December 30, 2014. 

( 1) Credit Ratios 

(a) Rehabilitate Credits: The applicant seeks a credit ratio of 1.80: 1 for this habitat 
conversion type. This is a significant departure with other banks whereby the IRT 
grants a 3: 1 ratio for this habitat conversion. The Service recognizes that a 
Functional Assessment Methodology (FAM) was perfo1med for the subject Bank. 
The Service requests that the Corps compare the use of this methodology with other 
Corps approved mitigation banks that did not use the FAM to ensure a consistent 
approach in determining appropriate mitigation ratios. The subject MBI has the 
potential to become financially advantageous in comparison to other banks (that share 
the same Service Area) if they receive different credit ratios. 

(b) Re-establish Credits: The applicant proposes a 1.20: 1 credit ratio for this habitat 
conversion type. The Service concurs with this ratio; however, we request that the 
Corps investigate whether any of the proposed rehabilitation areas(+/- 7 acres) were 
jurisdictional wetlands at any time pursuant to the CW A. This should include an 
investigation of aerial photography taken on or near the time of the promulgation of 
the CWA in 1972. Should the Corps determine that some of or all of the proposed 
rehabilitated areas represent an unauthorized fill action, the applicant should 
withdraw any proposed Banking credits associated with any unauthorized fills. 

(c) Wetland Enhancement: The applicant is proposing to enhance 33.72 acres of existing 
tidal marshes at a credit ratio of 10:1. The Service requests what form of restoration 
or biological uplift will be proposed for this habitat type (i.e., excavation, 
supplemental plantings, etc.). Should the wetland enhancement lands reveal that the 
marsh plain is contaminated; receiving any credits for these lands will be conditioned 
upon proper remediation (removal of contaminants and/or cap cover). 

As stated previously, HUD's potential funding of the Project would be to provide added coastal 
resiliency in NYC. The Bank proposes to re-establish approximately seven acres of wetlands 
(added flood storage benefit); however, it will also receive approximately 18.54 compensatory 
credits for future wetland fills (lost flood storage). No other habitat features of the Bank are 
designed to add new flood storage capability. Therefore, it is likely that the Project may result is 
a net loss of flood storage for NYC, despite HUD claiming that it will add to the region's coastal 
resilience. The Service requests that the applicant confirm that that only seven acres of flood 
storage will be realized from the Bank and define what acreage of wetlands, and their 
corresponding flood functions, could be lost as a result of the Project. 

(2) Conservation Easement 

The applicant shall provide a long-term conservation easement or other real estate instrument to 
protect the long-term viability of the Bank (40 CFR Part 230.97). The applicant acknowledges 
the Project area is prone to illegal filling. In addition, there are no guarantees that the current 

6 



landowner (NYCPR) may continue to utilize the lands for their current purpose (to satisfy the 
CWA requirements). The conservation easement should include provisions for preventing 
trespass and illegal dumping. 

(3) Projects Eligible to Use the Bank. 

The applicant is proposing to use Banks credits to offset environmental impacts associated with 
CERCLA (i.e., Superfund). As CERCLA is a separate authority not enforceable by the Corps, 
the Service requests that the use of Bank credits for CERCLA be deleted from the MBI. 

( 4) Success Criteria 

The applicant is proposing corrective actions for invasive species when less than ten percent of 
the total area of the Project site or when a single area exceeds 0.25 acre within the Project site. 
The Service recommends that should any invasive species occupy more than 0.10 acre or 
approach five percent of the Project site acreage, that corrective actions to control those invasive 
species will commence. 

c. Contaminants 

The Project area and the adjacent marsh plain and waterways are known sources of 
contamination and, as such, the applicant must determine the degree to which the Project will 
"introduce, relocate, or increase contaminants to the aquatic environment" ( 40 CFR Part 230.11 
(d) Contaminant determinations). Introducing aquatic biota to a newly created wetland 
environment that has not been properly remediated (i.e., attractive nuisance) may increase the 
potential for those organisms to bioaccumulate those contaminants. The applicant has attempted 
to characterize the fill material and underlying sediments to determine the level of risk the 
Project site poses on the aquatic environment. Known contaminants for the Project site include 
heavy metals, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), volatile and semi-volatile organics 
(VOCs and SVOCs), and chlorinated dioxins and furans. Based on this information, the Service 
is concerned that the Project site may be already contributing to adverse effects for numerous life 
stages of aquatic biota in the Saw Mill Creek watershed. The applicant agreed to remove any 
underlying sediments that failed one or more of the aquatic standards overseen by the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and EPA and replace those 
contaminated areas with a one foot of clean fill material. As previously identified, the Service 
objects to the use of a one foot-cap of clean material and request the applicant utilize the formula 
developed by the Corps (1997) to determine an appropriate cap strategy. The Service also 
requests the applicant submit a post-construction monitoring plan and remedial strategy to be 
implemented should site monitoring indicate that contamination on the Project site is 
approaching unacceptable levels (i.e., levels not protective of human health or wildlife resources; 
whichever is the more stringent). 

(1) Local Waterways and Associated Contamination 

The Arthur Kill and Newark Bay are both hydrologically connected to the Project site, are 
historically, and continue to be, heavily industrialized waterways with a plethora of point and 
non-point sources of contaminants including, but not limited to, heavy metals, pesticides, 
chlorinated dioxins and furans, PCBs, and wastewater-related pharmaceuticals and health care 
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products. There is a large body of creditable scientific literature indicating that levels of 
aforementioned contaminants are harmful to a variety of species that are the food base of trust 
species under the Service's jurisdictions. Moreover, some of those contaminants are 
biomagnified in to higher trophic organisms, including humans, where they may exert a variety 
of toxicological effects. 

Wintermeyer and Cooper (2003) studied the effects of dioxin and dioxin-like compounds on egg 
development and fertilization of the eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica) and evaluated the 
potential for restoring oyster populations in the New York/New Jersey Harbor area. One of the 
two study sites was on the Arthur Kill, 0.5 mile away from its confluence with Saw Mill Creek. 
That study concluded that despite some recent improvements of water quality in the HRE, 
dioxins, furans, and PCB's (all contaminants found on the Project site) are still bioavailable in 
the Newark Bay Estuary and that 2,3,7,8 -Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (which thus far not been 
properly characterized on Project site) impaired gonadal development and egg viability in oysters 
of the Arthur Kill. The authors concluded that due to the on-going adverse effects of these 
compounds on the oyster, that implementing restoration efforts in the Newark Bay and the 
Arthur Kill would not result in successful recruitment of the oysters in the bay area. 

The effects of habitat degradation on the trophic ecology of the mummichog or killifish 
(Fundulus heteroclitus) was studied in five creeks of Staten Island, the closest being Neck Creek 
(approximately 0.8 mile south of the confluence of Saw Mill Creek with the Arthur Kill) (Goto 
and Wallace 2011). The authors examined the effects of mercury-contaminated sediments on 
prey species of the mummichog, and concluded that chronic pollution of these Arthur Kill 
tributaries appeared to have directly (through chemical bioacummulation) and indirectly (through 
reduced benthic prey availability) altered feeding habits and strategies of mummichogs in highly 
urbanized tidal marshes of the Arthur Kill. The levels of mercury encountered in the sediments 
of the Arthur Kill marshes were at levels found at the Project site. An earlier study indicated that 
mercury-laden sediment of the Arthur Kill and adjacent marshes are strongly associated with 
suppressed abundance and biomass of benthic macroinfaunal assemblages (Goto 2009). Given 
similar mercury concentrations in Project sediments, the Service expects similar adverse impacts 
on the mummichog and low species diversity assemblages of macroinfauna in Saw Mill Creek. 

Behavioral changes were observed in five species of aquatic organisms from Piles Creek, another 
contaminated tributary of the Arthur Kill, approximately 0.8 mile from the confluence of the Saw 
Mill Creek and the Arthur Kill (Weiss et al., 2011). Species captured from Piles Creek were less 
active, less able to capture prey, and more vulnerable to predation; thyroid dysfunction was noted 
in some mummichogs which may, in part, explain the observed altered behaviors. Further, 
multiple adverse reproductive endpoints were observed in killifish in Newark Bay (Bugel et al., 
2010; Bugel et al., 2011). Many of the contaminants found in Piles Creek and Newark Bay are 
similar to those found at the Project site. PCBs in bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix) sampled from 
the Hackensack River; a waterway in the HRE that drains into the Newark Bay exceeded the 
action level established by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. Moreover, mercury levels in 
the bluefish also exceeded EPA's recommended consumption limit of one meal per month 
(Weiss et al., 2011 ). These regulatory advisories are human-health based and likely are not fully 
protective fish and wildlife resources. 

As one of the stated goals of the Project is to provide a positive contribution to "fish and wildlife 
habitat" it appears at cross purposes on how this goal will be achieved when the waterway is 
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heavily impaired with contaminants that currently pose a risk for consumption (wildlife and 
human). 

The Service previously objected to projects in the Hudson Raritan Estuary (HRE) that pose a 
significant threat to fish and wildlife resources with respect to potentially unacceptable 
contaminant exposure. These projects include Evergreen Hackensack River Mitigation Bank, 
Kane Mitigation Bank, Evergreen MRI-3 Mitigation Bank, Global Terminal, Tremley Point 
Connector Road, Piles Creek Mitigation Bank, Borough of Carteret, Constable Hook, and Losen 
Slote. Several of these projects were eventually authorized and others were abandoned due to the 
costs of remediation or the uncertainty posed regarding recontamination. For the projects 
authorized (Kane, MRI-3 and Global), despite the project sites being properly remediated, a 
general trend ofrecontamination of these sites has begun (as documented in their respective 
project monitoring reports). 

Constructing a wetland in the Arthur Kill that is not currently designed to remedy on-site 
contamination or remediate future re-contamination will likely continue the harmful cycle of 
exposing aquatic resources to contaminants and future fish consumption advisories. 

(2) Post-Construction Monitoring 

Should the applicant be able to remediate the Project site to contaminant levels protective of 
sensitive wildlife resources, the Service recommends a rigorous post-construction sampling plan 
be designed for Service approval for detecting re-contamination and an action plan to address 
any re-contamination. The applicant should develop a post-construction monitoring plan for the 
Project so that the Corps and other members of the IRT can measure Project success pursuant to 
the CW A. As the applicant has developed a performance measure for vegetative success, the 
applicant also needs to demonstrate that the Project site is replacing functions and values of 
future permitted wetland fill in permanence. Should the Project site become recontaminated, the 
applicant needs to develop a corrective plan to ensure the site remains fully functional, and that 
until such time the availability of credits from the Bank should be suspended. The Service is 
available to assist in the development of such a monitoring plan that addresses contamination in 
a biotic and biotic compartments of the environment, as well as contaminant trophic transport into 
fish and wildlife resources. 

This post-construction monitoring plan should be developed in concert with the IRT prior to any 
Corps permits being issued. Any post-construction monitoring plan should also include a 
strategy for removing any floatables that could enter the Project area and to visually inspect the 
area at a frequency to deter any illegal dumping within the Project area. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Corps should coordinate with the HUD to determine Federal lead agency status 
pursuant to NEPA and notify the IR T of their decision. 

• The applicant should provide an alternative analysis, including a list of their "assessment 
criteria" used to select the Project site. The analysis should meet the provisions of NEPA 
and the CW A 404(b )(1) Guidelines. The analysis should also include other site locations, 
including the use of non-aquatic sites and other aquatic sites that would result in less 
adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. We recommend an assessment of all potential 
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alternatives (e.g., NYC-owned lands), that could meet the applicant's needs to serve all 
five Boroughs of NYC. 

• The applicant needs to supply a list of other projects in NYC that used the proposed (one
foot) capping design of their Project. 

• The applicant should confirm that that only seven acres of flood storage will be realized 
from the Bank and define what acreage of wetlands and their corresponding flood 
functions could be lost as a result of the Project. 

• The applicant should provide a long-term conservation easement or other real estate 
instrument to protect the long-term viability of the Bank. The conservation easement 
should include provisions for preventing trespass and illegal dumping. 

• The applicant should delete any reference of utilizing CERCLA projects for 
consideration with the Bank. 

• The applicant should begin corrective actions for invasive species when said species 
colonization exceeds five percent of acreage coverage of the Bank or when any one patch 
exceeds a 1/10 of an acre. 

• The applicant should use the formula developed by the Corps (1997) to determine an 
appropriate cap strategy. In addition, the applicant should submit a post-construction 
remediation strategy for IRT approval should the Project site become recontaminated. 

• The applicant should provide a pre-and post-construction monitoring plan for IRT 
approval for tissue analysis of aquatic biota that use the Project site. 

• The applicant should demonstrate that the Project site is replacing functions and values of 
future permitted wetland fill in permanence. 

• The applicant should include a strategy for removing any floatables that could enter the 
Project area and to visually inspect the area at a frequency that will successfully deter any 
illegal dumping of the Project area. 

CONCLUSION 

The Service disagrees with the applicant's conclusion that the Project "avoids and minimizes 
environmental impacts to the greatest extent practicable." The Project is sited in a watershed that 
is deemed "impaired" by the NYSDEC due to low dissolved oxygen, increased floatables and 
exceedance levels in PCB's, dioxin, and other toxics. The Project area is posted with numerous 
fish consumption advisories due to the bioaccumulation of toxics from area waters and food 
sources. Sediment characterization of the site shows exceedances of heavy metals, SVOC, 
VOCs, PCBs, dioxin and furans. The site will require significant remediation to ameliorate the 
effects of on-site contamination, including the use of a two-foot cap of clean fill material for any 
underlying remaining contaminated sediments. It appears that the credits sought by the applicant 
for the Bank may be in question (i.e., ratio disparity and the potential for an unauthorized fill) 
and should be reevaluated. The project site has the potential to re-contaminate due to its close 
hydrologic connection with the Arthur Kill, and other contaminated waterways, and their 
associated wetlands. Finally, the applicant has not offered a post-construction remediation plan 
that would maintain an ecologically sustainable aquatic environment (in permanence) to meet the 
goals of the CW A. 

Based upon the above, the Service cannot support the current Bank as currently designed. The 
Service agrees that there is a need to construct a Bank that would satisfy the needs of future NYC 
economic growth. However, the Service advised the applicant over a year ago when the Project 
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was first presented to the IRT that numerous significant hurdles needed to be overcome before 
the Service could support the Project. The applicant has not sufficiently or adequately addressed 
our concerns despite the presence of other practicable alternative sites that appear reasonable 
(i.e., other NYC-owned property not located near contaminant sources) that could meet the 
applicant ' s needs. 

The Service requests that the Corps not issue any permits for the Project as currently proposed. 
As the wetlands of the HRE are considered an Aquatic Resource of National Importance, should 
the Corps issue a permit over our objection, the Service will invoke Part IV - Elevation of 
Individual Permit Decisions pursuant to our Memorandum of Agreement between the 
Department of the Interior and the Department of the Army dated December 21 , 1992. In 
addition, should the Corps announce "a notice of intent to issue" a permit for the MBI, we will 
also respectively request commencement of the "Dispute Resolution Process" as afforded under 
33 CFR Part 332.8(d)(8)(e). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We understand that a meeting has 
been set for February 12, 2015 at the NOAA, Sandy Hook Headquarters. We look forward to 
further discussing our concerns and those raised by other members of the IRT. If you have any 
question regarding the above, please contact Mr. Steven Mars at 609-646-9310, extension 23. 

Attachments 

Field Supervi 
Eric Schrading 

Service e-mails dated January 14, 2014, March 25, 2014, May 19, 2014, and September 19, 2014 

CC: 
NJFO (2) 
NYFO (Stilwell, Sullivan, Cole) 
LIFO (Sinkevich) 
USFWS, Region 5 (Fannin, Simon) 
NMFS/Green 
USEP A 1 /Montella 
NYSDEC/Zahn 
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources 
New York Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway, 5th Floor, Albany, New York 12233-4757 
Phone: (518) 402-8935 • Fax: (518) 402-8925 
Website: www.dec.ny.gov 

Joe Martens 

  Commissioner 

May 13, 2015

Max Taffet

New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
110 William Street

New York, NY 10038

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island 
Town/City: New York. County: Richmond. 

Dear Max Taffet :

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage 

Program database with respect to the above project. 

Enclosed is a report of rare or state-listed animals and plants, and significant natural 

communities, that our database indicates occur, or may occur, on your site or in the immediate 

vicinity of your site. Note that your site is located within the Sawmill Creek Marshes Significant 
Coastal Fish & Wildlife Habitat and is adjacent to the NYSDEC Sawmill Creek Wetland.

For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted; the enclosed report 

only includes records from our database. We cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence 

or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities. Depending on the 

nature of the project and the conditions at the project site, further information from on-site surveys 

or other sources may be required to fully assess impacts on biological resources. 

Our database is continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed 

project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us again so 

that we may update this response with the most current information. 

The presence of the plants and animals identified in the enclosed report may result in this 

project requiring additional review or permit conditions. For further guidance, and for information 

regarding other permits that may be required under state law for regulated areas or activities (e.g., 

regulated wetlands), please contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office, Division of 

Environmental Permits, as listed at www.dec.ny.gov/about/39381.html.

404

Andrea Chaloux

Environmental Review Specialist 
New York Natural Heritage Program

Sincerely, 



New York Natural Heritage Program

The following state-listed animals have been documented
at your project site, or in its vicinity.

The following list includes animals that are listed by NYS as Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern; 
and/or that are federally listed or are candidates for federal listing.

Report on State-listed Animals

For information about potential impacts of your project on these populations, how to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate any impacts, and any permit considerations, contact the Wildlife Manager or the Fisheries 
Manager at the NYSDEC Regional Office for the region where the project is located. A listing of 
Regional Offices is at http://www.dec.ny.gov/about/558.html.

The following species have been documented at or near the project site, generally within 0.5 mile. 
Potential onsite and offsite impacts from the project may need to be addressed.

SCIENTIFIC NAME FEDERAL LISTINGNY STATE LISTINGCOMMON NAME

Birds

Ixobrychus exilis ThreatenedLeast Bittern
Breeding

281

Podilymbus podiceps ThreatenedPied-billed Grebe
Breeding

4852

This report only includes records from the NY Natural Heritage database. For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have 
not been conducted, and we cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence or absence of all rare or state-listed 
species. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the project site, further information from on-site surveys 
or other sources may be required to fully assess impacts on biological resources.

If any rare plants or animals are documented during site visits, we request that information on the observations be provided to the New  
York Natural Heritage Program so that we may update our database.

Information about many of the listed animals in New York, including habitat, biology, identification, conservation, and management, are  
available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at www.guides.nynhp.org, and from NYSDEC at  
www.dec.ny.gov/animals/7494.html.
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Report on Rare Animals, Rare Plants, and
Significant Natural CommunitiesNew York Natural Heritage Program

The following rare plants, rare animals, and significant natural communities
have been documented at your project site, or in its vicinity.

We recommend that potential onsite and offsite impacts of the proposed project on these species or 
communities be addressed as part of any environmental assessment or review conducted as part of the planning, 
permitting and approval process, such as reviews conducted under SEQR. Field surveys of the project site may 
be necessary to determine the status of a species at the site, particularly for sites that are currently undeveloped 
and may still contain suitable habitat. Final requirements of the project to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential 
impacts are determined by the lead permitting agency or the government body approving the project.

HERITAGE CONSERVATION STATUSSCIENTIFIC NAME NY STATE LISTINGCOMMON NAME

The following animals, while not listed by New York State as Endangered or Threatened, are of conservation concern 
to the state, and are considered rare by the New York Natural Heritage Program.

Birds

Protected Bird Imperiled in NYS

8960

Egretta thulaSnowy Egret
Breeding

Protected Bird Imperiled in NYS

4043

Nyctanassa violaceaYellow-crowned 
Night-Heron Breeding

Protected Bird Imperiled in NYS

8130

Bubulcus ibisCattle Egret
Breeding
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Protected Bird Imperiled in NYS

573

Plegadis falcinellusGlossy Ibis
Breeding

Protected Bird Imperiled in NYS

10227

Egretta caeruleaLittle Blue Heron
Breeding

Pralls Island,  1997-spring: The birds listed above were observed on Pralls Island, a non-barrier island in the Arthur Kill. 
Channelization of the Arthur Kill during the 1910s resulted in significant deposition of dredge spoil. Extensive diking also 
occurred at this time, which created low  areas of trapped fresh and brackish water. These marsh areas support thick 
stands of Phragmites. The physiognomy of the island is heterogeneous due to the spoil deposition and diking. Upland 
areas are separated by marshes and extensive areas of panic grass. There are a dozen or more isolated colony sites. 
Grey birch is the dominant upland species, reaching heights of 4-6 meters; the birds nest mostly  in these trees. In early 
2007, approximately 3,000 trees were removed due to an Asian longhorned beetle infestation.



Amphibians

Special Concern Critically Imperiled in NYS

4106

Lithobates sphenocephalusSouthern Leopard Frog

For more information, contact the New York Natural Heritage Program.

The following significant natural communities are considered significant from a statewide perspective by the NY 
Natural Heritage Program.  They are either occurrences of a community type that is rare in the state, or a high-
quality example of a more common community type. By meeting specific, documented criteria, the NY Natural 
Heritage Program considers these community occurrences to have high ecological and conservation value.

HERITAGE CONSERVATION STATUSSCIENTIFIC NAME NY STATE LISTINGCOMMON NAME

Wetland/Aquatic Communities

5987

High-quality Occurrence of Rare Community Type

Magnolia Swamp: This is a moderate-size, mature example with minimally disturbed core and <1% cover of exotic 
plants. Vulnerable in an urban setting with little connectivity to natural landscape. 

Red Maple-Sweetgum Swamp

Upland/Terrestrial Communities

1041

Rare Community Type

Magnolia Swamp: Small, but unusual, mature occurrence with a minimally disturbed core. Vulnerable in an urban 
setting with connectivity to only small forested landscape. 

Maritime Post Oak Forest

The following plants are listed as Endangered or Threatened by New York State, and/or are considered rare by the 
New York Natural Heritage Program, and so are a vulnerable natural resource of conservation concern.

HERITAGE CONSERVATION STATUSSCIENTIFIC NAME NY STATE LISTINGCOMMON NAME

Vascular Plants

Threatened Imperiled in NYS

3322

Hottonia inflataFeatherfoil

Magnolia Swamp,  2000-06: A small pond.

Page 2 of 35/13/2015

Endangered Critically Imperiled in NYS

7053

Sabatia angularisRose-pink

Magnolia Swamp,  1997-07-29: Successional old field varying into successional shrublands; area about 10 acres 
surrounded by busy highways. Ground relatively flat with scattered tussocks. Soil somewhat sandy and well-drained. It 
may be wet at times, but is dry at this time due to drought.

Persimmon Diospyros virginiana Threatened Imperiled in NYS

8280Magnolia Swamp,  1997-05-06: Small woodlot in old developed area. Landscaped on either side of woods.

Threatened Imperiled in NYS

1562

Diospyros virginianaPersimmon

Sawmill Creek Woods,  1997-05-06: Group 1: A red maple swamp with pin oak, red maple, and Polygonum cuspidatum 
along the road. Sandy hummocks and depressions with water in the woods. The herbaceous layer consists of mayflower, 
cinnamon fern, and marsh fern. Group 2: The woods are drier than Group 1.



Endangered Critically Imperiled in NYS

306

Amelanchier nantucketensisNantucket Juneberry

Magnolia Swamp,  1997-07-29: On the edge of a sandy disturbed area in a maritime post-oak forest.

Endangered Critically Imperiled in NYS

5109

Magnolia virginianaSweetbay Magnolia

Magnolia Swamp,  1997-05-06: Sweetgum swamp with sweetgum, red maple, red oak, Nyssa and swamp white oak 
as dominants. Also present are grey and black birch. The understory is predominantly Vaccinium corymbosum with 
Smilax glauca. Skunk cabbage and trout lily in the herbaceous layer.

Information about many of the rare animals and plants in New York, including habitat, biology, identification, conservation, and  
management, are available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at www.guides.nynhp.org, from NatureServe Explorer at  
www.natureserve.org/explorer, and from USDA’s Plants Database at http://plants.usda.gov/index.html (for plants).

This report only includes records from the NY Natural Heritage database. For most sites, comprehensive field 
surveys have not been conducted, and we cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence or absence of 
all rare or state-listed species. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the project site, 
further information from on-site surveys or other sources may be required to fully assess impacts on biological 
resources.

Information about many of the natural community types in New York, including identification, dominant and characteristic vegetation,  
distribution, conservation, and management, is available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at www.guides.nynhp.org.
For descriptions of all community types, go to www.dec.ny.gov/animals/97703.html for Ecological Communities of New York State.

If any rare plants or animals are documented during site visits, we request that information on the observations be provided to the New  
York Natural Heritage Program so that we may update our database.
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The following rare plants and rare animals have
historical records

at your project site, or in its vicinity.

The following rare plants and animals were documented in the vicinity of the project site at one time, but have 
not been documented there since 1979 or earlier, and/or there is uncertainty regarding their continued presence. 
There is no recent information on these plants and animals in the vicinity of the project site and their current 
status there is unknown. In most cases the precise location of the plant or animal in this vicinity at the time it 
was last documented is also unknown.

New York Natural Heritage Program

If suitable habitat for these plants or animals is present in the vicinity of the project site, it is possible that they 
may still occur there. We recommend that any field surveys to the site include a search for these species, 
particularly at sites that are currently undeveloped and may still contain suitable habitat.

Report on Historical Records of Rare Animals,
Rare Plants, and Natural Communities

Reptiles

Kinosternon subrubrum Endangered

1480

Critically Imperiled in NYSEastern Mud Turtle

1900-05-06.

Vascular Plants

Platanthera ciliaris Endangered

640

Critically Imperiled in NYSOrange Fringed Orchid

1905-07-28.

Dryopteris celsa Endangered

660

Critically Imperiled in NYSLog Fern

1907-07-17: Magnolia Swamp. Rich woods.

If any rare plants or animals are documented during site visits, we request that information on the observations be provided to the New  
York Natural Heritage Program so that we may update our database.

This report only includes records from the NY Natural Heritage database. For most sites, comprehensive 
field surveys have not been conducted, and we cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence or 
absence of all rare or state-listed species. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the 
project site, further information from on-site surveys or other sources may be required to fully assess 
impacts on biological resources.

Information about many of the rare animals and plants in New York, including habitat, biology, identification, conservation, and  
management, are available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at www.guides.nynhp.org, from NatureServe Explorer at  
www.natureserve.org/explorer, and from USDA’s Plants Database at http://plants.usda.gov/index.html (for plants).

SCIENTIFIC NAME HERITAGE CONSERVATION STATUSNYS LISTINGCOMMON NAME
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The Coordinates of the point you cl icked on are:

   NYTM   
  E : 568881  
  N : 4495742  

  Longitude/Latitude  
  W : 74.185  
  N : 40.609  

State-Regulated Freshwater Wetlands
Wetland ID Wetland Class Wetland Size (Acres)

 0 0

AR-49 2 49.8

Rare Plants and Rare Animals
This location is in the v ic inity of one or more :

Rare Animals and Rare Plants

Natural Communities Near This Location:
Natural Community Name Location Ecological System

Red maple-sweetgum swamp Magnolia Swamp Freshwater Nontidal Wetlands

Old or Potential Records (these records are not displayed on the map)

Common
Name Scientific  Name Date Last

Documented Location Habitat Where Last
Seen

Animal,
Plant, or

other

NYS
Protected

Status

Orange
Fringed
Orchid

Platanthera cil iaris 1905-07-28
Magnolia
Swamp  Rare Plant Endangered

Mocha
Emerald Somatochlora linearis 1926-pre

Staten
Island

The dragonfly was
captured on a very large
island.

Rare
Animal Not Listed

Eastern Mud
Turtle

Kinosternon
subrubrum

1900-05-06 Old Place
Creek

 Rare
Animal

Endangered

Hyssop-
skullcap

Scutellaria integrifolia 1879-07-01 Staten
Island

 Rare Plant Endangered

Northern
Cricket Frog

Acris crepitans 1908-04-12 Richmond  Rare
Animal

Endangered

Rambur's
Forktail

Ischnura ramburii 1913-pre Staten
Island

The dragonfly was found
on a very large island.

Rare
Animal

Not Listed

Slender
Crabgrass

Digitaria fi l i formis 1878-08 Staten
Island

 Rare Plant Threatened

Needham's
Skimmer

Libellula needhami 1913-pre Staten
Island

The dragonfly was found
on a very large island.

Rare
Animal

Not Listed

Wild
Comfrey

Cynoglossum
virginianum var.
virginianum

1914-06-10
Staten
Island Woods. Rare Plant Endangered

[print page] [close window]
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Comfrey
virginianum

Island

Collins'
Sedge

Carex coll insii 1870 Staten
Island

Magnolia swamps. Rare Plant Endangered

Log Fern Dryopteris celsa 1907-07-17 Magnolia
Swamp

Rich woods. Rare Plant Endangered

American
Burying
Beetle

Nicrophorus
americanus no date

Staten
Island  

Rare
Animal Endangered

USGS Quadrangle
USGS Quadrangle Name

ARTHUR KILL

If your project or action is within or near an area with a rare animal, a permit may be required
if the species is listed as endangered or threatened and the department determines the
action may be harmful to the species or its habitat. 

If your project or action is within or near an area with rare plants and/or significant natural
communities, the environmental impacts may need to be addressed. 

The presence of a unique geological feature or landform near a project, unto itself, does not
trigger a requirement for a NYS DEC permit. Readers are advised, however, that there is the
chance that a unique feature may also show in another data layer (ie. a wetland) and thus be
subject to permit jurisdiction. 

Please refer to the "Need a Permit?" tab for permit information or other authorizations
regarding these natural resources.

Disclaimer:If you are considering a project or action in, or near, a wetland or a stream, a
NYS DEC permit may be required. The Environmental Resources Mapper does not show all
natural resources which are regulated by NYS DEC, and for which permits from NYS DEC
are required. For example, Regulated Tidal Wetlands, and Wild, Scenic, and Recreational
Rivers, are currently not included on the maps.
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December 16, 2014 
 
Mr. Maurice S. Winter 
Deputy Director, Site Assessment 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard 
Flushing, NY 11373 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank 
 CEQR# 14DME008R 
 Staten Island, NY 
 
 
Dear Mr. Winter: 

In response to your comment letter of October 28, 2014 on the September 2014 Phase II Environmental Site 
Investigations for the above referenced project, please find the enclosed submission. 

As discussed on our call on November 21, 2014, in lieu of the requested Remedial Action Plan, NYCEDC is submitting 
the following set of documents: 

 A 95% drawings set, which depicts (among other items) areas of grading and excavation, with associated 
limits of disturbance. Areas that will be over-excavated and provided with a 1-foot sand backfill are depicted 
specifically on Sheet 11 of 21, Project Areas of Interest;  

 Standard Specifications (US Customary Units), September 4, 2014, State of New York Department of 
Transportation; and 

 Draft Technical Specification for the Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological 
Sustainability (MARSHES) Initiative, Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Supplementary 
Specifications in Addition to the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Standard 
Specifications US Customary Units in Feet (USC) Dated September 4, 2014. 

Together, these documents delineate the procedures that would be employed during the construction of the 
proposed project to excavate and properly dispose of contaminated material. 

In addition, as requested in your October 28, 2014 letter, NYCEDC is submitting a draft Construction Site Specific 
Health and Safety Plan.  As discussed on our November 21 call, since many of the elements of the Health and Safety 
Plan (e.g. communications, site security) are the responsibility of a contractor, NYCEDC proposes to finalize and 
resubmit the plan to DEP for final approval when a contractor is chosen—via a competitive bidding process, which 
will take place in the Summer of 2015—to construct the project. No construction will proceed until a final Health and 
Safety Plan has been approved by NYCDEP.  

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this submission, please contact me at drybak@edc.nyc or at 
212.618.5763. 

 
Dina Rybak 
Assistant Vice President, Planning 
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
Cc:  Wei Yu (NYCDEP) 
 Terrell Estesen (NYCDEP) 
 Mitchell Wimbish (NYCDEP) 
 Denise Pisani (MOS) 
 Max Taffet (NYCEDC) 
 Ray Fusco (NYCEDC) 

mailto:drybak@edc.nyc
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Environmental 
Protection 

Emily Lloyd 
Commissioner 

Angela Licata 
Deputy Commissioner of 
Sustainability 

59-17 Junction Blvd. 
Flushing, NY 11373 

Tel. (718) 595-4398 
Fax(718)595-4479 
alicata@dep.nyc.gov 

January 14, 2015 

Ms. Nilda Mesa 
Director 
Mayor's Office of Sustainability 
100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor 
New York, New York 10038 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank 
Block 1780, Lots 1, 69, 210, 260, 275 and 300; Block 1790, Lot 100; 
Block 1815, Lots 74, 251,300, and 325 
CEQR # 14DME008R 
Staten Island, New York 

Dear Ms. Mesa: 

The New York City Department · of Environmental Protection, Bureau of 
Environmental Planning and Analysis (DEP) has reviewed the December 2014 
Wetland Restoration Plan and Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) 
prepared by the New York City Economic Development Corporation 
(EDC/applicant) in coordination with the Mayor's Office of Sustainability 
(MOS) for the above referenced project. It is our understanding that EDC has 
engaged in an initiative with New York City and New York State to protect and 
enhance the City's coastal resources. As part of the Mitigation and Restoration 
Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability initiative, EDC is pursuing 
the first Mitigation Banking Instrument in New York City as a means to 
facilitate both the long term improvement and protection of critical coastal 
resources, and providing a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the 
geographical service area. The proposed project is referred to as the Saw Mill 
Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank (the Bank). The proposed Bank will be 
located on the western shore of Staten Island in the Bloomfield neighborhood of 
Staten Island Community District 2. The Bank will be established within a 
portion of an approximately 68.45-acre site (project site) that is bisected by 
Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern 
section. The project site is composed of (portions of) 11 city-owned parcels, 
several of which are designated as public open space (Saw Mill Creek Marsh). 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts to waters of the United States, including wetlands, which 
result from activities authorized under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water 
Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State Environmental 
Conservation Law (ECL) Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream 
Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 {Tidal Wetlands). As 
currently proposed, the restoration goals of the proposed bank are to: remove 
urban fill, improve tidal hydrology exchange, reestablish native plant species, 
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control invasive species, increase fish and wildlife habitat, and to minimize contamination risks. 
This will be undertaken by site improvements and plantings that include: wetland restoration 
(reestablishment) - converting upland fill to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); wetland 
restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by removing debris, fill and invasive 
species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting native vegetation (17.19 acres); 
forested and tidal wetland enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from functioning 
marshes and enhancing them (34.68 acres); and upland buffer rehabilitation - improving 
degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris and invasive species, planting native 
vegetation, and installing measures to discourage dumping in the area (9.54 acres). 

The December 2014 Wetland Restoration Plan proposes unclassified excavation and disposal 
including delivering all excavated soil and material from the site to a licensed disposal facility 
and provide certified load tickets from the disposal facility for the material transported to it and 
comply with all federal, state, and city laws and regulations governing the transportation and 
disposal of excavated soils and materials. Excavated material shall be dewatered on site, 
stockpiled and allowed to dry before hauling to disposal site. Any wet material shall be carted 
from site in trucks with watertight dump bodies; developing a plan for handling of all excavated 
materials in wet areas during the time of excavation as portions of the site will be inundated 
twice daily with the tide cycles. All the material excavated from these areas shall be dewatered at 
the site before disposal by hauling it offsite to an approved disposal facility or if the material 
cannot be dewatered, it shall be hauled offsite in trucks with watertight dump bodies that include 
tail gates with gaskets. Dewatering operations shall be performed in accordance with applicable 
Federal and State laws, rules and regulations, the Specifications, and the direction of the 
Engineer; segregating and storing all excavated soils deemed contaminated at the Project Site 
from non-contaminated soil areas; sampling and testing segregated excavated soils deemed 
contaminated for Hazardous Waste Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Toxicity 
Characteristics Leaching Procedure (TCLP) constituents; proper transportation and disposal of 
all contaminated soils with TCLP sampling results classifying soil as a TSCA regulated 
hazardous waste. All other excavated soils must be handled and disposed of in accordance with 6 
NYCRR Part 375 Environmental Remediation Programs. Delivering all excavated contaminated 
hazardous waste soil and material from the site to a licensed disposal facility and provide 
certified load tickets from the disposal facility for the material transported to it and comply with 
all federal, state, and city laws and regulations governing the transportation and disposal of 
excavated hazardous soils and materials; proper transportation and disposal of all contaminated 
soils with TCLP sampling results not classifying soil as a TSCA regulated hazardous waste and 
delivering all excavated contaminated non-hazardous waste soil and material from the site to a 
licensed disposal facility and provide certified load tickets from the disposal facility for the 
material transported to it and comply with all federal, state, and city laws and regulations 
governing the transportation and disposal of excavated hazardous soils and materials; dust 
control; and contaminated soil stockpiles shall be completely covered with a minimum of 1 0-mil 
or 2 layers of 6-mil polyethylene sheeting, or an equivalent material. The December 2014 
CHASP addresses worker and community health and safety during restoration. 

Based upon our review of the submitted documentation, we have the following comments and 
recommendations to MOS: 
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Wetland Restoration Plan 

• MOS should instruct the applicant that if de-watering into New York City storm/sewer drains 
will occur during the proposed restoration, a New York City Department of Environmental 
Protection Sewer Discharge Permit must be obtained prior to the start of any de-watering 
activities at the site. 

Construction Health and Safety Plan 

• MOS should instruct the applicant to include the names and phone numbers of the Project 
Manager, the Site Supervisor, the Site Health and Safety Officer, an alternate Site Health and 
Safety Officer, and the Emergency Response Coordinator. 

• MOS should instruct the applicant to include any additional/incremental hazards if other 
general hazards, or a hazard specifically associated with a Principal Task are identified after 
a detailed construction sequence is determined. 

• MOS should instruct the applicant to include the map of the site, showing site boundaries, 
designated work zones, and points of entry and exit. 

• MOS should instruct the applicant to include the Exposure Monitoring Program section. 

• MOS should instruct the applicant to include Standard Operating Procedures and 
Attachments as necessary. 

DEP finds the December 2014 Wetland Restoration Plan and CHASP acceptable as long as the 
aforementioned information is incorporated into the Wetland Restoration Plan and CHASP. 
MOS should instruct the applicant that at the completion of the project, a Professional Engineer 
(P.E.) certified Closure Report should be submitted to DEP for review and approval for the 
proposed project. The P .E. certified Closure Report should indicate that all requirements have 
been properly implemented (i.e., transportation/disposal manifests for removal and disposal of 
soil in accordance with New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
regulations). 

Future correspondence related to this project should include the following CEQR number 
14DME008R. If you have any questions, you may contact Mr. Wei Yu at (718) 595-4358. 

Sincerely, 

Maurice S. Winter 
Deputy Director, Site Assessment 

c: E. Mahoney; M. Winter; W. Yu; T. Estesen; M. Wimbish; D. Pisani- MOS; 
T. Bell- EDC; R. Holbrook- EDC; File 
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From: Max Taffet
To: Barron, Stacey
Subject: FW: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 6:07:44 PM
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:45 PM
To: 'melissa.alvarez@noaa.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Ms. Alvarez:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Melissa Alvarez 
Habitat and Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory 
Building 74 
Hughlands, NJ - 07732 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Ms. Alvarez, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of any federal 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species, and marine mammal species under NOAA’s 
authority in the vicinity of the project. In addition, updated information regarding the presence of 
Essential Fish Habitat and any other species or habitats of special concern in the vicinity of the 
project is also requested. Refer to Figure 3 for a section of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 
7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown. 


Your agency previously provided the attached information on the proposed project. Requests for 
information have also been made to the New York State Natural Heritage Program and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Long Island Field Office.  


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Melissa Alvarez 
Habitat and Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory 
Building 74 
Hughlands, NJ - 07732 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Ms. Alvarez, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of any federal 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species, and marine mammal species under NOAA’s 
authority in the vicinity of the project. In addition, updated information regarding the presence of 
Essential Fish Habitat and any other species or habitats of special concern in the vicinity of the 
project is also requested. Refer to Figure 3 for a section of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 
7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown. 

Your agency previously provided the attached information on the proposed project. Requests for 
information have also been made to the New York State Natural Heritage Program and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Long Island Field Office.  

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Melissa Alvarez 
Habitat and Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory 
Building 74 
Hughlands, NJ - 07732 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Ms. Alvarez, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of any federal 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species, and marine mammal species under NOAA’s 
authority in the vicinity of the project. In addition, updated information regarding the presence of 
Essential Fish Habitat and any other species or habitats of special concern in the vicinity of the 
project is also requested. Refer to Figure 3 for a section of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 
7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown. 
 
Your agency previously provided the attached information on the proposed project. Requests for 
information have also been made to the New York State Natural Heritage Program and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Long Island Field Office.  
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:09 PM
To: 'Cantilli.John@epa.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello John:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet

 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









John Cantilli 
Environmental Scientist 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (R-2) 
Wetlands Protection Section, DEPP/WPB/WPS 
290 Broadway -24th Floor 
New York, NY - 10007-1867 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Cantilli, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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John Cantilli 
Environmental Scientist 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (R-2) 
Wetlands Protection Section, DEPP/WPB/WPS 
290 Broadway -24th Floor 
New York, NY - 10007-1867 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Cantilli, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 

2 



areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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John Cantilli 
Environmental Scientist 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (R-2) 
Wetlands Protection Section, DEPP/WPB/WPS 
290 Broadway -24th Floor 
New York, NY - 10007-1867 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Cantilli, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 



3 
 

areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet
To: Dina Rybak; Barron, Stacey; Qadri, Eram (OMB)
Subject: Fw: INFO REQUEST
Date: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 11:05:37 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.
From: dec.sm.NaturalHeritage <NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 7:10 PM
To: Max Taffet
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: RE: INFO REQUEST

Hi Max,

We received your revised letter. Please expect a response from our office in 3-4 weeks. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Andrea

Please note new email address: NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov<mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov>

Andrea Chaloux
Environmental Review Specialist
New York Natural Heritage Program
625 Broadway, 5th Floor
Albany, NY 12233-4757

phone: (518) 402-8927
fax: (518) 402-8925
www.nynhp.org<http://www.nynhp.org/>

From: Max Taffet [mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc]
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:59 PM
To: dec.sm.NaturalHeritage
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: RE: INFO REQUEST

Hello:

I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the National
 Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The corrections, related only to the
 status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as follows.  Additions are underlined and
 deletions are shown in strike-through text.

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:drybak@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com
mailto:QadriE@omb.nyc.gov
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
http://www.nynhp.org/
mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc








Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, therefore
 environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in
 accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental
 Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental
 Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New York City
 Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the proposed project. The New
 York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the project manager for the proposed project and
 will direct the completion of this work. An initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was
 submitted for the proposed project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.

Best,

Max Taffet

MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION
New York City Economic Development Corporation

www.nycedc.com<http://www.nycedc.com/>
212-618-5778 (w)
212-618-5875 (f)
[Facebook]<http://www.facebook.com/NYCEDC> [Twitter] <http://twitter.com/nycedc>  [tumblr]
 <http://nycedc.tumblr.com/>  [youtube] <http://www.youtube.com/nycedc>  [flickr]
 <http://www.flickr.com/photos/nycedc>  [LinkedIn] <http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=40218>

From: dec.sm.NaturalHeritage [mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 5:07 PM
To: Barron, Stacey
Subject: Automatic reply: INFO REQUEST

New York Natural Heritage has received your request. If you sent your request to
 nathert@gw.dec.state.ny.us<mailto:nathert@gw.dec.state.ny.us>, in the future please send requests to
 NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov<mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov>. Please expect a response within 3 weeks.

Sincerely,
Andrea

Please note new email address: NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov<mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov>

Andrea Chaloux
Environmental Review Specialist
New York Natural Heritage Program
625 Broadway, 5th Floor
Albany, NY 12233-4757

phone: (518) 402-8927
fax: (518) 402-8925
e-mail: NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov<mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov>
www.nynhp.org<http://www.nynhp.org/>

http://www.nycedc.com/
http://www.facebook.com/NYCEDC
http://twitter.com/nycedc
http://nycedc.tumblr.com/
http://www.youtube.com/nycedc
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nycedc
http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=40218
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
mailto:nathert@gw.dec.state.ny.us
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
http://www.nynhp.org/


From: Max Taffet
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:59 PM
To: 'NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: RE: INFO REQUEST
 
Hello:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of
 the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project. 
  The corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
 review, are as follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through
 text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York
 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive
 Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental
 Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New
 York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of
 Housing and Economic Development New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability
 (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the proposed project. The New York
 City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the project manager for
 the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial CEQR
 Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project
 in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review
 is underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this
 correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









VIA EMAIL 


NY Natural Heritage Program - Information Services 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
625 Broadway, 5th Floor 
Albany, NY - 12233-4757 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


To Whom It May Concern, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of state-listed 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project, and updated 
information regarding ecologically sensitive sites in the project area.  Refer to Figure 3 for a section 
of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown.   


Your agency previously provided the attached information on the proposed project.  Requests for 
updated information have also been made to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Long Island Field 
Office and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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From: dec.sm.NaturalHeritage [mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 5:07 PM
To: Barron, Stacey
Subject: Automatic reply: INFO REQUEST
 
New York Natural Heritage has received your request. If you sent your request to
 nathert@gw.dec.state.ny.us, in the future please send requests
 to NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov. Please expect a response within 3 weeks.
 
Sincerely,
Andrea
 
Please note new email address: NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov

Andrea Chaloux
Environmental Review Specialist
New York Natural Heritage Program
625 Broadway, 5th Floor
Albany, NY 12233-4757

phone: (518) 402-8927
fax: (518) 402-8925
e-mail: NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
www.nynhp.org

http://www.nycedc.com/
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
mailto:nathert@gw.dec.state.ny.us
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
mailto:NaturalHeritage@dec.ny.gov
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VIA EMAIL 

NY Natural Heritage Program - Information Services 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
625 Broadway, 5th Floor 
Albany, NY - 12233-4757 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

To Whom It May Concern, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of state-listed 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project, and updated 
information regarding ecologically sensitive sites in the project area.  Refer to Figure 3 for a section 
of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown.   

Your agency previously provided the attached information on the proposed project.  Requests for 
updated information have also been made to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Long Island Field 
Office and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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VIA EMAIL 
 
NY Natural Heritage Program - Information Services 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation  
625 Broadway, 5th Floor 
Albany, NY - 12233-4757 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of state-listed 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project, and updated 
information regarding ecologically sensitive sites in the project area.  Refer to Figure 3 for a section 
of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown.   
 
Your agency previously provided the attached information on the proposed project.  Requests for 
updated information have also been made to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Long Island Field 
Office and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:48 PM
To: 'LGARCIA@PLANNING.NYC.GOV'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Mr. Garcia-Duran:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Len Garcia-Duran 
Borough Director 
NYC Department of City Planning 
Staten Island Borough Office 
130 Stuyvesant Place, 6th Fl. 
Staten Island, NY - 10301 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Garcia-Duran, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for information regarding any planned development sites or planned 
program initiatives within the project area, that are expected to be completed by the 2016 analysis 
year.  We also request any supplemental information that your agency may be able to provide (e.g., 
site/development location, block and lot numbers, developer/applicant, build year, square footage, 
number of dwelling units, etc.). 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Len Garcia-Duran 
Borough Director 
NYC Department of City Planning 
Staten Island Borough Office 
130 Stuyvesant Place, 6th Fl. 
Staten Island, NY - 10301 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Garcia-Duran, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 

2 



areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for information regarding any planned development sites or planned 
program initiatives within the project area, that are expected to be completed by the 2016 analysis 
year.  We also request any supplemental information that your agency may be able to provide (e.g., 
site/development location, block and lot numbers, developer/applicant, build year, square footage, 
number of dwelling units, etc.). 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Howard Slatkin 
Staten Island Director 
NYC Department of City Planning 
Staten Island Borough Office 
130 Stuyvesant Place, 6th Fl. 
Staten Island, NY - 10301 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Slatkin, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for information regarding any planned development sites or planned 
program initiatives within the project area, that are expected to be completed by the 2016 analysis 
year.  We also request any supplemental information that your agency may be able to provide (e.g., 
site/development location, block and lot numbers, developer/applicant, build year, square footage, 
number of dwelling units, etc.). 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:08 PM
To: 'Handell, Naomi J NAN02'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Naomi:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

www.nycedc.com

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com
http://www.nycedc.com/









Naomi Handell 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Regulatory Branch – Eastern Section 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937 
New York, NY - 10278-0090 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Ms. Handell, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Naomi Handell 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Regulatory Branch – Eastern Section 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937 
New York, NY - 10278-0090 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Ms. Handell, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 

2 



areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Naomi Handell 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Regulatory Branch – Eastern Section 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937 
New York, NY - 10278-0090 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Ms. Handell, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:54 PM
To: 'Larson, Marit (Parks)'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Marit:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation



Marit Larson 
Director of Wetlands and Riparian Restoration 
NYC Department of Parks and Recreation 
1234 Fifth Ave Room 220 
New York, NY - 10029 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Ms. Larson, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 

2 



marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

3 
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Marit Larson 
Director of Wetlands and Riparian Restoration 
NYC Department of Parks and Recreation 
1234 Fifth Ave Room 220 
New York, NY - 10029 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Ms. Larson, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet
To: "Gina Santucci (LPC)"
Cc: Denise Pisani (dpisani@cityhall.nyc.gov); Barron, Stacey; Dina Rybak
Subject: RE: Saw Mill Creek LPC comments
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:58:59 AM
Attachments: image005.png
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Gina,
 
Thank you for the LPC comments.
 
Best,
 
Max
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

www.nycedc.com
212-618-5778 (w)
212-618-5875 (f)

         
 
 
 

From: Gina Santucci (LPC) [mailto:GSantucci@lpc.nyc.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:56 AM
To: Max Taffet
Cc: Denise Pisani (dpisani@cityhall.nyc.gov)
Subject: Saw Mill Creek LPC comments
 
Hi Max,
 
Attached find the most recent LPC comments for this project.  LPC looks forward to commenting on the
 EA and upcoming MOA.
 
Thanks,
 
Gina
 

  Gina Santucci
  Director of Environmental Review 
  1 Centre St., 9th Fl.  |  New York, NY 10007
  p: 212.669.7822 |  f: 212.669.7818  |  gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov  

  
 
Quick Links!

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:GSantucci@lpc.nyc.gov
mailto:dpisani@cityhall.nyc.gov
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com
mailto:drybak@edc.nyc
http://www.nycedc.com/
http://www.facebook.com/NYCEDC
http://twitter.com/nycedc
http://nycedc.tumblr.com/
http://www.youtube.com/nycedc
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nycedc
http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=40218
mailto:gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov
http://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/NYC-Landmarks-Preservation-Commission/133261836703216
http://twitter.com/#!/nyclpc
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nyclandmarks/










 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 

 
Project number:   ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. / 14DME008R 
Project:  SAW MILL CREEK WETLAND MITIGATION BANK 
Date received: 1/23/2015 
 

Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 

LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  

Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 

there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
 
  
 

 

Comments:  

 

The LPC is in receipt of the EAS of December, 2014. The EAS text pertaining to 

historic and cultural resources is acceptable with the following addition to part 2.0, 

“Historic and Cultural Resources”: 

 

“A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) under Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act regarding treatment of historic and cultural resources included in 

this undertaking will be developed among the USACE, the SHPO, and EDC.  LPC 

requests consulting party status as a part of this MOA.” 

 

 

Cc:  SHPO 

 

 

 

     1/26/2015 

         

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 

 

File Name: 28633_FSO_ALS_01262015.doc 



From: Dina Rybak
To: Barron, Stacey
Subject: Fwd: Saw Mill Creek Lead agency letter for NEPA
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:39:37 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Dina Rybak
o: 212.618.5763
c: 917.837.4245

Begin forwarded message:

From: Max Taffet <mtaffet@edc.nyc<mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc>>
Date: April 7, 2015 at 9:36:22 AM EDT
To: Dina Rybak <drybak@edc.nyc<mailto:drybak@edc.nyc>>
Subject: FW: Saw Mill Creek Lead agency letter for NEPA

fyi

From: Gina Santucci (LPC) [mailto:GSantucci@lpc.nyc.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:18 AM
To: Max Taffet
Cc: Denise Pisani (dpisani@cityhall.nyc.gov<mailto:dpisani@cityhall.nyc.gov>)
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Lead agency letter for NEPA

Hello Mr. Taffet,

I am Director of Environmental Review for LPC, and am responsible for coordinating all environmental review
 projects that arrive at LPC.  Please direct any lead agency letters directly to me.

Thank you,

Gina Santucci

[cid:image005.jpg@01CC9A1A.F08BE930]

  Gina Santucci
  Director of Environmental Review
  1 Centre St., 9th Fl.  |  New York, NY 10007
  p: 212.669.7822 |  f: 212.669.7818  |  gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov<mailto:gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov>
  [cid:image006.png@01CC9A1A.F08BE930] <http://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/NYC-Landmarks-Preservation-
Commission/133261836703216> [cid:image007.png@01CC9A1A.F08BE930] <http://twitter.com/#!/nyclpc>
 [cid:image008.jpg@01CC9A1A.F08BE930] <http://www.flickr.com/photos/nyclandmarks/>

Quick Links!
Environmental Review at LPC<http://nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/about/ereview.shtml>
Check Landmark Status<http://nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/maps/landmark_maps.shtml> at NYCityMap
Designation Reports<http://www.neighborhoodpreservationcenter.org/designation_reports/> and Historic District
 Maps<http://nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/maps/historic_district.shtml>

mailto:drybak@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com
mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:drybak@edc.nyc
mailto:GSantucci@lpc.nyc.gov
mailto:dpisani@cityhall.nyc.gov
mailto:gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov
http://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/NYC-Landmarks-Preservation-Commission/133261836703216
http://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/NYC-Landmarks-Preservation-Commission/133261836703216
http://twitter.com/#!/nyclpc
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nyclandmarks/
http://nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/about/ereview.shtml
http://nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/maps/landmark_maps.shtml
http://www.neighborhoodpreservationcenter.org/designation_reports/
http://nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/maps/historic_district.shtml




From: Max Taffet
To: Barron, Stacey
Subject: FW: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 6:08:17 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
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image005.png
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Saw Mill Creek Lead Agency Letter to NYCLPCSutphin 04_03_2015.pdf

 
 

From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:55 PM
To: 'ASutphin@lpc.nyc.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Ms. Sutphin:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Amanda Sutphin 
Director of Archeology 
New York City Landmark Preservation Commission 
1 Centre Street 
9th Floor North 


New York, NY - 10008 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Ms. Sutphin, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 


2 







areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the approved archaeological fieldwork protocols for the 
western and eastern portions of the project site, or on the draft Memorandum of Agreement that is 
currently being reviewed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (based on the approved protocols).  


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Amanda Sutphin 
Director of Archeology 
New York City Landmark Preservation Commission 
1 Centre Street 
9th Floor North 

New York, NY - 10008 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Ms. Sutphin, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 

2 



areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the approved archaeological fieldwork protocols for the 
western and eastern portions of the project site, or on the draft Memorandum of Agreement that is 
currently being reviewed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (based on the approved protocols).  

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Amanda Sutphin 
Director of Archeology 
New York City Landmark Preservation Commission 
1 Centre Street 
9th Floor North 
 
New York, NY - 10008 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Ms. Sutphin, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
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funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
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related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the approved archaeological fieldwork protocols for the 
western and eastern portions of the project site, or on the draft Memorandum of Agreement that is 
currently being reviewed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (based on the approved protocols).  
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:49 PM
To: MICHAEL MARRELLA - NYC Department of City Planning (MMarrel@planning.nyc.gov)
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Michael:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation



Michael Marrella 
Director, Waterfront and Open Space Planning 
New York City Department of City Planning 
22 Reade St 6E 
New York, NY - 10007 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Marrella, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 

2 



marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Michael Marella 
Director, Waterfront and Open Space Planning 
New York City Department of City Planning 
22 Reade St 6E 
New York, NY - 10007 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Marella, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: McLaughlin, John [mailto:JohnM@dep.nyc.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 1:25 PM
To: Max Taffet
Cc: 'DPisani@cityhall.nyc.gov'
Subject: Re: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Max:

We're good with it.

Any questions please let me know.

John 
-------------------------- 
John McLaughlin 
Bureau of Environmental Planning and Analysis 
Director, Office of Ecological Services 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection
 
From: Max Taffet [mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 05:49 PM Eastern Standard Time
To: McLaughlin, John 
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise' <DPisani@cityhall.nyc.gov> 
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter 
 
Hello John:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com
mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:DPisani@cityhall.nyc.gov








 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

www.nycedc.com
212-618-5778 (w)
212-618-5875 (f)

         
 

http://www.nycedc.com/
http://www.facebook.com/NYCEDC
http://twitter.com/nycedc
http://nycedc.tumblr.com/
http://www.youtube.com/nycedc
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nycedc
http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=40218


John McLaughlin 
Director of Ecological Services 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard 
Flushing, NY - 11373 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. McLaughlin, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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John McLaughlin 
Director of Ecological Services 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard 
Flushing, NY - 11373 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. McLaughlin, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:10 PM
To: 'steve_papa@fws.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Mr. Papa:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Steve Papa 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Long Island Ecological Services Field Office 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY - 11976 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Papa, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 







Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of federal-
listed threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project, and 
updated information regarding ecologically sensitive sites in the project area.  Refer to Figure 3 for a 
section of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown.  


Your agency previously provided the attached information on the presence of federal-listed 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project. Requests for 
updated information have also been made to the New York State Natural Heritage Program and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service.  


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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United States Department of the Interior


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE


340 SMITH ROAD
SHIRLEY, NY 11967


PHONE: (631)286-0485 FAX: (631)286-4003


Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120 May 27, 2013
Project Name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank


Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project.


To Whom It May Concern:


The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.


New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.


The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.


A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the







human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.


If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:


http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF


Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.


Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.


We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.


Attachment
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Official Species List


Provided by: 
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE


340 SMITH ROAD


SHIRLEY, NY 11967


(631) 286-0485


Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120
Project Type: Land - Restoration / Enhancement
Project Description: Proposed wetland mitigation bank on NYC-owned property in the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh system, located on the western shore of Staten Island in Richmond County, New York.
Existing tidal wetlands and fill areas within the potential bank would be preserved, enhanced, or
restored, as appropriate based on their current condition. The site is located within the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh.


United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service


Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Project Location Map: 


Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-74.1881814 40.6131006, -74.1887822 40.6115694, -
74.1821733 40.609745, -74.1837611 40.6070083, -74.1860786 40.6043366, -74.1875806
40.6038153, -74.1892114 40.603913, -74.1905847 40.6058353, -74.1886106 40.6068454, -
74.1885677 40.6087025, -74.1924066 40.6090271, -74.1922392 40.6121417, -74.1920718
40.6135621, -74.1881814 40.6131006)))


Project Counties: Richmond, NY


United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service


Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Endangered Species Act Species List


Species lists are not entirely based upon the current range of a species but may also take into consideration actions that


affect a species that exists in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list because a


project could affect downstream species. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.


Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 


      Population: except Great Lakes watershed


      Listing Status: Threatened


Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) 


      Population: northeast U.S. nesting pop.


      Listing Status: Endangered


United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service


Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank











Steve Papa 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Long Island Ecological Services Field Office 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY - 11976 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Papa, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of federal-
listed threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project, and 
updated information regarding ecologically sensitive sites in the project area.  Refer to Figure 3 for a 
section of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown.  

Your agency previously provided the attached information on the presence of federal-listed 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project. Requests for 
updated information have also been made to the New York State Natural Heritage Program and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service.  

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

340 SMITH ROAD
SHIRLEY, NY 11967

PHONE: (631)286-0485 FAX: (631)286-4003

Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120 May 27, 2013
Project Name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project.

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the



human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment
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Official Species List

Provided by: 
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

340 SMITH ROAD

SHIRLEY, NY 11967

(631) 286-0485

Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120
Project Type: Land - Restoration / Enhancement
Project Description: Proposed wetland mitigation bank on NYC-owned property in the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh system, located on the western shore of Staten Island in Richmond County, New York.
Existing tidal wetlands and fill areas within the potential bank would be preserved, enhanced, or
restored, as appropriate based on their current condition. The site is located within the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Project Location Map: 

Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-74.1881814 40.6131006, -74.1887822 40.6115694, -
74.1821733 40.609745, -74.1837611 40.6070083, -74.1860786 40.6043366, -74.1875806
40.6038153, -74.1892114 40.603913, -74.1905847 40.6058353, -74.1886106 40.6068454, -
74.1885677 40.6087025, -74.1924066 40.6090271, -74.1922392 40.6121417, -74.1920718
40.6135621, -74.1881814 40.6131006)))

Project Counties: Richmond, NY

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Endangered Species Act Species List

Species lists are not entirely based upon the current range of a species but may also take into consideration actions that

affect a species that exists in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list because a

project could affect downstream species. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 

      Population: except Great Lakes watershed

      Listing Status: Threatened

Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) 

      Population: northeast U.S. nesting pop.

      Listing Status: Endangered

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank



 

 

 
 
 
Steve Papa 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Long Island Ecological Services Field Office 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY - 11976 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Papa, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for updated information regarding the potential presence of federal-
listed threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project, and 
updated information regarding ecologically sensitive sites in the project area.  Refer to Figure 3 for a 
section of the USGS map of the Arthur Kill, NY 7.5 minute quadrangle with the project area shown.   
 
Your agency previously provided the attached information on the presence of federal-listed 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species in the vicinity of the project. Requests for 
updated information have also been made to the New York State Natural Heritage Program and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service.  
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

340 SMITH ROAD
SHIRLEY, NY 11967

PHONE: (631)286-0485 FAX: (631)286-4003

Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120 May 27, 2013
Project Name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project.

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the



human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment

2
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
LONG ISLAND ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

340 SMITH ROAD

SHIRLEY, NY 11967

(631) 286-0485
 
Consultation Tracking Number: 05E1LI00-2013-SLI-0120
Project Type: Land - Restoration / Enhancement
Project Description: Proposed wetland mitigation bank on NYC-owned property in the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh system, located on the western shore of Staten Island in Richmond County, New York.
Existing tidal wetlands and fill areas within the potential bank would be preserved, enhanced, or
restored, as appropriate based on their current condition. The site is located within the Saw Mill
Creek Marsh.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-74.1881814 40.6131006, -74.1887822 40.6115694, -
74.1821733 40.609745, -74.1837611 40.6070083, -74.1860786 40.6043366, -74.1875806
40.6038153, -74.1892114 40.603913, -74.1905847 40.6058353, -74.1886106 40.6068454, -
74.1885677 40.6087025, -74.1924066 40.6090271, -74.1922392 40.6121417, -74.1920718
40.6135621, -74.1881814 40.6131006)))
 
Project Counties: Richmond, NY
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

Species lists are not entirely based upon the current range of a species but may also take into consideration actions that

affect a species that exists in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list because a

project could affect downstream species. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

 

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 

      Population: except Great Lakes watershed

      Listing Status: Threatened 
 
Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) 

      Population: northeast U.S. nesting pop.

      Listing Status: Endangered 
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Saw Mill Creek Mitigation Bank
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:03 PM
To: 'philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Mr. Perazio:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Philip Perazio 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst – Archaeology Unit 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY - 12188-0189 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Perazio, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the approved archaeological fieldwork protocols for the 
western and eastern portions of the project site, or on the draft Memorandum of Agreement that is 
currently being reviewed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (based on the approved protocols).  


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Philip Perazio 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst – Archaeology Unit 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY - 12188-0189 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Perazio, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the approved archaeological fieldwork protocols for the 
western and eastern portions of the project site, or on the draft Memorandum of Agreement that is 
currently being reviewed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (based on the approved protocols).  

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Phillip Perazio 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst – Archaeology Unit 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY - 12188-0189 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Perazio, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the approved archaeological fieldwork protocols for the 
western and eastern portions of the project site, or on the draft Memorandum of Agreement that is 
currently being reviewed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (based on the approved protocols).  
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc


PR
AL

LS
 IS

LA
ND

PR
AL

LS
 C

RE
EK

Saw   Mill  Creek

440

Railroad
WEST S

HORE EP

SO
UTH

 AV

12
 AV

GULF AV

CHELSEA RD

TRAVIS AV

EDWARD CURRY AV

5 ST

BLOOMFIELD AV

RIVER RD

MEREDITH AV

W SHORE EP ET NB

BLOOMFIELD RD

GL
EN

 ST

TELEPORT DR

W 
SH

OR
E E

P E
N 

SBINDUSTRY RD

QU
IM

BY
 AV

SPENCER ST

WE
ST

 SH
OR

E E
P

BL
OO

MF
IEL

D A
V

[
0 800 1,600400 Feet

Sources:  Landbase, NYCDoITT; MapPLUTO,
NYCDCP; Bing Maps Aerial (c) 2010 Microsoft
Corporation and its data suppliers.

STATEN
ISLAND

Ar
thu

r K
ill

Newark
Bay

NE
W

JE
RS

EY
NE

W
YO

RK Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Staten Island, New York

Site Location

Project Site
Figure 1

March 2015

Project Site

Rail

Western 
Section

Eastern 
Section



Saw Mill Creek C he ls ea
R d

River Rd

Edward Curry Ave

Bloomfield Ave

440

400 0 400200

Feet

[

Sources: Image courtesy of USGS, Microsoft Corporation 2013; Concept Plan,
Louis Berger & Assoc, PC, 2013.

Proposed Habitat Areas

Tidal Marsh/Wetland
Restoration (Re-Establishment)

Tidal Marsh/Wetland
Restoration (Rehabilitation)Forested Wetland Enhancement

Upland Buffer Rehabilitation

Tidal Wetlands Enhancement

Project Site

Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank
Staten Island, New York

March 2015
Figure 2

Concept Plan



 
 
 
 

This page left blank intentionally 



From: Max Taffet
To: Barron, Stacey
Subject: FW: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 6:07:59 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
Saw Mill Creek Lead Agency Letter to NYCDOTRasheed 04_03_2015.pdf

 
 

From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:53 PM
To: 'nrasheed@dot.nyc.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Mr. Rasheed:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Naim Rasheed 
Director, Traffic Planning 
New York City Department of Transportation 
55 Water Street, 6th Floor 
New York, NY - 10041 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Rasheed, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 







Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for information regarding planned roadway projects and other projects 
in the project area that are expected to be completed by the 2016 analysis year. We also request any 
supplemental information that you may be able to provide (e.g., project duration, lane and/or 
sidewalk closings, MPT plans, etc.). 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Naim Rasheed 
Director, Traffic Planning 
New York City Department of Transportation 
55 Water Street, 6th Floor 
New York, NY - 10041 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Rasheed, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for information regarding planned roadway projects and other projects 
in the project area that are expected to be completed by the 2016 analysis year. We also request any 
supplemental information that you may be able to provide (e.g., project duration, lane and/or 
sidewalk closings, MPT plans, etc.). 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Naim Rasheed 
Director, Traffic Planning 
New York City Department of Transportation 
55 Water Street, 6th Floor 
New York, NY - 10041 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Rasheed, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
In addition to notifying your office that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for the proposed 
project, this letter is a request for information regarding planned roadway projects and other projects 
in the project area that are expected to be completed by the 2016 analysis year. We also request any 
supplemental information that you may be able to provide (e.g., project duration, lane and/or 
sidewalk closings, MPT plans, etc.). 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Schrading, Eric [mailto:eric_schrading@fws.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:56 PM
To: Max Taffet
Cc: Pisani, Denise
Subject: Re: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Thank you for the clarification.
 
On Mon, Apr 6, 2015 at 6:10 PM, Max Taffet <mtaffet@edc.nyc> wrote:
Hello Mr. Schrading:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of
 the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project. 
  The corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
 review, are as follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through
 text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York
 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive
 Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental
 Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New
 York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of
 Housing and Economic Development New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability
 (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the proposed project. The New York
 City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the project manager for
 the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial CEQR
 Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project
 in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review
 is underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this
 correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com
mailto:drybak@edc.nyc
mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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--
Eric Schrading, CWB
Field Supervisor
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Eric Schrading 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
927 North Main Street, Building D 
Pleasantville, NJ - 08232 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Schrading, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Eric Schrading 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
927 North Main Street, Building D 
Pleasantville, NJ - 08232 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Schrading, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
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Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:51 PM
To: 'MauriceW@dep.nyc.gov'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Mr. Winter:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Maurice Winter 
Deputy Director, Site Assessment 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard 
Flushing, NY - 11373 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Winter, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 







Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project and has no bearing on the previous project coordination that has occurred, 
including project documents that have been developed in lieu of the Remedial Action Plan and 
Construction Health and Safety Plan. 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Maurice Winter 
Deputy Director, Site Assessment 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard 
Flushing, NY - 11373 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Winter, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project and has no bearing on the previous project coordination that has occurred, 
including project documents that have been developed in lieu of the Remedial Action Plan and 
Construction Health and Safety Plan. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Maurice Winter 
Deputy Director, Site Assessment 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard 
Flushing, NY - 11373 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Winter, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to notify your agency that a NEPA EA is currently being prepared for 
the proposed project, and has no bearing on the previous project coordination regarding the 
documents in lieu of the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and Construction Health and Safety Plan 
(CHASP). 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Zahn, Steve M (DEC)'
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Steve:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Steve Zahn 
Natural Resources Supervisor 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
47-20  21st Street 
Long Island City, NY - 11101 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Zahn, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 







Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Steve Zahn 
Natural Resources Supervisor 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
47-20  21st Street 
Long Island City, NY - 11101 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Zahn, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 



Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
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marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Steve Zahn 
Natural Resources Supervisor 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
47-20  21st Street 
Long Island City, NY - 11101 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Zahn, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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From: Max Taffet 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:01 PM
To: Jeff Zappierri
Cc: 'Pisani, Denise'
Subject: Saw Mill Creek Revised NEPA Lead Agency Letter
 
Hello Jeff:
 
I’m writing to correct the second paragraph of the letter you received notifying your office of the
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process being undertaken for this project.   The
 corrections, related only to the status of City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) review, are as
 follows.  Additions are underlined and deletions are shown in strike-through text.
 

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland
 mitigation bank, therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City
 Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of
 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found
 at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality
 Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the Mayor of Housing and Economic Development New
 York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS ) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the
 proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as
 the project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An
 initial CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed
 project in November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR
 No.14DME008R. A CEQR Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is
 underway. 
 

A revised letter is attached. Please let me know if you have any questions about this correction.
 
Best,
 
Max Taffet
 
 
MAX TAFFET  |  PROJECT MANAGER  |  PORTS & TRANSPORTATION 
New York City Economic Development Corporation

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
mailto:sbarron@louisberger.com









Jeffrey Zappieri 
NYS Department of State 
Division of Coastal Resources 
Consistency Review Unit 
One Commerce Plaza, 99 Washington Ave 
Albany, NY - 12231-0001 


April 3, 2015 


Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Dear Mr. Zappieri, 


The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   


Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  


Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  


A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 







funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 


Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 
Description of the Proposed Project 


The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  


The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 


The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);


• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);


• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and


• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).


Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  


Project Purpose and Need 


The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  


The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   


Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 


Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  


Sincerely, 


Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 


cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Jeffrey Zappieri 
NYS Department of State 
Division of Coastal Resources 
Consistency Review Unit 
One Commerce Plaza, 99 Washington Ave 
Albany, NY - 12231-0001 

April 3, 2015 

Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

Dear Mr. Zappieri, 

The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   

Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR) and 6 
NYCRR, Part 617 New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). The Office of the 
Mayor of Housing and Economic Development is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. A CEQR 
Environmental Assessment is being prepared and review is underway.  

Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is also required. The City of New York would be the 
grantee of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City 
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  

A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 



funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under SEQRA. 

Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  

The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 

The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres);

• Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting
native vegetation (16.72  acres);

• Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and

• Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage
dumping in the area (9.95 acres).

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  

The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   

Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 

Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 

cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 
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Jeffrey Zappier 
NYS Department of State 
Division of Coastal Resources 
Consistency Review Unit 
One Commerce Plaza, 99 Washington Ave 
Albany, NY - 12231-0001 
 
April 1, 2015 
 
Re: Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank, Staten Island, New York, Review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  
 
 
Dear Mr. Zappier, 
 
The City of New York is proposing to enter into a grant agreement with the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse Community Development 
Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the construction of the Saw Mill Creek Pilot 
Wetland Mitigation Bank (proposed project) in the borough of Staten Island, New York.  The 
proposed project is situated along Staten Island’s West Shore which was subject to deep and severe 
flooding and inundation during Hurricane Sandy, with many locations sustaining more than 6 feet of 
water and inundation that pressed more than a mile inland from the coast.   
 
Initially the use of federal funds was not anticipated for the proposed pilot wetland mitigation bank, 
therefore environmental review was initiated under the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) process, in accordance with Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules 
of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 (CEQR). The 
New York City Mayor’s Office of Sustainability (MOS) is serving as the CEQR lead agency for the 
proposed project. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is acting as the 
project manager for the proposed project and will direct the completion of this work. An initial 
CEQR Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) was submitted for the proposed project in 
November 2013, with a revised EAS submission in December 2014 (CEQR No.14DME008R).  
 
Now that the proposed project is seeking CDBG-DR grant funding, environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. The City of New York would be the grantee 
of the CDBG-DR grant, and CDBG-DR funding would be provided to the New York City Mayor’s 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which will be the responsible entity (RE) for 
environmental reviews. It is expected that the EDC will be the project administrator and the funding 
subrecipient. HUD encourages the use of CDBG-DR Funds to execute activities that not only 
address disaster-related impacts, but also leave communities sustainably positioned to meet the needs 
of their post-disaster populations and to further prospects for growth. As described below, the 
proposed project has been designed to address these broader goals for the West Shore of Staten 
Island and the City as a whole.  
 
A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared for the proposed project; OMB as 
the RE for approving the federally required environmental review per 24 CFR Part 58 is 
serving as the NEPA lead agency. The CEQR EAS, currently under review, will be completed and 
utilized by City agencies that will issue findings under CEQR. The proposed project is also receiving 
funding from the New York State Department of State and Empire State Development. These 
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agencies are expected to adopt the findings of the CEQR environmental review under the New York 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 
 
Per NEPA, the environmental review will include consideration of various environmental factors 
and regulations, including, but not limited to, historic preservation, floodplain management, 
wetland protection, threatened and endangered species, hazardous materials, and environmental 
justice. 

Description of the Proposed Project 

The proposed wetland mitigation bank would be established on a 68.94-acre site comprising 11 City-
owned parcels located in Staten Island Community Board 2. As shown in Figure 1, the project site is 
bisected by Chelsea Road (oriented north to south) into a western section and an eastern section.  
 
The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 
(Tidal Wetlands).  EDC is proposing to establish the wetland mitigation bank to both improve and 
protect critical coastal resources and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally 
responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service 
area. 
 
The proposed project aims to achieve its wetland restoration goals by removing urban fill, improving 
tidal hydrology exchange, reestablishing native plant species, controlling invasive species, increasing 
fish and wildlife habitat, and minimizing contamination risks. Specifically, site improvements and 
plantings will include: 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (reestablishment) - converting uplands, including a defunct 
parking lot,  to tidal marsh and tidal creeks (7.04 acres); 

 Tidal Marsh Wetland Restoration (rehabilitation) - improving degraded wetlands by 
removing debris, fill and invasive species, restoring tidal flow and circulation, and planting 
native vegetation (16.72  acres); 

 Forested and Tidal Wetland Enhancement -removing debris and invasive species from 
functioning wetlands and protecting them from future encroachment (35.23 acres); and 

 Upland Buffer Rehabilitation - improving degraded upland forest buffers by removing debris 
and invasive species, planting native vegetation, and installing measures to discourage 
dumping in the area (9.95 acres). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed habitat enhancement/ rehabilitation/ reestablishment areas 
described above. The EDC anticipates that the construction period for the proposed project would 
be approximately 8 months, beginning in Fall 2015 and ending in Spring 2016.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The need for the proposed project is rooted in three major goals: (1) to provide a targeted 
investment on behalf of New York City to increase resiliency against storm events, flooding, and the 
effects of climate change and sea level rise; (2) to restore a significant ecological habitat in the New 
York Bight watershed; and (3) to streamline the process of mitigating impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources within a particular region.  
 
The restoration of Saw Mill Creek marsh and its resultant wetland mitigation bank will be an 
important protective element for businesses on the West Shore of Staten Island from future storm-
related flooding by providing a buffer of functioning wetlands between Arthur Kill and developed 
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areas surrounding the project site. Reestablishing a previously degraded and destroyed wetland 
ecosystem will help to protect against the harmful impacts of storm related flooding. A healthy 
marsh will more effectively absorb storm surge inundations thereby helping to protect upland 
properties.   
 
Credits generated by the proposed bank could be used to more quickly obtain regulatory approvals 
for a variety of waterfront resiliency projects currently taking place, including dune, floodwall, 
bulkhead, and revetment construction described within the City’s CDBG-DR Action Plan. 
Furthermore, the City intends to multiply the direct local benefits that would result from the 
proposed project in two ways. First, as New York City’s first wetland mitigation bank, the proposed 
project would  prove the success and profitability of mitigation banking within the City, thereby 
incenting private mitigation bankers to continue the effort in other areas. Second, income generated 
from sold credits (net of monitoring, maintenance, and long-term stewardship costs) would subsidize 
future wetland restoration projects within the five boroughs. 
 
Should your office have comments on the proposed project’s potential effects on the environment 
and/or recommendations for any mitigation measures for the City to consider in the EA, we 
respectfully request comments and information to be provided within 30 calendar days of the receipt 
of this letter, or the City of New York may assume that your office has no NEPA or otherwise 
related issues with the proposed project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 212.618.5778 or at 
mtaffet@edc.nyc with any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Max Taffet 
Project Manager, Ports & Transportation  
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
 
 
cc: Eram Qadri, OMB 

mailto:mtaffet@edc.nyc
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases.
Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/
nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering applications. For
more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center (http://
offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
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for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources,
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically
consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area.
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the
landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and
experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil-
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from
one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information,
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields,
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soil
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:12,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate
calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Richmond County, New York
Survey Area Data:  Version 4, Sep 16, 2014

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000
or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  Mar 26, 2011—Aug
15, 2014

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Richmond County, New York (NY085)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

ApA Appoquinimink mucky peat, 0 to
1 percent slopes, very
frequently flooded

10.7 15.6%

DfA Deerfield loamy sand, 0 to 3
percent slopes

2.0 2.8%

IwA Ipswich mucky peat, 0 to 2
percent slopes, very
frequently flooded

25.4 36.8%

LGA Laguardia-Greenbelt complex, 0
to 3 percent slopes

5.5 8.0%

MuA Mosholu sandy loam, 0 to 3
percent slopes

1.5 2.1%

PaA Pawcatuck mucky peat, 0 to 2
percent slopes, very
frequently flooded

4.3 6.2%

PkA Preakness mucky silt loam, 0 to
3 percent slopes

6.3 9.2%

SeA Secaucus artifactual fine sandy
loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

1.3 1.9%

ULA Urban land-Laguardia complex,
0 to 3 percent slopes

0.6 0.9%

ULAl Urban land-Laguardia complex,
0 to 3 percent slopes, low
impervious surface

1.4 2.1%

UmA Urban land, tidal marsh
substratum, 0 to 3 percent
slopes

0.9 1.3%

UVA Urban land-Verrazano complex,
0 to 3 percent slopes

0.0 0.1%

WbA Westbrook mucky peat, sandy
substratum, 0 to 1 percent
slopes, very frequently
flooded

7.8 11.3%

WWB Windsor complex, 0 to 8 percent
slopes, loamy substratum

1.2 1.7%

Totals for Area of Interest 68.9 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.
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A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape,
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes
other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They generally
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used.
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially
where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the usefulness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If
intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.
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An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Richmond County, New York

ApA—Appoquinimink mucky peat, 0 to 1 percent slopes, very frequently
flooded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2q6hd
Elevation: 0 to 20 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Appoquinimink, very frequently flooded, and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Appoquinimink, Very Frequently Flooded

Setting
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Loamy fluviomarine deposits over herbaceous organic material

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 3 inches: mucky peat
Cg - 3 to 28 inches: silt loam
Oa - 28 to 35 inches: muck
O'e - 35 to 47 inches: mucky peat

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Very poorly drained
Runoff class: Negligible
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.14 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: Very frequent
Frequency of ponding: Frequent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Slightly saline to strongly saline (8.0 to 30.0 mmhos/

cm)
Available water storage in profile: High (about 11.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Minor Components

Ipswich
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Westbrook, sandy substratum
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Preakness, very poorly drained
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave

Secaucus
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave

DfA—Deerfield loamy sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2qkkr
Elevation: 0 to 30 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Deerfield and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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Description of Deerfield

Setting
Landform: Terraces, outwash plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits derived from igneous and

metamorphic rock

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 3 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 3 to 5 inches: loamy sand
Bw1 - 5 to 19 inches: loamy sand
Bw2 - 19 to 37 inches: loamy sand
Cg - 37 to 60 inches: loamy sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Very low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to very

high (1.42 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 39 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D

Minor Components

Pompton
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Landform: Drainageways, depressions
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Rise
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Preakness
Percent of map unit: 6 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave

Windsor
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Kames, terminal moraines
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear
Across-slope shape: Convex, linear

IwA—Ipswich mucky peat, 0 to 2 percent slopes, very frequently flooded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2tyqj
Elevation: 0 to 10 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 71 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 250 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Ipswich and similar soils: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Ipswich

Setting
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Partially- decomposed herbaceous organic material

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 42 inches: mucky peat
Oa - 42 to 59 inches: muck

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Very poorly drained
Runoff class: Negligible
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to very

high (0.14 to 99.90 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: Very frequent
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 5 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to strongly saline (0.7 to 111.6 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum in profile: 20.0
Available water storage in profile: Very high (about 26.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D
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Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),
Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

Minor Components

Westbrook
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),

Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

Pawcatuck
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),

Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

LGA—Laguardia-Greenbelt complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2pbcx
Elevation: 0 to 100 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Laguardia and similar soils: 50 percent
Greenbelt and similar soils: 30 percent
Minor components: 20 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Laguardia

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope, footslope,

toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, side slope, crest, rise, dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Parent material: Loamy-skeletal human-transported material

Typical profile
^Au - 0 to 8 inches: cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam
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^BCu - 8 to 26 inches: very cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam
^Cu - 26 to 79 inches: very cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 19 percent
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 1
Hydrologic Soil Group: C

Description of Greenbelt

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex
Parent material: Loamy human-transported material

Typical profile
^A - 0 to 5 inches: loam
^Bw1 - 5 to 16 inches: loam
^Bw2 - 16 to 30 inches: loam
^C - 30 to 79 inches: sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.43

to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 30 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 1
Hydrologic Soil Group: B

Minor Components

Centralpark
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
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Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Ebbets
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex

Mixed, mesic typic udipsamments, human transported material
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf, rise
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Fragmental, mixed, mesic typic udorthents
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, riser
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

MuA—Mosholu sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2r2yv
Elevation: 0 to 200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Mosholu and similar soils: 86 percent
Minor components: 14 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Mosholu

Setting
Landform: Depressions
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, footslope, toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave, linear
Across-slope shape: Concave, linear
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Parent material: Coal ash/slag human-transported material over slope alluvium and/
or till

Typical profile
^Au1 - 0 to 2 inches: sandy loam
^Au2 - 2 to 4 inches: coarse sandy loam
^Cu1 - 4 to 39 inches: artifactual loamy coarse sand
^Cu2 - 39 to 56 inches: artifactual loamy coarse sand
2^Cu3 - 56 to 63 inches: very fine sandy loam
3C - 63 to 72 inches: clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 0.1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Very low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to high

(0.06 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 15 to 31 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: C

Minor Components

Aeric endoaquents, coal ash deposits
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Depressions
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, footslope, toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, base slope
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave

Rikers, deep water table
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Depressions
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, footslope, toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, base slope
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave

Secaucus
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave

Rikers, very deep water table
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Depressions
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope, toeslope
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Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, base slope
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Convex, linear, concave

PaA—Pawcatuck mucky peat, 0 to 2 percent slopes, very frequently
flooded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2tyqg
Elevation: 0 to 10 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 71 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 250 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Pawcatuck and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Pawcatuck

Setting
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Partially- decomposed herbaceous organic material over sandy

mineral material

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 46 inches: mucky peat
Cg - 46 to 60 inches: mucky sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Very poorly drained
Runoff class: Negligible
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to very

high (0.14 to 99.90 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: Very frequent
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 5 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to strongly saline (0.7 to 111.6 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum in profile: 20.0
Available water storage in profile: Very high (about 21.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
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Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D
Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),

Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

Minor Components

Ipswich
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),

Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

Matunuck
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),

Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

Sandyhook
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Back-barrier flats, back-barrier beaches
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: Tidal salt low marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR001CT),

Tidal salt high marsh mesic very frequently flooded (R144AR002CT)

PkA—Preakness mucky silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2dv2l
Elevation: 0 to 90 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Preakness and similar soils: 82 percent
Minor components: 18 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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Description of Preakness

Setting
Landform: Drainageways, depressions
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave
Parent material: Coarse-loamy outwash over gravelly outwash and/or sandy

outwash

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 3 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
A1 - 3 to 5 inches: mucky silt loam
A2 - 5 to 15 inches: silt loam
Bg - 15 to 25 inches: sandy loam
Cg - 25 to 72 inches: loamy sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Poorly drained
Runoff class: Negligible
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 6.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D

Minor Components

Preakness, very poorly drained
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave

Pompton
Percent of map unit: 6 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Rise
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Deerfield
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Outwash plains, terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
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Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

SeA—Secaucus artifactual fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2qf97
Elevation: 0 to 200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 30 to 56 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 170 to 217 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Secaucus and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Secaucus

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Loamy-skeletal human-transported material

Typical profile
^Au - 0 to 6 inches: gravelly-artifactual fine sandy loam
^Cu1 - 6 to 17 inches: very artifactual fine sandy loam
^Cu2 - 17 to 35 inches: extremely cobbly-artifactual fine sandy loam
^Cu3 - 35 to 65 inches: extremely cobbly-artifactual fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 39 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: Rare
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 15 percent
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
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Minor Components

Laguardia
Percent of map unit: 10 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope, footslope,

toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, side slope, crest, rise, dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave

Ladyliberty
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Aquents
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave

ULA—Urban land-Laguardia complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2qf9n
Elevation: 0 to 70 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Urban land, till substratum: 75 percent
Laguardia and similar soils: 13 percent
Minor components: 12 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Urban Land, Till Substratum

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Asphalt over human-transported material
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Typical profile
M - 0 to 15 inches: cemented material
2^C - 15 to 79 inches: gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 0 inches to manufactured layer
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00

in/hr)
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 10 percent
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 0.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8s

Description of Laguardia

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope, footslope,

toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, side slope, crest, rise, dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Parent material: Loamy-skeletal human-transported material

Typical profile
^Au - 0 to 8 inches: cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam
^BCu - 8 to 26 inches: very cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam
^Cu - 26 to 79 inches: very cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 19 percent
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 1
Hydrologic Soil Group: C

Minor Components

Ebbets
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
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Across-slope shape: Linear, convex

Greenbelt
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex

Secaucus
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave

ULAl—Urban land-Laguardia complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes, low
impervious surface

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2r30c
Elevation: 0 to 80 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Urban land, till substratum: 60 percent
Laguardia and similar soils: 25 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Urban Land, Till Substratum

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Asphalt over human-transported material

Typical profile
M - 0 to 15 inches: cemented material
2^C - 15 to 79 inches: gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 0 inches to manufactured layer
Runoff class: Very high
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Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00
in/hr)

Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 10 percent
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 0.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8s

Description of Laguardia

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope, footslope,

toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, side slope, crest, rise, dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Parent material: Loamy-skeletal human-transported material

Typical profile
^Au - 0 to 8 inches: cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam
^BCu - 8 to 26 inches: very cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam
^Cu - 26 to 79 inches: very cobbly-artifactual coarse sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to

moderately high (0.01 to 1.42 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 19 percent
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 1
Hydrologic Soil Group: C

Minor Components

Greenbelt
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex

Ebbets
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex
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Secaucus
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave

UmA—Urban land, tidal marsh substratum, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2pbc9
Elevation: 0 to 100 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Urban land, tidal marsh substratum: 92 percent
Minor components: 8 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Urban Land, Tidal Marsh Substratum

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Asphalt over human-transported material

Typical profile
M1 - 0 to 6 inches: cemented material
M2 - 6 to 20 inches: cemented material
2^C - 20 to 79 inches: very gravelly sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 0 inches to manufactured layer
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00

in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 20 inches
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 10 percent
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 0.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8s
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Minor Components

Laguardia
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope, footslope,

toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, side slope, crest, rise, dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex, concave

Ebbets
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex

Centralpark
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Greenbelt
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, base slope, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex

UVA—Urban land-Verrazano complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2pbjj
Elevation: 0 to 110 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Urban land, sandy substratum: 78 percent
Verrazano and similar soils: 12 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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Description of Urban Land, Sandy Substratum

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Asphalt over human-transported material

Typical profile
M1 - 0 to 6 inches: cemented material
M2 - 6 to 20 inches: cemented material
2^C - 20 to 72 inches: coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 0 inches to manufactured layer
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00

in/hr)
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 5 percent
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 0.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8s

Description of Verrazano

Setting
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, summit, footslope, toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, base slope, talf, rise
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex
Parent material: Loamy human-transported material over beach sand and/or sandy

outwash and/or dredge spoils

Typical profile
^A - 0 to 3 inches: sandy loam
^Bw - 3 to 17 inches: sandy loam
^BC - 17 to 24 inches: loam
2C - 24 to 72 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 8 percent
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 6.1 inches)
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Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 1
Hydrologic Soil Group: B

Minor Components

Hooksan
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Dunes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, backslope, footslope, toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, base slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex

Bigapple
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf, rise
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Jamaica
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave

WbA—Westbrook mucky peat, sandy substratum, 0 to 1 percent slopes,
very frequently flooded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2dv2k
Elevation: 0 to 20 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Westbrook, sandy substratum, very freq flooded, and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Westbrook, Sandy Substratum, Very Freq Flooded

Setting
Landform: Tidal marshes
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Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Herbaceous organic material over loamy fluviomarine deposits over

sandy fluviomarine deposits

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 36 inches: mucky peat
2C1 - 36 to 56 inches: fine sandy loam
2C2 - 56 to 72 inches: loamy sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 0 inches to sulfuric
Natural drainage class: Very poorly drained
Runoff class: Negligible
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to very

high (0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 to 12 inches
Frequency of flooding: Very frequent
Frequency of ponding: Frequent
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 5 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Moderately saline to strongly saline (16.0 to 60.0

mmhos/cm)
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 0.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D

Minor Components

Pawcatuck
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Ipswich
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Preakness, very poorly drained
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear, concave
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Appoquinimink, very frequently flooded
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Tidal marshes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

WWB—Windsor complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes, loamy substratum

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2qkkq
Elevation: 0 to 90 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 52 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 47 to 62 degrees F
Frost-free period: 216 to 234 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Windsor, loamy substratum, and similar soils: 45 percent
Windsor and similar soils: 45 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Windsor

Setting
Landform: Kames, terminal moraines
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear
Across-slope shape: Convex, linear
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits derived from igneous and

metamorphic rock

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 2 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
A - 2 to 10 inches: loamy sand
Bw - 10 to 17 inches: loamy sand
C - 17 to 75 inches: sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Excessively drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to very

high (1.42 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
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Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A

Description of Windsor, Loamy Substratum

Setting
Landform: Outwash plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear
Across-slope shape: Convex, linear
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits over loamy glaciolacustrine deposits

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 2 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
A - 2 to 2 inches: loamy sand
Bw - 2 to 27 inches: loamy sand
C1 - 27 to 50 inches: sand
2C2 - 50 to 71 inches: sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to very

high (0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A

Minor Components

Deerfield
Percent of map unit: 6 percent
Landform: Outwash plains, terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Branford
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Terraces, outwash plains
Landform position (two-dimensional): Shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Linear
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Across-slope shape: Linear

Boonton
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Ground moraines
Landform position (two-dimensional): Shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Upper third of mountainflank, center third of

mountainflank
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
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CITY OF NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET (OMB) 

New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT DISASTER RECOVERY (CDBG-DR) 
 

COMBINED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AND  
NOTICE OF INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS 

 

This Notice shall satisfy two separate but related procedural requirements for activities to be 
undertaken by the City of New York. 

REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS 

On or about August 3, 2015, the City of New York (the City) anticipates submitting a request to the U. S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the release of CDBG-DR funds authorized by the 
“Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public Law 113-2) to undertake the construction of the Saw Mill 
Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank in the borough of Staten Island in New York City. The New York City Economic 
Development Corporation (NYCEDC) proposes to construct the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank as a 
means of facilitating both the long-term improvement and protection of critical coastal resources, and providing 
a predictable, efficient and environmentally responsible process to mitigate wetland and aquatic habitat 
impacts resulting from the construction of public and private projects. The Wetland Mitigation Bank would 
provide mitigation for authorized unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S (including wetlands) which result 
from activities authorized under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act, New York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) Article 15, Title 5 (Protection of 
Waters/Stream Disturbance) and New York State ECL Article 25 (Tidal Wetlands). 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

NYCOMB, as the City’s Responsible Entity (RE) for the City for environmental reviews conducted under the 
CDBG-DR Program, has determined that the proposed project will have no significant impact on the human 
environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA) is not required. Additional project information is contained in the Environmental Review Record 
(ERR) and Environmental Assessment (EA) on file with Mr. Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director, New York City 
Office of Management and Budget, 255 Greenwich Street, 7th Floor, New York, NY 10007, (212) 788-6024 and 
may be examined or copied on weekdays between 10:00 AM and 5:00 PM. The document may also be found at 
www.nyc.gov/cdbg. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Any individual, group, or agency may submit written comments to NYCOMB at the address listed above. All 
comments received by close of business on July 31, 2015 will be considered by OMB prior to requesting the 
release of funds. Those wishing to comment should specify which part of this Notice they are addressing. 

RELEASE OF FUNDS 

NYCOMB certifies to HUD that Dean Fuleihan in his capacity as Certifying Officer of the CDBG-DR Program 
consents to accept the jurisdiction of the Federal Courts if an action is brought to enforce responsibilities in 
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relation to the environmental review process and that these responsibilities have been satisfied. HUD's approval 
of the certification satisfies its responsibilities under NEPA and related laws and authorities, and allows OMB to 
use CDBG-DR funds. 

OBJECTIONS TO RELEASE OF FUNDS 

HUD will consider objections to its release of funds and the NYCOMB’s certification for a period of fifteen days 
following its actual receipt of the request only if they are on one of the following bases: (a) the certification 
was not executed by the Certifying Officer of OMB; (b) OMB has omitted a step or failed to make a decision or 
finding required by HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 58; (c) the grant recipient or other participants in the 
project have committed funds or incurred costs not authorized by 24 CFR Part 58 before approval of a release 
of funds by HUD; or (d) another Federal agency acting pursuant to 40 CFR Part 1504 has submitted a written 
finding that the project is unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental quality. Objections must be 
prepared and submitted in accordance with the required procedures (24 CFR Part 58) and shall be addressed 
to: Tennille Parker, Disaster Recovery and Special Issues Division, Office of Block Grant Assistant, HUD, 451 7th 
Street SW, Rm. 7272, Washington, DC 20410. Potential objectors should contact HUD to verify the actual last 
day of the objection period. 

 

City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor 
Dean Fuleihan, Director of Management and Budget, Office of Management and Budget 
 

Date:    July 17, 2015  
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	aname: Katie Axe, Assistant Vice President, New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC)
	aaddress: 110 William Street, 6th Floor, New York, New York 10038
	atelephone: 212.312.3730
	afax: 
	aemail: kaxt@nycedc.com
	site owner: City of New York (NYC Department of Parks and Recreation, NYC Transit Authority)              
	b1: The proposed Saw Mill Creek Pilot Wetland Mitigation Bank will be located on the western shore of Staten Island, and will be established within a portion of an approximately 68.45-acre site (project site) in northwest Staten Island. The project site will be restored and enhanced in order to serve as the proposed Wetland Mitigation Bank. Former and degraded wetlands will be restored to natural/historic functions. Restoration and enhancement of ditched, filled, and/or degraded wetland and upland areas to a high level of function shall be accomplished by a combination of practices, including removal of remnant berms and other fill material, regrading to suitable tidal marsh elevations, restoration of tidal creeks, treating non-native invasive species with an EPA-approved herbicide for use in aquatic habitats, and replanting with native vegetation. The goals of the Bank are the establishment of tidal wetlands, tidal creeks and mudflat communities to provide a positive contribution to water quality, plant and animal habitat, and erosion control.
	b2: As part of the Mitigation and Restoration Strategies for Habitat and Ecological Sustainability (MARSHES) initiative, NYCEDC is pursuing the first Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI) in New York City as a means to facilitate the long term improvement and protection of critical coastal resources, and to provide a predictable, efficient and environmentally responsible process to serve the mitigation needs of permit applicants in the geographical service area. The primary purpose of the project is to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, which result from activities authorized under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, New York State ECL Article 15, Title 5 and New York State ECL Article 25. The Bank will be established to compensate for wetland and other aquatic resource losses anticipated by such authorized development within the Bank Service Area in a manner that contributes to the long term ecological functioning of the Arthur Kill Drainage Basin, with an immediate goal of no net loss and a long term goal of a net gain of wetlands functions and services. 
	b3: The approximately 68.45-acre project site is located in Saw Mill Creek in western Staten Island, east of Pralls Island and Pralls Creek.  It is bisected by Chelsea Road in to a western and eastern portion, and is generally bound by Edward Curry Avenue and associated right-of-way to north, railroad tracks/ Bloomfield Road to west, and West Shore Expressway (Route 440) exit ramp to the south and east.   
	b4: Joint Application for Permit - USACE/NYSDEC/NYSDOS - USACE: App No.  NAN-2013-00259-EHA;Mitigation Banking Instrument - Interagency Review Team, led by USACE/NYSDEC;State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) Permit - NYSDEC
	b5: $500,000 of Empire State Development (ESD) Regional Economic Development Council funds will be used to help finance the project. No federal funding will be used.
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