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Tributaries to Oak Orchard Creek (ONT-138)
dark blue = Class A 
light blue = Class C 
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1149 County Highway 27, Richfield Springs, New York  13439 
Prospecting • Planning • Permitting • Problem Solving 

geologists & mining consultants 
www.miningstrategy.com 

strategic mining solutions 
Brian Milliman 315.725.6259 

David Shank  315.725.5734 
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September 22, 2020 
 
Mr. Robert B. Call 
Environmental Analyst 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Permits, Region 8 
6274 East Avon-Lima Road 
Avon, New York 14414-9516 
 
RE: Notice of Incomplete Application: DEC ID# 8-3422-00003/00001 

Eagle Harbor Sand and Gravel Pit (Mine ID #80171) 
Town of Barre, Orleans County 

 

Dear Mr. Call: 

The following are responses to comments raised by the NYSDEC in correspondence dated 
December 10, 2019 regarding the Eagle Harbor Sand and Gravel, Inc. Mined Land Reclamation 
Permit Modification. Each of the comments are broken out and addressed individually below.  

Pump Test Comments: 

Response:  

The requested changes have been made on the enclosed documents. 

 

 

Response:  

A shallow 2” overburden monitoring well (MW-5S) was installed on December 19, 2019 in 

response to comments from the NYSDEC. Well MW-5S is located between the pumping well 

and the southeastern wetland. 



Response:  

Eagle Harbor, after discussions with its pump vendor, obtained the highest capacity 

submersible pump that will fit within the 8-inch diameter, bedrock well, PW-1A. PW-1A was 

drilled and installed after the installation of well PW-1, which is a 6-inch diameter, bedrock 

well. The well construction logs for both wells are included in Appendix B, and the data are 

summarized in Table 1. The pump in PW-1A was theoretically capable of achieving 350-400 

gpm; however, the actual maximum yield of the pump depends upon the amount of head 

above the pump and the resistance caused by the discharge hose/piping. 

 

 

 
Response: 

The figures have been updated as requested. 

 

 

Response: 

The 3-in diameter PVC pipe coming up the well from the pump was connected to 60 feet of 

4-in diameter, PVC pipe at the well head. The PVC pipe was connected to 270 feet of 4-in 

collapsible (Lay Flat) hose, which was connected to 200 feet of 6-in diameter collapsible 

hose. The collapsible hose was directed to a ditch to convey the discharge water northward 

and further away from the pumping well. The discharge water flowed along the ditch and 

through two corrugated plastic culverts to an outfall approximately 1500 feet north-northeast 

of the pumping well. The discharge water entered the surface water features of the northeast 

portion of the site and ultimately left the site via the culvert beneath Maple Street. 

 

 

 



 

Response: 

The requested features were factored into the revised assessment. 

 

 

Response: 

A water withdrawal application is included with this submission as requested. 

 

 

Noise Comments: 

 

Response:  

The descriptions of the receptors have been corrected so that the map and assessment 

match. 

 

 

Response:  

Background sound levels (1-hour Leq) were measured at the two locations indicated on 

the Site Plan Map. The background sound levels are 43.7dBA at Location A and 46.2 dBA 

at Location B. These sound levels were not added to the modeled sound levels to be 

conservative. For example, in a hypothetical scenario, a background sound level of 55 

dBA is added to a permitted sound level of 60 dBA and a proposed sound level of 66.5 

dBA. The calculated sound levels under the current mining permit would be increased 

by 1.2 dBA to 61.2 dBA and the calculated sound levels of the proposed quarry would be 



increased by only 0.3 dBA to 66.8 dBA (a difference of 5.6 dBA vs. 6.5 dBA between 

current and proposed calculations). 

 

 

Response:  

The terminology in the Noise Impact Assessment has been revised as requested. 

 

 

Response:  

The Noise Impact Assessment compared the maximum potential, or worst-case, sound 

levels that would be expected under the current and proposed mining scenarios for 

comparison/assessment purposes. Actual mining noise will be less than projected for the 

following reasons: 

1. Berms and stockpiles were not used in the barrier calculations; 

2. Only the loudest directional sound level readings for each piece of equipment was 

used in the calculations in an effort to be conservative; 

3. All equipment for each scenario was modeled operating at the same time at the 

closest potential operating distance to be conservative; 

4. Background sound level measurements were not added to the modeled sound 

levels to be conservative. For example, in a hypothetical scenario, a background 

sound level of 55 dBA is added to a current sound level of 60 dBA and a proposed 

sound level of 66.5 dBA. The current sound level would be increased by 1.2 dBA 

to 61.2 dBA and the proposed sound level would be increased by only 0.3 dBA to 

66.8 dBA (a difference of 5.6 dBA vs. 6.5 dBA between current and proposed); 

5. The Noise Impact Assessment did not factor in attenuation from vegetation; 

6. The Noise Impact Assessment did not factor in atmospheric attenuation and 

7. The Noise Impact Assessment assumed all surfaces were acoustically hard and no 

ground attenuation was used.  



 

 

Response:  

The existing sand and gravel mining equipment (loader, excavator and haul truck) will 

be used to mine sand and gravel overlying the stone as well as crushed stone. 

 

 

Response:  

The projected decrease is due in part to the increased distance attenuation from the 

quarry mining area setbacks. 

 

 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments you may have.    

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Brian Milliman 
Consulting Geologist 

 
enc 
ecc Thomas Biamonte, Eagle Harbor Sand and Gravel, Inc. 
 Kevin Brown, Esq., Brown, Duke & Fogel, P.C. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Updated Pump Test Protocol Provided in DEIS Appendix 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pump Test Evaluation Provided in DEIS Appendix 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Water Withdrawal Application Provided in DEIS Appendix 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noise Impact Assessment Provided in DEIS Appendix 9 

 

 

 




