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TOWN BOARD SPECIAL MEETING/ WORK SESSION
Wednesday, April 24, 2019 6:00pm
CARMEL HIGH SCHOOL LIBRARY

30 FAIR STREET, CARMEL, NY

Pledge of Allegiance - Moment of Silence

6:00PM Town Board Special Meeting CWD#2 Infrastructure:

1. Richard Franzetti PE, Town Engineer - John Folchetti, PE, Engineering Consultant-
Presentation of Proposed Upgrade — Carmel Water District #2

e Public Comment
¢ Town Board Member Comments
e Adjournment

Public Hearing: For the Proposed Increase and Improvement of the Facilities of Carmel Water
District #2, in said Town of Carmel, Putnam County, NY

1A. Consider Public Interest Order In the Matter of the Increase and Improvement of Facilities of
Carmel Water District #2 in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York

1B. Consider Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of $13,301,400 Bonds of the Town of Carmel,
Putnam County, New York, to Pay the Cost of the Increase and Improvement of Carmel Water
District #2, in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York

Town Board Work Session:
1. James Gilchrist, Director of Recreation and Parks — Consider Proposal for Airport Park
Water Supply

e Public Comment (Three (3) Minutes on Agenda Items Only)
e Town Board Member Comments

Open Forum:
e Public Comments on New Town Related Business (Three (3) Minutes Maximum

Speaker for Town Residents, Property Owners & Business Owners Only)
e Town Board Member Comments
e Adjournment


http://www.carmelny.org/

From: Eranzetti,Richard

To: Pasquerello.Anne; Gregory Folchetti ; John Lupinacci (jdlup@icloud.com); jon@sfgtaxes.com; Michael Barile;
Michael Barile; Schmitt, Kenneth; Suzi McDonough Personal

Cc: Esteves.Donna; Maxwell.Mary Ann; "John Folchetti"

Subject: 04-17-19- Response to questions

Date: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 4:20:34 PM

Attachments: 04-17-19 RESPONSE Town Board Questions for the April 24th meeting _.docx

CWD #2 Water project questions for the 424 Meeting.msq

Supervisor Schmitt and Town Board members,

Per your request, attached please find the response to questions provided by Mr. Frank Galvin in his
April 15, 2019 email (attached). Please provide any comments to me prior to having me forward to
Mr. Galvin. Also advise if you would like to have a Mary Ann’s debt cost analysis attached to the
response.

Please note that the power point presentation that will be presented at next week’s meeting will
cover five (5) topics:

1. Supply

2. Treatment

3. Distribution

4. Storage

5. Cost & funding — including debt cost analysis

We anticipate having + three (3)slides each topic. A copy of the presentation will be made available
early next week.

Happy Holidays.

Richard J. Franzetti. P.E, BCEE
Town Engineer

60 McAlpin Avenue

Mahopac, New York 10541
Phone - (845) 628-1500 ext 181
Fax —(845) 628-7085

Cell —(914) 843-4704
rif@ci.carmel.ny.us

This communication may be confidential and is intended for the sole use of the addressee(s). No use or reproduction of the
information provided is permitted without the written consent of the Town of Carmel. If you are not the intended recipient,
you should not copy, disclose or take any action in reliance on this communication. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attached documents.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of 

Carmel Water District #2 





Carmel Water district #2 Engineering report  12/2017  Link: https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/cwd_2_distribution_system_upgrades.pdf



The first part of the Water project was approved by the Carmel Town Board for an estimated cost of 2.2 million dollars.   



For this water line project, the pipe cleaning and relining method was planned but later substituted with a line replacement project:  



a)  What was the reason for that change?

This change occurred due to the timing of the project.  In order to reline a section of water line, temporary water must be provided to the residents.  These temporary lines are run above ground and connected to each home. The timing for the first project would have required running of the water lines above ground during the winter months.  This would have increased the cost as those lines would have needed additional insulation so as not to freeze.



b) What was the resultant increased cost, if any?

The cost for replacement was approximately $137/LF

The estimated cost for relining identified in the report is $125-150/lf



c) Could the same chain of events occur in the future planned projects?

The short answer is no.  The reason why is that we are now in the preliminary discussions for the new relining project.  This will be planned and bid out so as to avoid this situation from happening again.






d) Has it been competed?

All of the new mains have been installed. Restoration and abandonment of the old system remain to be completed. The project is on schedule to meet it's substantial completion deadline of May 4, 2019 and final completion by June 1, 2019.



e) What was the actual cost vs budget?

Actual cost to date is $1,910,400.00



f) What are the lessons learned from this first water project as we move into the next much larger and costlier project?

It is to be proactive and plan and not just react.




























CARMEL WATER DISTRICT NO. 2 DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FACILITY PLAN 2/2019



Link: https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/02-13-19_-_distribution_facility_plan.pdf

This water pipe relining project is estimated at 11 - 13 million dollars.



a) Will the complete project be put out to bid or will it be broken out into smaller projects to avoid a competitive bidding process? This concern was stated at town hall meeting on March 27th at 1:22:05 of this meeting video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WOFObC-G2sg

We want this to be a highly competitive bidding process.

The report recommends a single design contract and multiple construction contracts. Both design and construction contracts require competitive bidding.



b) Residents have the right to vote on large projects that effect the school budget. This water project is very costly and is a matter that should be approved by the residents through a vote or referendum unless the water is declared unhealthy or poses danger to the public. Will this project be subject to a public vote by the residents in the water district?

The decision for a water system project is based on the Safety, Health, and Welfare of the public.  It is not subject to mandatory referendum.  The Board, as commissioners of the District, has the authority and discretion put the matter (or virtually any Town matter) to a referendum if it sees fit.  The borrowing itself, which is a prerequisite to awarding the bid contract for the work, is subject to a 20 day estoppel period under NY Local Finance Law.   That means that within 20 days after publication of a resolution authorizing the borrowing and funding any party with standing may file an action, suit or proceeding to contest the borrowing.  This will in effect forestall the project.



c) Will the vendors be asked to provide a cost analysis for full pipe replacement vs. relining? If the answer is no, why.

At the request of the Town Board the repair or replace has been vetted by JRFA.

Unit cost estimates for both types of work are in the report. The project must be designed, then bid, then built. Design and development of bid documents are different for the two types of work, as are the contractors. 



The recommendation for lining as opposed to replacement was outlined in the distribution facility plan.  The Town Board can decide if they want to have these lines replaced or relined. 



d) Why is it necessary to add an alternate new water line to the hospital? (1,900,000.00). 

This is a recommendation. The reasoning is that there is no alternative means of delivering water to the only emergency facility we have and is intended to ensure uninterrupted delivery of water even in the event of a main break.



e) Why isn’t this new water line for the hospital not connect to the other water district which is closer?

The nearest water district to PCHC, other than CWD 2, is water district 6. The nearest point in CWD 6 to the hospital entrance is 9,900 LF away. The recommended connection for the supplemental main is 7,700 LF away.



f) Why do we need to install new water shutoff valves at a cost of 10,000.00 a piece now vs replacing as needed? ($600,000.00 - $750,000.00)

This is a recommendation. As we learned during our attempts to gather coupons, the valving system is inadequate to isolate small sections of the system for repair work. 



g) What is the life expectancy of the cement relining vs installing new pipes? 

Typical design life for new pipe is 50 years. The AWWA standard for cement lining thickness on new pipe is 1/16” for pipe diameters between 3” and 12”. The AWWA standard for in place cement lining thickness is 3/16” for pipe diameters between 4” and 10”. It is expected that the newly lined pipe will achieve a design life equivalent to new iron pipe



h) We already know that the existing pipes are still in good shape according to the limited sample coupons that have been inspected. 

This is correct and this is the reason why the relining option, not replacement, is being presented.



i) Will cleaning process reduce the integrity of the pipe? 

No. The reamers are set to meet pipe inside diameter dimensions in order to ream out the softer (than pipe wall) tuberculation. 



j) Wouldn’t it be more cost effective, in the long run, to install new pipes even though it would be more disruptive?

The design life for each is 50 years



k) Is the Town Engineer recommending the traditional method of water main cleaning or the Cured-In-Place Pipe Lining (CIPP)?

See link: https://ferpalinfrastructure.com/solutions/structural-pipe-lining-solution/

The recommendation is for cementitious lining, not Cured In Place pipe lining. 



l) Only a few pipe samples (coupons) were taken during water breaks as stated in the 2/13 town board meeting and said to be thick enough for a reaming and relining process. If the system is 50,000 linear feet in length, how could it be assumed that the rest of the system is suitable for relining or is even in need of relining? They have lasted for 85 years without relining.



The system contains multiple types of pipe, including unlined iron, lined iron, PVC and asbestos cement. The unlined iron in residential areas is the primary focus of water quality complaints throughout the district. These are the areas that were evaluated by coupon removal and then recommended for lining. The question is about quality, not longevity. Life expectancy beyond 85 years isn't the objective. Improving delivered water quality is the objective.



m) Will the companies that bid on this relining project submit references for current successfully completed relining projects and will this information be made available to the public for review?

Submittal of references is always part of the Bidders Qualification Statement required to be submitted with a bid for capital work. References are contacted and those that choose to respond are interviewed. Interview results are always included in the Bid Evaluation and recommendation to award that is presented to the Board.   This information, once presented to the Town Board, is a matter of public record and will be available at that time. 



n) Would it be possible for the selected vendor to present at a special town board meeting so that the residents understand the process and know what to expect when the process begins?

This can be a requirement of the bid and subsequent contract.	



o) What would the course of action be if relining is not possible (similar to what happened in the first project) and at what cost?  

The current planning process this is intended to address the district issues in order to prevent that happening again.

.

p) Who would be accountable in the previous scenario (o) and assume the financial responsibility, if any? We don’t want to see this project double or triple in cost due to the negligence of not doing the proper or necessary inspection work. A similar situation just happened on a project at one of the town parks recently and is costing the tax payers a lot more money. 

The inspection and evaluation work has been conducted and the recommendation is in place. An emergency declaration such as was 	previously made should not occur, but is up to the discretion of the Board.  Bid costs are subject to prevailing conditions at the time of bid.




Project Management





a) Who will be managing the CWD # 2 infrastructure projects and what will the oversight process be to ensure that they are on schedule and on budget?

This will be the Engineering Department and the engineering consultant selected for the design and construction administration of the project. 



b) Will there be a plan detailing all of the phase of the proposed project with estimated start and completion dates for each phase? 

This will be a requirement of the bid specification package.



We are requesting that either one or two members of the town board be assigned to oversee these projects with the responsibly to provide status updates as required. We feel this dedicated oversight will ensure that the project(s) is progressing as planned and on budget. We will also designate several residents of the district to partner with whomever you have selected so they may function as one team.



This is a Town Board Decision 




















Project Funding



a) Since the project was approved, has the board requested funding for this initial project? 

This project has not yet been approved by the Town Board. Funding for water projects in New York, whether via grant, low interest loan or market rate interest loan, is through the Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC). All applications to EFC require an engineering report that complies with the 10 State Standards criteria. The report submitted in February meets these criteria. It will be submitted to EFC once accepted by the Board.



Grant applications also require the submittal of such a report. The grant application window is currently closed, but re-opens in July. When the grant application is made in July, the report will submitted again



b) If yes, from what State, Federal or County agency was the request made and when? Who made the requests?

Funding through EFC's Drinking Water program will be sought for this project. 



c) If a proposal is accepted, when would a request for funding be submitted and who is responsible for this process?

See response for a. above. 






Here is a recent example from Senator Harckham indicating the availably of clean water funds (The budget includes an investment of $500 million for clean water infrastructure. This builds on our already historic $2.5 billion investment. ). https://www.nysenate.gov/newsroom/press-releases/pete-harckham/senator-harckhamsenate-majority-pass-final-2019-nys-budget 



This is from the NYS website:  https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/governor-cuomo-awards-more-49-million-grants-water-infrastructure-improvements-mid-hudson



The Mid-Hudson Region municipalities receiving grants are:

		WIIA/IMG Grant

		Awardee

		County

		Estimated Project Cost

		Estimated Grant Award



		Clean Water

		Bethel, Town of

		Sullivan

		$3,430,000

		$857,500



		Clean Water

		Bronxville, Village of

		Westchester

		$1,777,726

		$444,432



		Clean Water

		Clarkstown, Town of

		Rockland

		$2,935,895

		$733,974



		Clean Water

		Cornwall, Town of

		Orange

		$6,475,000

		$1,618,750



		Clean Water

		Cortlandt, Town of

		Westchester

		$3,179,000

		$794,750



		Drinking Water

		Delaware, Town of

		Sullivan

		$4,202,672

		$543,060



		Drinking Water

		Dutchess County Water and Wastewater Authority

		Dutchess

		$3,389,509

		$2,033,705



		Drinking Water

		Esopus, Town of

		Ulster

		$3,729,000

		$2,237,400



		Clean Water

		Goshen, Town of

		Orange

		$120,000

		$30,000



		+Drinking Water

		Greenburgh, Town of

		Westchester

		$12,119,500

		$4,847,800



		Clean Water

		Highland Falls, Village of

		Orange

		$1,766,250

		$441,563



		Clean Water

		Kingston, City of

		Ulster

		$7,900,000

		$1,975,000



		Clean Water

		Liberty, Village of

		Sullivan

		$6,457,089

		$1,614,272



		Drinking Water

		Middletown, City of

		Orange

		$4,942,400

		$2,965,440



		Drinking Water

		Millbrook, Village of

		Dutchess

		$1,900,000

		$1,140,000



		Clean Water

		New Castle, Town of

		Westchester

		$1,839,206

		$459,802



		Clean Water

		New Windsor, Town of

		Orange

		$1,160,000

		$290,000



		Clean Water

		Newburgh, Town of

		Orange

		$1,200,000

		$300,000



		Clean Water

		Orangetown, Town of

		Rockland

		$775,000

		$193,750



		Clean Water

		Port Chester, Village of

		Westchester

		$1,265,000

		$316,250



		Clean Water

		Poughkeepsie, Town of

		Dutchess

		$458,573

		$114,643



		Drinking Water

		Rhinebeck, Village of

		Dutchess

		$3,713,794

		$2,228,276



		Clean Water

		Rockland County

		Rockland

		$13,500,000

		$3,375,000



		Clean Water

		Rockland, Town of

		Sullivan

		$2,389,500

		$597,375



		Clean Water

		Rye, City of

		Westchester

		$1,959,000

		$489,750



		Clean Water

		Suffern, Village of

		Rockland

		$413,780

		$103,445



		Clean Water

		Suffern, Village of

		Rockland

		$1,413,250

		$353,313



		Clean Water

		Suffern, Village of

		Rockland

		$433,350

		$108,338



		Drinking Water

		Tivoli, Village of

		Dutchess

		$4,733,280

		$2,839,968



		Clean Water

		Tivoli, Village of

		Dutchess

		$3,676,600

		$919,150



		Clean Water

		Tuxedo Park, Village of

		Orange

		$531,750

		$132,938



		Clean Water

		Wallkill, Town of

		Orange

		$11,930,000

		$2,982,500



		Clean Water

		Wallkill, Town of

		Orange

		$8,070,000

		$2,017,500



		+Clean Water

		Wappinger, Town of

		Dutchess

		$6,211,548

		$2,484,620



		Clean Water

		Warwick, Village of

		Orange

		$12,250,000

		$3,062,500



		Clean Water

		Westchester County

		Westchester

		$9,324,868

		$1,228,349



		Drinking Water

		Westchester Joint Water Works

		Westchester

		$3,300,000

		$1,980,000



		Clean Water

		White Plains, City of

		Westchester

		$903,965

		$225,991



		

		

		

		

		
















Carmel Water Plant / Increasing Capacity / Water towers



a) Why is it necessary to increase/upgrade or replace the existing water filtration plant now? Based on information stated at town board meeting, the plant is currently running at 2/3 capacity.

The plant produces drinking water that meets NYSDOH and PCDOH drinking water standards. The CWD 2 plant is a diatomaceous earth plant (DE) that was built in 1976.  The plant is designed to treat 1.0 Million Gallons per Day (MGD) and on occasion has been able to treat and distribute up to 1.4 MGD.



Due to this treatment process ~10 to15 % of the treated water is used to backwash the filters.  We are backwashing with water that has been paid for as raw water, paid for again to treat, and will be paid for again to treat as wastewater. 



The DE also leaches out of the plant. While our suspended solids does not exceed DOH standards, the DE in the finished water contributes to the sediment found in the mains.



b) Please identify the reason for the needed capacity?

As outlined in the draft Hazen and Sewer memorandum regarding future water demand assessment, the results of the analysis suggest average day demand in 2050 of 0.82 to 1.48 mgd and a future maximum day demand in 2050 of 1.31 to 2.37 mgd. However, the analysis is sensitive to the population growth and future development within the District. The analysis assumed the District geographic boundary does not change nor are outside users served, except for one (1) proposed development south of Putnam County Hospital Center.





c) What development projects are currently planned and approved that would increase the water demand in the Hamlet of Carmel beyond the capacity of the existing system? 

Current list of proposed developments and estimated indoor water demand5

		Map # 

		Development Name 

		Zoning Type 

		Estimated Indoor Water Demand (gpd)6 



		1 

		Hillcrest Commons 

		Residential 

		33,400 



		2 

		Fairway Townhouses 

		Residential 

		33,400 



		3 

		Gateway Summit 

		Commerce/Business Park 

		80,230 



		4 

		Alexandrion Group Distillery 

		Commercial 

		161,055 



		5 

		The Hamlet at Carmel7 

		Residential 

		13,200 



		6 

		RPK Precision Homes 

		Residential 

		5,675 



		7 

		The Retreat at Carmel 

		Residential 

		3,850 



		8 

		Hillside Court 

		Residential 

		510 



		9 

		Tompkins Recycling 

		Commercial 

		375 



		Total: 

		331,695 







d) If it’s new development projects that have already been approved why wouldn’t the developers pay for the water expansion as a precondition to building in Carmel instead of putting the financial burden on the residents?

These projects have been approved and the owners have been paying CWD 2 capital charges for the sites. 



e) Why would or should the Hamlet of Carmel look to source water from lake Mahopac?  (As discussed on page 32 of this document at the 2/27 town board meeting? https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/agendas/tb-ws2-27-2019_1.pdf)   The water in lake Mahopac is not desirable and in addition it might be costly to run miles of water line. 

The main reason for this suggestion is Lake Gleneida is a NYCDEP 	controlled water body. By virtue of the city's ownership, residents pay the NYCDEP for the right to use this water.  For instance in 2018 the residents In CWD2 paid the NYCDEP water board $482,400 and in 2017 paid 	$688,700 for water from Lake Gleneida.  Use of water from Lake Mahopac is not encumbered by these costs. Free water could help finance upgrades to both the distribution system and the plant. For example, the 2017 costs represent nearly 50% of the total capital debt costs for the various projects (water line replacement, distribution plan, water tanks maintenance, and water meters)



f) Wouldn’t it be more practical to source the water locally from the West Branch Reservoir, Middle Branch Reservoir or Lake Gilead?

West Branch may be more practical, but all these water bodies are owned/controlled by the NYCDEP and as such the residents would be subjected to continually paying the NYCDEP for water. 



g) Is there an analysis detailing the cost of using drinking water from local reservoirs vs Lake Mahopac? Lake Mahopac is a recreational lake used by all types of watercraft and not monitored and tested by the DEP on a regular basis for safety?

The cost of raw water from any surface source in Carmel (West Branch, Middle Branch, Croton Falls reservoirs of Lake Gleneida or Lake Gilead) will be the same as all those bodies are controlled by DEP



It should be noted that Lake Mahopac currently serves as a water supply for four (4) water districts with ~1,600 connections.  The water treatment plant produces drinking water that meets NYSDOH and PCDOH drinking water standards.




h) Severn Trent used to manage the water treatment plant and service the waterlines (I don’t know if they still do). What accountability do they (or any 3rd party contractor providing water treatment / line maintenance) have in allowing the system to get this bad? 

Severn Trent, now called Inframark, is the contract operator for the CWD 2 Water treatment plant and as such did not install the water lines.  The maintenance of the lines, outside if repairing breaks and leaks, has not historically been performed.   



i) What steps / maintenance processes will the Town of Carmel implement to ensure that the new / rehabilitated water lines don’t get to this state again?

These lines, once relined, will not be subjected to tuberculation.   The new 	plant will eliminate the DE contribution to the system. 

 

j) Is the height and capacity of the water tower at the end of Everett Road adequate for the area it needs to supply? This needs to be looked into because the water pressure at the top of Kelly Ridge road is very bad. In fact, some residents require additional pumps to even get to their homes. The cleaning of the pipes should help the pressure but we don’t want to assume that be the answer. This is the only water tower that I am aware of that is on the ground.

CWD 2 has three (3) water towers that have a total capacity of 1.1 million gallons as follows:

· Lindy Drive(300,000 gallons), 

· Everett Road(300,000 gallons), and 

· Clapboard Ridge (500,000 gallons).



All 3 tanks are located at grade in their respective locations. Once the pipes are relined and the tanks are upgrade residents will experience better flow/pressure



The recent tanks inspections as performed by Pittsburgh Tank and Tower Group indicated that the tanks can be relined and are not in need to be replaced.  The cost for the repairs are as follows:



		Pittsburgh Tank Maintenance Proposal

		



		CWD #2 ~ Summary

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		 Everrett 

		 Shoprite 

		 Lindy 

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		Critical

		            94,762 

		            18,725 

		            18,155 

		



		

		Non Critical

		            46,555 

		            65,680 

		            64,235 

		



		

		OSHA

		            56,197 

		          101,330 

		            98,670 

		



		

		Structural

		                    -   

		                    -   

		                    -   

		



		

		Preventative

		          170,776 

		          323,443 

		          191,564 

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		        368,290 

		        509,178 

		        372,624 

		



		

		

		

		

		

		







a) What is the amount of pressure we can expect going into our homes / fire hydrants once the water lines have been relined?

10 State Standard required pressure is 20 PSI at grade at all points in the system and a minimum working pressure of 35 PSI. Normal working pressure is recommended to range from 60-80 psi.










Water Quality and Safety



a) Is the water in CWD #2 currently safe to consume with the level of tuberculation that is seen in the report and the condition of the water filtration plant? 

Yes.  The water has high iron content.  The tuberculation is caused by the both the diatomaceous earth and the unlined water lines leaching in to the system. 



b) The Town Engineer has been asked to perform a water analysis prior to the April 24th meeting. Has this been completed and will it be presented?

Samples were collected at the water plant and hydrants located proximate to 10 Collier, 55 Lakeview, 8 Sunnycrest, 48 Kelly Ridge and on Kelly/Avery, Tower and Lindy.  The samples were collected on March 18, March 24, April 1, April 5, and April 12, 2019. 



Samples were analyzed for Iron, Lead, Manganese, Escherichia Coliform, Total Coliform, Turbidity and Chlorine Residuals. 



		

		Limit

		Average 

		Minimum 

		Maximum

		



		Iron

		0.3

		8.4

		0.02

		32.9

		



		Lead

		0.015

		[bookmark: _GoBack]0.007

		0

		0.0199

		



		Manganese

		0.05

		0.4

		0.001

		1.82

		



		Escherichia Coli

		 

		Absent

		Absent

		Absent

		



		Total Coliforms

		 

		Absent

		Absent

		Absent

		



		Turbidity

		5

		20.3

		0.24

		68.2

		



		Chlorine Residual

		 

		1.3

		0.21

		2.7

		







c) What is the impact of the tuberculation on the fire hydrants? How do we ensure that the pipe from the main line to the hydrant isn’t as bad as the main line?

The hydrants are replaced in most lining projects and are intended to be replaced on this one.



d) We need to ensure that the Carmel Fire Department has enough water pressure (not the minimum required) out of the hydrants to put out fires (especially at the top of Everett and Kelly Ridge). We would be interested in knowing the Carmel Fire Chief’s thoughts on the current water pressure and what they would want the pressure to be out of a fire hydrant?

The Town Engineer will coordinate with the Fire Chief and include this information in the RFP for design work.

20
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CWD #2 Water project questions for the 4/24 Meeting

		From

		Frank Galvin

		To

		Schmitt, Kenneth

		Cc

		McDonough, Suzanne; Barile,Michael; Schneider,Jonathan; Lupinacci,John; Franzetti,Richard

		Recipients

		ks@ci.carmel.ny.us; sfm@ci.carmel.ny.us; mab@ci.carmel.ny.us; js@ci.carmel.ny.us; jdl@ci.carmel.ny.us; rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us



Supervisor Schmitt,




A group of Residents from Carmel Water District #2 have compiled a list of questions/issues/concerns that we would like to share with you and have answered either before or at the Special Town Board meeting on April 24th ( 6pm)  at the Carmel Firehouse. If they can be answered prior to meeting I will post the responses on our facebook page.  Our facebook page was created to provide the residents of CWD #2  with a platform to view the facts of the proposed water infrastructure projects based on information that comes directly from Town Board meeting minutes and videos over the past few months. We are also linked to "The Hamlet of Carmel Civic Association" through facebook and have reached out to the district through advertising to maximize awareness of this project. By having everyone on the same page we can avoid confusion and support each other going forward.  There is significant concern about the costs of this project and the impact it will potentially have on the residents that can't afford the already spiraling costs in this district ( School budgets, yearly home revaluations,  Water infrastructure, etc.). And with the SALT limitation tax in place at $10,000.00, there is no relief to offset some of these costs. We are equally concerned with the overall condition of our water system, how it became so deteriorated and if it is posing a health hazard to our families.  However, based on some of the sample coupons that were presented in the report and the serious condition of the Everett water tower there is no question that we need to take some action. Still the residents are questioning whether or not all components of the proposal presented on 2/13  are valid or even necessary. 




We expect that the Town Board will make every effort to be supportive in securing the needed outside funding from  ( Federal, State and County agencies) that are available  to help offset the costs of the  2.2 million dollar water project and the new proposed projects. Here is a example from Senator Harckham  recently indicating the availability of clean water funds (The budget includes an investment of $500 million for clean water infrastructure. This builds on our already historic $2.5 billion investment. ). https://www.nysenate.gov/newsroom/press-releases/pete-harckham/senator-harckhamsenate-majority-pass-final-2019-nys-budget . 




We are requesting that either one or two members of the town board be assigned to oversee these projects with the responsibly to provide status updates as required. We feel this dedicated oversight will ensure that the project is progressing as planned and on budget. We will also designate several residents of the district to partner with whomever you have selected so they may function as one team.






Meeting topics to cover :




1) Current report on water quality 
2) Water treatment plant
3) Water distribution system ( aging water lines) 
4) Water storage tanks
5) Project costs


6) Questions from the residents




It would be beneficial to have an agenda to follow, listing each topic with allotted time which includes questions from the group. This would help keep the meeting focused. One hour will clearly not be enough time, maybe it would advisable to schedule more than one meeting. Could you please put an agenda together and I will post it on the facebook page.. Thank you !!








The attached questions come directly from the residents and are unfiltered, hopefully they will give you good insight into what people are generally thinking and concerned about.




I'm providing this information to you as a member of the facebook group.







Regards,




Frank 






Town Board Questions for the April 24th meeting - 4142019.docx

Questions from the Residents of Carmel Water District #2 





RESIDENTS OF CARMEL WATER DISTRICT #2 








Carmel Water district #2 Engineering report  12/2017





Link: https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/cwd_2_distribution_system_upgrades.pdf








The first part of the Water project was approved by the Carmel Town Board for an estimated cost of 2.2 million dollars.





For this water line project, the pipe cleaning and relining method was planned but later substituted with a line replacement project:  





a)  What was the reason for that change?


b) What was the resultant increased cost, if any?


c) Could the same chain of events occur in the future planned projects?


d) Has it been competed?


e) What was the actual cost vs budget?


f) What are the lessons learned from this first water project as we move into the next much larger and costlier project?












































CARMEL WATER DISTRICT NO. 2 DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FACILITY PLAN 2/2019





Link: https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/02-13-19_-_distribution_facility_plan.pdf





This water pipe relining project is estimated at 11 - 13 million dollars.





a) Will the complete project be put out to bid or will it be broken out into smaller projects to avoid a competitive bidding process? This concern was stated at town hall meeting on March 27th at 1:22:05 of this meeting video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WOFObC-G2sg


We want this to be a highly competitive bidding process.





b) Residents have the right to vote on large projects that effect the school budget. This water project is very costly and is a matter that should be approved by the residents through a vote or referendum unless the water is declared unhealthy or poses danger to the public. Will this project be subject to a public vote by the residents in the water district?


c) Will the vendors be asked to provide a cost analysis for full pipe replacement vs. relining? If the answer is no, why.


d) Why is it necessary to add an alternate new water line to the hospital? (1,900,000.00). 


e) Why isn’t this new water line for the hospital not connect to the other water district which is closer?


f) Why do we need to install new water shutoff values at a cost of 10,000.00 a piece now vs replacing as needed? ($600,000.00 - $750,000.00)


g) What is the life expectancy of the cement relining vs installing new pipes? 


h) We already know that the existing pipes are still in good shape according to the limited sample coupons that have been inspected. 


i) Will cleaning process reduce the integrity of the pipe? 


j) Wouldn’t it be more cost effective, in the long run, to install new pipes even though it would be more disruptive?


k) Is the Town Engineer recommending the traditional method of water main cleaning or the Cured-In-Place Pipe Lining (CIPP)?


See link: https://ferpalinfrastructure.com/solutions/structural-pipe-lining-solution/





l) Only a few pipe samples (coupons) were taken during water breaks as stated in the 2/13 town board meeting and said to be thick enough for a reaming and relining process. If the system is 50,000 linear feet in length, how could it be assumed that the rest of the system is suitable for relining or is even in need of relining? They have lasted for 85 years without relining.


m) Will the companies that bid on this relining project submit references for current successfully completed relining projects and will this information be made available to the public for review?


n) Would it be possible for the selected vendor to present at a special town board meeting so that the residents understand the process and know what to expect when the process begins?


o) What would the course of action be if relining is not possible (similar to what happened in the first project) and at what cost?  


p) Who would be accountable in the previous scenario (o) and assume the financial responsibility, if any? We don’t want to see this project double or triple in cost due to the negligence of not doing the proper or necessary inspection work. A similar situation just happened on a project at one of the town parks recently and is costing the tax payers a lot more money. 


































































































Project Management








a) Who will be managing the CWD # 2 infrastructure projects and what will the oversight process be to ensure that they are on schedule and on budget?


b) Will there be a plan detailing all of the phase of the proposed project with estimated start and completion dates for each phase? 





We are requesting that either one or two members of the town board be assigned to oversee these projects with the responsibly to provide status updates as required. We feel this dedicated oversight will ensure that the project(s) is progressing as planned and on budget. We will also designate several residents of the district to partner with whomever you have selected so they may function as one team.



























































Project Funding





a) Since the project was approved, has the board requested funding for this initial project? 


b) If yes, from what State, Federal or County agency was the request made and when? Who made the requests?


c) If a proposal is accepted, when would a request for funding be submitted and who is responsible for this process?





Here is a recent example from Senator Harckham indicating the availably of clean water funds (The budget includes an investment of $500 million for clean water infrastructure. This builds on our already historic $2.5 billion investment. ). https://www.nysenate.gov/newsroom/press-releases/pete-harckham/senator-harckhamsenate-majority-pass-final-2019-nys-budget 





This is from the NYS website:  https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/governor-cuomo-awards-more-49-million-grants-water-infrastructure-improvements-mid-hudson





The Mid-Hudson Region municipalities receiving grants are:


			WIIA/IMG Grant


			Awardee


			County


			Estimated Project Cost


			Estimated Grant Award





			Clean Water


			Bethel, Town of


			Sullivan


			$3,430,000


			$857,500





			Clean Water


			Bronxville, Village of


			Westchester


			$1,777,726


			$444,432





			Clean Water


			Clarkstown, Town of


			Rockland


			$2,935,895


			$733,974





			Clean Water


			Cornwall, Town of


			Orange


			$6,475,000


			$1,618,750





			Clean Water


			Cortlandt, Town of


			Westchester


			$3,179,000


			$794,750





			Drinking Water


			Delaware, Town of


			Sullivan


			$4,202,672


			$543,060





			Drinking Water


			Dutchess County Water and Wastewater Authority


			Dutchess


			$3,389,509


			$2,033,705





			Drinking Water


			Esopus, Town of


			Ulster


			$3,729,000


			$2,237,400





			Clean Water


			Goshen, Town of


			Orange


			$120,000


			$30,000





			+Drinking Water


			Greenburgh, Town of


			Westchester


			$12,119,500


			$4,847,800





			Clean Water


			Highland Falls, Village of


			Orange


			$1,766,250


			$441,563





			Clean Water


			Kingston, City of


			Ulster


			$7,900,000


			$1,975,000





			Clean Water


			Liberty, Village of


			Sullivan


			$6,457,089


			$1,614,272





			Drinking Water


			Middletown, City of


			Orange


			$4,942,400


			$2,965,440





			Drinking Water


			Millbrook, Village of


			Dutchess


			$1,900,000


			$1,140,000





			Clean Water


			New Castle, Town of


			Westchester


			$1,839,206


			$459,802





			Clean Water


			New Windsor, Town of


			Orange


			$1,160,000


			$290,000





			Clean Water


			Newburgh, Town of


			Orange


			$1,200,000


			$300,000





			Clean Water


			Orangetown, Town of


			Rockland


			$775,000


			$193,750





			Clean Water


			Port Chester, Village of


			Westchester


			$1,265,000


			$316,250





			Clean Water


			Poughkeepsie, Town of


			Dutchess


			$458,573


			$114,643





			Drinking Water


			Rhinebeck, Village of


			Dutchess


			$3,713,794


			$2,228,276





			Clean Water


			Rockland County


			Rockland


			$13,500,000


			$3,375,000





			Clean Water


			Rockland, Town of


			Sullivan


			$2,389,500


			$597,375





			Clean Water


			Rye, City of


			Westchester


			$1,959,000


			$489,750





			Clean Water


			Suffern, Village of


			Rockland


			$413,780


			$103,445





			Clean Water


			Suffern, Village of


			Rockland


			$1,413,250


			$353,313





			Clean Water


			Suffern, Village of


			Rockland


			$433,350


			$108,338





			Drinking Water


			Tivoli, Village of


			Dutchess


			$4,733,280


			$2,839,968





			Clean Water


			Tivoli, Village of


			Dutchess


			$3,676,600


			$919,150





			Clean Water


			Tuxedo Park, Village of


			Orange


			$531,750


			$132,938





			Clean Water


			Wallkill, Town of


			Orange


			$11,930,000


			$2,982,500





			Clean Water


			Wallkill, Town of


			Orange


			$8,070,000


			$2,017,500





			+Clean Water


			Wappinger, Town of


			Dutchess


			$6,211,548


			$2,484,620





			Clean Water


			Warwick, Village of


			Orange


			$12,250,000


			$3,062,500





			Clean Water


			Westchester County


			Westchester


			$9,324,868


			$1,228,349





			Drinking Water


			Westchester Joint Water Works


			Westchester


			$3,300,000


			$1,980,000





			Clean Water


			White Plains, City of


			Westchester


			$903,965


			$225,991





			


			


			


			


			





































































































Carmel Water Plant / Increasing Capacity / Water towers





a) Why is it necessary to increase/upgrade or replace the existing water filtration plant now? Based on information stated at town board meeting, the plant is currently running at 2/3 capacity.


b) Please identify the reason for the needed capacity?


c) What development projects are currently planned and approved that would increase the water demand in the Hamlet of Carmel beyond the capacity of the existing system? 


d) If it’s new development projects that have already been approved why wouldn’t the developers pay for the water expansion as a precondition to building in Carmel instead of putting the financial burden on the residents?


e) Why would or should the Hamlet of Carmel look to source water from lake Mahopac?  (As discussed on page 32 of this document at the 2/27 town board meeting? https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/agendas/tb-ws2-27-2019_1.pdf)   The water in lake Mahopac is not desirable and in addition it might be costly to run miles of water line. 


f) Wouldn’t it be more practical to source the water locally from the West Branch Reservoir, Middle Branch Reservoir or Lake Gilead?


g) Is there an analysis detailing the cost of using drinking water from local reservoirs vs Lake Mahopac? Lake Mahopac is a recreational lake used by all types of watercraft and not monitored and tested by the DEP on a regular basis for safety?


h) Severn Trent used to manage the water treatment plant and service the waterlines (I don’t know if they still do). What accountability do they (or any 3rd party contractor providing water treatment / line maintenance) have in allowing the system to get this bad? 


i) [bookmark: _GoBack]What steps / maintenance processes will the Town of Carmel implement to ensure that the new / rehabilitated water lines don’t get to this state again?


j) Is the height and capacity of the water tower at the end of Everett Road adequate for the area it needs to supply? This needs to be looked into because the water pressure at the top of Kelly Ridge road is very bad. In fact, some residents require additional pumps to even get to their homes. The cleaning of the pipes should help the pressure but we don’t want to assume that be the answer. This is the only water tower that I am aware of that is on the ground.


k) What is the amount of pressure we can expect going into our homes / fire hydrants once the water lines have been relined?








































































































Water Quality and Safety





a) Is the water in CWD #2 currently safe to consume with the level of tuberculation that is seen in the report and the condition of the water filtration plant? 


b) The Town Engineer has been asked to perform a water analysis prior to the April 24th meeting. Has this been completed and will it be presented?


c) What is the impact of the tuberculation on the fire hydrants? How do we ensure that the pipe from the main line to the hydrant isn’t as bad as the main line?


d) We need to ensure that the Carmel Fire Department has enough water pressure (not the minimum required) out of the hydrants to put out fires (especially at the top of Everett and Kelly Ridge). We would be interested in knowing the Carmel Fire Chief’s thoughts on the current water pressure and what they would want the pressure to be out of a fire hydrant?












































Overview

» System Description
» Source
» Treatment/Plant

Distribution/Storage

v

Costs/Funding

v




Carmel Water District 2

» Plant located 1744 Route 6

» Builtin 1976

» Serves
> ~ 5,300 people,
- Town’s main commercial area,
- Government Facilities:
- and regional hospital,

» ~2,000 service connections.
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Source
» Sole raw water source - Lake Gleneida.

» Lake Gleneida owned by NYCDEP - raw water
cost ~$628,000 per year (average past 5
years)

» Seasonal changes affect the water quality in
terms of turbidity increases, color, and algae
growth.




Treatment

» Permit is for 1,000,000 gallons per day = 1
mgd

» Average daily plant flow ~800,000 gpd
maximum flow is 1.6 mgd

» Direct Filtration - three (3) diatomaceous
earth (DE) filtration units (glorified swimming
pool filter)

» Sodium hypochlorite - disinfection







Plant

» Due to age/inefficient operations (e.qg.
backwash), it is recommended to replace Plant

» Hazen and Sawyer contracted in September 2018

» Preliminary findings for Lake Gleneida Safe Yield
and CWD 2 Future Demand have been provided

» Planning year is 2050

» Treatment plant size and cost based on demand
and raw water quality




CWD 2 Facility Plan Draft Findings

» Sustained safe yield of Lake Gleneida 0.8 to 1.0 million
gallons per day (MGD).

» Demand
- Average day demand in 2050 0.82 - 1.34 mgd.
- Maximum day demand in 2050 of 1.31 - 2.15mgd.

» Preliminary results show that Lake Gleneida, able to meet
current demand may not be able to do so in the future.

» Alternative water supplies for CWD 2 are being considered

» Options include using either the West Branch or Croton
Falls reservoirs or Lake Mahopac.




Distribution System

» ~ 52 miles of pipe (total for system)
» Sizes range from 6, 8 10 and 12 inches

» Existing material - unlined cast and ductile iron, lined
ductile iron, asbestos cement or PVC

» Age ranges from 1 year to 60 years old

» Dead end sections in the water system. Major is
Stoneleigh Ave and others include Dykeman Road,
Lakeview Road

» 350 hydrants




Town of Carmel, NY
Water District #2
- 1 in = 600 feet
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Distribution Facility Plan

» Coupons have been collected at:

> Gleneida Ridge Road, Tower Road and West Collier
Drive; Everett Road, Seminary Hill, Hughson Road,;
Shoprite

- Route 301 (photo documented from a repair)

» Coupons demonstrate significant consistency.

- Unlined pipe demonstrates varying degrees of
tuberculation or sedimentation

> Lined pipe demonstrate no tuberculation or
sedimentation.
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Collier Drive



Distribution Facility Plan- Findings

» No need for pipe rehabilitation where PVC,
transite or lined cast/ductile pipe exists

» Unlined cast or ductile iron pipe of either type
should be rehabilitated or replaced.

» Unlined cast or ductile iron pipe capable of
withstanding the cleaning operation.

13
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Distribution Facility Plan- Findings

» A valve replacement/insertion program
should be considered in District

» Alternate supply line to Putnam Hospital
Center is recommended.

» Backlot main between Hughson Road and
Stoneleigh Avenue should be abandoned in
favor of a new main.
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Storage Tanks

» Three (3) gravity atmospheric tanks
» Total capacity of 1.1 million gallons.

» Located on
> Lindy Drive(300,000 gallons), Built pre-1974
- Everett Road(300,000 gallons), Built 1976

- Shoprite Tank located in Clapboard Ridge in
Hillcrest Commons (500,000 gallons). Built 1963

16



Water Tank Inspections 2019 Findings

» All water tanks inspected throughout Town

» CWD 2 Conclusions:

o Ultrasonic tests demonstrate the tanks are
structurally sound

Reline/epoxy interior of tanks
Epoxy/paint exterior of tanks
Install mixers

Provide safety upgrades

o

(0]

o

(0]
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Cost - Pipe replacement

Work Completed and system operational
- Gleneida Ridge

> Glenvue Drive

> Glenvue North Drive

> NYS Route 301

» 13,000 ft replaced

» Cost to date $1,910,400

18



Cost
Water Tank Inspections 2019 Findings

Pittsburgh Tank Maintenance/Rehabilitation Proposal
CWD #2 ~ Summary

Everett Shoprite/Clapboard Ridge Lindy
$368,290 .00 $509,178.00 $372,624.00
Total for Rehabilitation $1.300,000.00

» Includes:
- Sandblast/epoxy interior and exterior of tanks
> Sediment removal
> Install mixing system
- Install miscellaneous signs and safety features

19




Costs

Cost of Capital Project
Estimated Annual Debt
Service Per Taxpayer - 15
years

Cost of Capital Project
Estimated Annual Debt
Service Per Taxpayer 20
years

Cost of Capital Project

Estimated Annual Debt
Service Per Taxpayer 30
years

TOWN OF CARMEL CWD #2 CAPITAL PROJECT COST ANALYSIS

Total Annual
Estimated Debt

Water Tank
Maintenance

Distribution
Facility Plan

Water Line
Replacement

15 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263)

$2,300,000 $13,301,400 $1,300,000 $16,901,400

$80.32 $460.65 $44.33 $585.29

20 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263)

$2,300,000 $13,301,400 $1,300,000 $16,901,400

$65.27 $375.02 $35.82 $476.11

30 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263)

$2,300,000 $13,301,400 $1,300,000 $16,901,400

$50.74 $296.19 $27.89 $374.83

Water Meter

Project

5 Years

$1,820,000

$154.74

5 Years

$1,820,000

$154.74

5 Years

$1,820,000

$154.74

Total Annual
Estimated Debt

$18,721,400

$740.03

$18,721,400

$630.85

$18,721,400

$529.57
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Water Treatment

Water Treatment Plant Estimate

15 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263)

Low Mid High
Estimated Cost of Capital Project $12,000,000 $15,000,000 $18,000,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service Per
UCELPEVELr = U PIEElE $409.18 $511.50 $613.76
20 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263)
Low Mid High
Estimated Cost of Capital Project $12,000,000 $15,000,000 $18,000,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service Per
VEPRETTE A T $331.01 $413.79 496.55
30 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263)
Low Mid High
Estimated Cost of Capital Project $12,000,000 $15,000,000 $18,000,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service Per
Taxpayer 30 years $256.99 $321.29 $385.52

»  Does not include MOPO, Legal and Land acquisition costs



Total Estimated Debt

Cost of Capital Project

Estimated Annual Debt Service
Per Taxpayer — 15 years

Cost of Capital Project

Estimated Annual Debt Service
Per Taxpayer 20 years

Cost of Capital Project

Estimated Annual Debt Service
Per Taxpayer 30 years

Total Annual Estimate Debt

(Water Line Replacement, Dist

Fac Plan, Water Tank Maint)

15 Years (based on average
assessed value of $407,263)

$16,901,400

$585.29

20 Years (based on average
assessed value of $407,263)

$16,901,400

$476.11
30 Years (based on average

assessed value of $407,263)
$16,901,400

$374.83

Water Meter
Project

5 Years

$1,820,000

$154.74

5 Years

$1,820,000

$154.74

5 Years
$1,820,000

$154.74

Water Plant Estimate High
15 Years (based on
average assessed value of
$407,263)

$18,000,000

$613.76
20 Years (based on

average assessed value of
$407,263)

$18,000,000

$496.55
30 Years (based on
average assessed value of
$407,263)
$18,000,000

$385.52

Total Annual
Estimated Debt

$36,721,400

$1,353.79

$36,721,400

$1,127.40

$36,721,400

$915.09
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Funding Sources

» NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC) Grants,
subsidized/low interest loans or market rate interest loans
- 2 pools: Clean Water vs Drinking Water

- Engineering Report, Bond Resolution and SEQRA compliance
Required

» Will apply upon acceptance of report, adoption of bond
resolution and SEQRA determination

» WIHA/IMG Grants

» Administered via EFC
> Same pools
- Same submittal required

» Applications not accepted until July

23




Water Quality Samples

» Water quality samples collected water
treatment plant and at hydrants
> Collier, Kelly/Avery, Lakeview, Tower/Lindy and
Kelly Ridge
» Water quality samples analyzed for Putnam
County DOH

Limit Average Minimum Maximum
Iron, mg/I 0.3 8.4 0.02 32.9
Lead, mg/I 0.015 0.007 0 0.0199
Manganese, mg/| 0.05 0.4 0.001 1.82
Escherichia Coli
/100ml Absent Absent Absent
Total Coliforms,
/100 ml Absent Absent Absent
Turbidity, NTU 5 20.3 0.24 68.2

Chlorine

Residual, mg/I 1.3 0.21 2.7



Ime

Pipe
replacement

Complete
2019

Potential
Bonding
2020

Frames

Meter project

In process -
2019/2020

Potential
Bonding
2021

Distribution
system/Tanks
upgrades

Report for
WTP

2020 to
2024

Potential Potential
Bonding Bonding
2025 2026 - 2030

25



QUESTIONS?

P



Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Carmel Water district #2 Enqgineering report 12/2017 Link:
https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/cwd 2 distribution system upgrades.

pdf

The first part of the Water project was approved by the Carmel Town Board for
an estimated cost of 2.2 million dollars.

For this water line project, the pipe cleaning and relining method was planned but
later substituted with a line replacement project:

a) What was the reason for that change?
This change occurred due to the timing of the project. In order to reline a section
of water line, temporary water must be provided to the residents. These
temporary lines are run above ground and connected to each home. The timing
for the first project would have required running of the water lines above ground
during the winter months. This would have increased the cost as those lines
would have needed additional insulation so as not to freeze.

b) What was the resultant increased cost, if any?
The cost for replacement was approximately $137/LF
The estimated cost for relining identified in the report is $125-150/If

c) Could the same chain of events occur in the future planned projects?
The short answer is no. The reason why is that we are now in the preliminary
discussions for the new relining project. This will be planned and bid out so as to
avoid this situation from happening again.

1
c:\users\amp2\appdata\local\microsoft\windows\inetcache\content.outlook\9uq1s1k0\04-17-19 response town board questions for the april
24th meeting _.docx


https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/cwd_2_distribution_system_upgrades.pdf
https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/cwd_2_distribution_system_upgrades.pdf

Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

d) Has it been competed?
All of the new mains have been installed. Restoration and abandonment of the
old system remain to be completed. The project is on schedule to meet it's

substantial completion deadline of May 4, 2019 and final completion by June 1,
2019.

e) What was the actual cost vs budget?
Actual cost to date is $1,910,400.00

f) What are the lessons learned from this first water project as we move
into the next much larger and costlier project?
It is to be proactive and plan and not just react.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

CARMEL WATER DISTRICT NO. 2 DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FACILITY PLAN 2/2019

Link: https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/news/02-13-19 -
distribution facility plan.pdf

This water pipe relining project is estimated at 11 - 13 million dollars.

a) Will the complete project be put out to bid or will it be broken out into
smaller projects to avoid a competitive bidding process? This concern
was stated at town hall meeting on March 27th at 1:22:05 of this
meeting video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WOFObC-G2sqg

We want this to be a highly competitive bidding process.
The report recommends a single design contract and multiple construction
contracts. Both design and construction contracts require competitive bidding.

b) Residents have the right to vote on large projects that effect the school
budget. This water project is very costly and is a matter that should be
approved by the residents through a vote or referendum unless the
water is declared unhealthy or poses danger to the public. Will this
project be subject to a public vote by the residents in the water district?

The decision for a water system project is based on the Safety, Health, and
Welfare of the public. It is not subject to mandatory referendum. The Board, as
commissioners of the District, has the authority and discretion put the matter (or
virtually any Town matter) to a referendum if it sees fit. The borrowing itself,
which is a prerequisite to awarding the bid contract for the work, is subject to a
20 day estoppel period under NY Local Finance Law. That means that within 20
days after publication of a resolution authorizing the borrowing and funding any
party with standing may file an action, suit or proceeding to contest the
borrowing. This will in effect forestall the project.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

c) Will the vendors be asked to provide a cost analysis for full pipe
replacement vs. relining? If the answer is no, why.
At the request of the Town Board the repair or replace has been vetted by JRFA.
Unit cost estimates for both types of work are in the report. The project must be
designed, then bid, then built. Design and development of bid documents are
different for the two types of work, as are the contractors.

The recommendation for lining as opposed to replacement was outlined in the
distribution facility plan. The Town Board can decide if they want to have these
lines replaced or relined.

d) Why is it necessary to add an alternate new water line to the hospital?
(1,900,000.00).
This is a recommendation. The reasoning is that there is no alternative means of
delivering water to the only emergency facility we have and is intended to ensure
uninterrupted delivery of water even in the event of a main break.

e) Why isn't this new water line for the hospital not connect to the other
water district which is closer?
The nearest water district to PCHC, other than CWD 2, is water district 6. The
nearest point in CWD 6 to the hospital entrance is 9,900 LF away. The
recommended connection for the supplemental main is 7,700 LF away.

f) Why do we need to install new water shutoff valves at a cost of
10,000.00 a piece now vs replacing as needed? ($600,000.00 -
$750,000.00)
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

This is a recommendation. As we learned during our attempts to gather coupons,
the valving system is inadequate to isolate small sections of the system for repair
work.

g) What is the life expectancy of the cement relining vs installing new

pipes?
Typical design life for new pipe is 50 years. The AWWA standard for cement
lining thickness on new pipe is 1/16” for pipe diameters between 3" and 12”. The
AWWA standard for in place cement lining thickness is 3/16” for pipe diameters
between 4” and 10”. It is expected that the newly lined pipe will achieve a design
life equivalent to new iron pipe

h) We already know that the existing pipes are still in good shape
according to the limited sample coupons that have been inspected.
This is correct and this is the reason why the relining option, not replacement, is
being presented.

1) Will cleaning process reduce the integrity of the pipe?
No. The reamers are set to meet pipe inside diameter dimensions in order to
ream out the softer (than pipe wall) tuberculation.

j) Wouldn't it be more cost effective, in the long run, to install new pipes
even though it would be more disruptive?
The design life for each is 50 years

k) Is the Town Engineer recommending the traditional method of water
main cleaning or the Cured-In-Place Pipe Lining (CIPP)?
See link: https://ferpalinfrastructure.com/solutions/structural-pipe-lining-

solution/
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

The recommendation is for cementitious lining, not Cured In Place pipe lining.

l) Only a few pipe samples (coupons) were taken during water breaks as
stated in the 2/13 town board meeting and said to be thick enough for a
reaming and relining process. If the system is 50,000 linear feet in
length, how could it be assumed that the rest of the system is suitable
for relining or is even in need of relining? They have lasted for 85 years
without relining.

The system contains multiple types of pipe, including unlined iron, lined iron,
PVC and asbestos cement. The unlined iron in residential areas is the primary
focus of water quality complaints throughout the district. These are the areas that
were evaluated by coupon removal and then recommended for lining. The
guestion is about quality, not longevity. Life expectancy beyond 85 years isn't the
objective. Improving delivered water quality is the objective.

m) Will the companies that bid on this relining project submit references for
current successfully completed relining projects and will this information
be made available to the public for review?

Submittal of references is always part of the Bidders Qualification Statement
required to be submitted with a bid for capital work. References are contacted
and those that choose to respond are interviewed. Interview results are always
included in the Bid Evaluation and recommendation to award that is presented to
the Board. This information, once presented to the Town Board, is a matter of
public record and will be available at that time.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

n) Would it be possible for the selected vendor to present at a special
town board meeting so that the residents understand the process and
know what to expect when the process begins?

This can be a requirement of the bid and subsequent contract.

0) What would the course of action be if relining is not possible (similar to
what happened in the first project) and at what cost?
The current planning process this is intended to address the district issues in
order to prevent that happening again.

p) Who would be accountable in the previous scenario (0) and assume the
financial responsibility, if any? We don’t want to see this project double
or triple in cost due to the negligence of not doing the proper or
necessary inspection work. A similar situation just happened on a
project at one of the town parks recently and is costing the tax payers a
lot more money.

The inspection and evaluation work has been conducted and the
recommendation is in place. An emergency declaration such as was previously
made should not occur, but is up to the discretion of the Board. Bid costs are
subject to prevailing conditions at the time of bid.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Project Management

a) Who will be managing the CWD # 2 infrastructure projects and what will
the oversight process be to ensure that they are on schedule and on
budget?

This will be the Engineering Department and the engineering consultant selected
for the design and construction administration of the project.

b) Will there be a plan detailing all of the phase of the proposed project
with estimated start and completion dates for each phase?
This will be a requirement of the bid specification package.

We are requesting that either one or two members of the town board
be assigned to oversee these projects with the responsibly to provide
status updates as required. We feel this dedicated oversight will
ensure that the project(s) is progressing as planned and on budget.
We will also designate several residents of the district to partner with
whomever you have selected so they may function as one team.

This is a Town Board Decision
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Project Funding

a) Since the project was approved, has the board requested funding for
this initial project?

This project has not yet been approved by the Town Board. Funding for water
projects in New York, whether via grant, low interest loan or market rate interest
loan, is through the Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC). All applications
to EFC require an engineering report that complies with the 10 State Standards
criteria. The report submitted in February meets these criteria. It will be submitted
to EFC once accepted by the Board.

Grant applications also require the submittal of such a report. The grant
application window is currently closed, but re-opens in July. When the grant
application is made in July, the report will submitted again

b) If yes, from what State, Federal or County agency was the request
made and when? Who made the requests?
Funding through EFC's Drinking Water program will be sought for this project.

c) If a proposal is accepted, when would a request for funding be
submitted and who is responsible for this process?
See response for a. above.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Here is a recent example from Senator Harckham indicating the availably of
clean water funds (The budget includes an investment of $500 million for
clean water infrastructure. This builds on our already historic $2.5 billion
investment. ). https://www.nysenate.gov/newsroom/press-releases/pete-
harckham/senator-harckhamsenate-majority-pass-final-2019-nys-budget

This is from the NYS website: https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/governor-cuomo-
awards-more-49-million-grants-water-infrastructure-improvements-mid-hudson

The Mid-Hudson Region municipalities receiving grants are:

. Estimated
WIIA/IMG Estimated
Awardee County . Grant
Grant Project Cost
Award
Clean
Bethel, Town of Sullivan $3,430,000 $857,500
Water
Clean Bronxville, Village
Westchester $1,777,726 $444,432
Water of
Clean Clarkstown, Town
Rockland $2,935,895 $733,974
Water of
Clean
Cornwall, Town of Orange $6,475,000 $1,618,750
Water
Clean
Cortlandt, Town of Westchester $3,179,000 $794,750
Water
Drinking _
Delaware, Town of Sullivan $4,202,672 $543,060
Water
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Dutchess County
Water and
Wastewater
Authority

Esopus, Town of

Goshen, Town of

Greenburgh, Town
of

Highland Falls,
Village of

Kingston, City of

Liberty, Village of

Middletown, City
of

Millbrook, Village
of

New Castle, Town

Dutchess

Ulster

Orange

Westchester

Orange

Ulster

Sullivan

Orange

Dutchess

Westchester
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$3,389,509

$3,729,000

$120,000

$12,119,500

$1,766,250

$7,900,000

$6,457,089

$4,942,400

$1,900,000

$1,839,206

$2,033,705

$2,237,400

$30,000

$4,847,800

$441,563

$1,975,000

$1,614,272

$2,965,440

$1,140,000

$459,802
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

of
New Windsor,
Orange
Town of
Newburgh, Town
Orange
of
Orangetown, Town
Rockland
of
Port Chester,
) Westchester
Village of
Poughkeepsie,
5 pSIe Dutchess
Town of
Rhinebeck, Village
Dutchess
of
Rockland County Rockland
Rockland, Town of Sullivan
Rye, City of Westchester
Suffern, Village of Rockland
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$1,160,000

$1,200,000

$775,000

$1,265,000

$458,573

$3,713,794

$13,500,000

$2,389,500

$1,959,000

$413,780

$290,000

$300,000

$193,750

$316,250

$114,643

$2,228,276

$3,375,000

$597,375

$489,750

$103,445
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Suffern, Village of

Suffern, Village of

Tivoli, Village of

Tivoli, Village of

Tuxedo Park,
Village of

Wallkill, Town of

Wallkill, Town of

Wappinger, Town
of

Warwick, Village of

Westchester

Rockland

Rockland

Dutchess

Dutchess

Orange

Orange

Orange

Dutchess

Orange

Westchester
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$1,413,250

$433,350

$4,733,280

$3,676,600

$531,750

$11,930,000

$8,070,000

$6,211,548

$12,250,000

$9,324,868

$353,313

$108,338

$2,839,968

$919,150

$132,938

$2,982,500

$2,017,500

$2,484,620

$3,062,500

$1,228,349
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Water County

Drinking Westchester Joint
Westchester $3,300,000 $1,980,000

Water Water Works
Clean White Plains, City

Westchester $903,965 $225,991
Water of
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Carmel Water Plant / Increasing Capacity / Water towers

a) Why is it necessary to increase/upgrade or replace the existing water
filtration plant now? Based on information stated at town board meeting,
the plant is currently running at 2/3 capacity.

The plant produces drinking water that meets NYSDOH and PCDOH drinking
water standards. The CWD 2 plant is a diatomaceous earth plant (DE) that was
built in 1976. The plant is designed to treat 1.0 Million Gallons per Day (MGD)
and on occasion has been able to treat and distribute up to 1.4 MGD.

Due to this treatment process ~10 to15 % of the treated water is used to
backwash the filters. We are backwashing with water that has been paid for as
raw water, paid for again to treat, and will be paid for again to treat as
wastewater.

The DE also leaches out of the plant. While our suspended solids does not
exceed DOH standards, the DE in the finished water contributes to the sediment
found in the mains.

b) Please identify the reason for the needed capacity?
As outlined in the draft Hazen and Sewer memorandum regarding future water
demand assessment, the results of the analysis suggest average day demand in
2050 of 0.82 to 1.48 mgd and a future maximum day demand in 2050 of 1.31 to
2.37 mgd. However, the analysis is sensitive to the population growth and future
development within the District. The analysis assumed the District geographic
boundary does not change nor are outside users served, except for one (1)
proposed development south of Putnam County Hospital Center.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

c) What development projects are currently planned and approved that
would increase the water demand in the Hamlet of Carmel beyond the
capacity of the existing system?

Current list of proposed developments and estimated indoor water demands

Map # Development Name  Zoning Type Estimated Indoor
Water Demand
(gpd)s
1 Hillcrest Commons Residential 33,400
2 Fairway Townhouses Residential 33,400
3 Gateway Summit Commerce/Business 80,230
Park
4 Alexandrion Group Commercial 161,055
Distillery
5 The Hamlet at Residential 13,200
Carmel?
6 RPK Precision Residential 5,675
Homes
7 The Retreat at Residential 3,850
Carmel
8 Hillside Court Residential 510
9 Tompkins Recycling Commercial 375
Total: 331,695

d) If it's new development projects that have already been approved why
wouldn’t the developers pay for the water expansion as a precondition
to building in Carmel instead of putting the financial burden on the
residents?

These projects have been approved and the owners have been paying CWD 2
capital charges for the sites.

e) Why would or should the Hamlet of Carmel look to source water from
lake Mahopac? (As discussed on page 32 of this document at the 2/27
town board meeting?
https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/sites/carmelny/files/agendas/tb-ws2-27-

2019 1.pdf) The water in lake Mahopac is not desirable and in
addition it might be costly to run miles of water line.
16
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

The main reason for this suggestion is Lake Gleneida is a NYCDEP controlled
water body. By virtue of the city's ownership, residents pay the NYCDEP for the
right to use this water. For instance in 2018 the residents In CWD?2 paid the
NYCDEP water board $482,400 and in 2017 paid $688,700 for water from Lake
Gleneida. Use of water from Lake Mahopac is not encumbered by these costs.
Free water could help finance upgrades to both the distribution system and the
plant. For example, the 2017 costs represent nearly 50% of the total capital debt
costs for the various projects (water line replacement, distribution plan, water
tanks maintenance, and water meters)

f) Wouldn’t it be more practical to source the water locally from the West
Branch Reservoir, Middle Branch Reservoir or Lake Gilead?
West Branch may be more practical, but all these water bodies are
owned/controlled by the NYCDEP and as such the residents would be subjected
to continually paying the NYCDEP for water.

g) Is there an analysis detailing the cost of using drinking water from local
reservoirs vs Lake Mahopac? Lake Mahopac is a recreational lake used
by all types of watercraft and not monitored and tested by the DEP on a
regular basis for safety?
The cost of raw water from any surface source in Carmel (West Branch, Middle
Branch, Croton Falls reservoirs of Lake Gleneida or Lake Gilead) will be the
same as all those bodies are controlled by DEP

It should be noted that Lake Mahopac currently serves as a water supply for four
(4) water districts with ~1,600 connections. The water treatment plant produces
drinking water that meets NYSDOH and PCDOH drinking water standards.

17

c:\users\amp2\appdata\local\microsoft\windows\inetcache\content.outlook\9uq1s1k0\04-17-19 response town board questions for the april
24th meeting _.docx



Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

h) Severn Trent used to manage the water treatment plant and service the
waterlines (I don’t know if they still do). What accountability do they (or
any 3rd party contractor providing water treatment / line maintenance)
have in allowing the system to get this bad?

Severn Trent, now called Inframark, is the contract operator for the CWD 2 Water
treatment plant and as such did not install the water lines. The maintenance of
the lines, outside if repairing breaks and leaks, has not historically been
performed.

1) What steps / maintenance processes will the Town of Carmel
implement to ensure that the new / rehabilitated water lines don’t get to
this state again?

These lines, once relined, will not be subjected to tuberculation. The new plant
will eliminate the DE contribution to the system.

J) Is the height and capacity of the water tower at the end of Everett Road
adequate for the area it needs to supply? This needs to be looked into
because the water pressure at the top of Kelly Ridge road is very bad.
In fact, some residents require additional pumps to even get to their
homes. The cleaning of the pipes should help the pressure but we don’t
want to assume that be the answer. This is the only water tower that |
am aware of that is on the ground.

CWD 2 has three (3) water towers that have a total capacity of 1.1 million gallons
as follows:
e Lindy Drive(300,000 gallons),
e Everett Road(300,000 gallons), and
e Clapboard Ridge (500,000 gallons).
18
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

All 3 tanks are located at grade in their respective locations. Once the pipes are
relined and the tanks are upgrade residents will experience better flow/pressure

The recent tanks inspections as performed by Pittsburgh Tank and Tower Group
indicated that the tanks can be relined and are not in need to be replaced. The
cost for the repairs are as follows:

Pittsburgh Tank Maintenance Proposal
CWD #2 ~ Summary

Everrett Shoprite Lindy

Critical
94,762 18,725 18,155

Non Critical
46,555 65,680 64,235

OSHA
56,197 101,330 98,670
Structural - - -

Preventative
170,776 323,443 191,564
368,290 509,178 372,624

a) What is the amount of pressure we can expect going into our homes /
fire hydrants once the water lines have been relined?
10 State Standard required pressure is 20 PSI at grade at all points in the system
and a minimum working pressure of 35 PSI. Normal working pressure is
recommended to range from 60-80 psi.
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

Water Quality and Safety

a) Is the water in CWD #2 currently safe to consume with the level of
tuberculation that is seen in the report and the condition of the water
filtration plant?

Yes. The water has high iron content. The tuberculation is caused by the both
the diatomaceous earth and the unlined water lines leaching in to the system.

b) The Town Engineer has been asked to perform a water analysis prior to
the April 24™ meeting. Has this been completed and will it be
presented?

Samples were collected at the water plant and hydrants located proximate to 10
Collier, 55 Lakeview, 8 Sunnycrest, 48 Kelly Ridge and on Kelly/Avery, Tower
and Lindy. The samples were collected on March 18, March 24, April 1, April 5,
and April 12, 2019.

Samples were analyzed for Iron, Lead, Manganese, Escherichia Coliform, Total
Coliform, Turbidity and Chlorine Residuals.

Limit Average Minimum Maximum

Iron 0.3 8.4 0.02 32.9

Lead 0.015 0.007 0 0.0199

Manganese 0.05 0.4 0.001 1.82
Escherichia Coli Absent Absent Absent
Total Coliforms Absent Absent Absent
Turbidity 5 20.3 0.24 68.2
Chlorine Residual 1.3 0.21 2.7

c) What is the impact of the tuberculation on the fire hydrants? How do we
ensure that the pipe from the main line to the hydrant isn’t as bad as the
main line?
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Response to Questions from the Residents of

Carmel Water District #2

The hydrants are replaced in most lining projects and are intended to be replaced
on this one.

d) We need to ensure that the Carmel Fire Department has enough water
pressure (not the minimum required) out of the hydrants to put out fires
(especially at the top of Everett and Kelly Ridge). We would be
interested in knowing the Carmel Fire Chief’s thoughts on the current
water pressure and what they would want the pressure to be out of a
fire hydrant?

The Town Engineer will coordinate with the Fire Chief and include this
information in the RFP for design work.
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From: Maxwell Mary Ann

To: Eranzetti.Richard; Pasquerello.Anne; Gregory Folchetti ; John Lupinacci (jdlup@icloud.com); jon@sfgtaxes.com;
Michael Barile; Michael Barile; Schmitt. Kenneth; Suzi McDonough Personal

Cc: Esteves.Donna; "John Folchetti"

Subject: RE: 04-17-19- Response to questions

Date: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 4:32:57 PM

Attachments: CWD #2 2019 Total Debt Service Cost Analysis.pdf

Attached is a Debt Service Cost Analysis for CWD #2 based on projects underway (water line
replacement, meter project) and proposed capital projects (distribution facility plan, water tank
maintenance). The proposed capital project costs were based off estimates received from the
Engineering Dept. If any of these estimates change between now and next week | will update the
debt service cost analysis.

Let me know if you have any questions or concerns.

Mary Ann Maxwell
Town Comptroller
Town of Carmel

(845) 628-1500 ext 175
Fax (845) 628-7085

mam@ci.carmel.ny.us

From: Franzetti,Richard

Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 4:21 PM

To: Pasquerello,Anne; Gregory Folchetti ; John Lupinacci (jdlup@icloud.com); jon@sfgtaxes.com; Michael
Barile; Michael Barile; Schmitt, Kenneth; Suzi McDonough Personal

Cc: Esteves,Donna; Maxwell,Mary Ann; 'John Folchetti'

Subject: 04-17-19- Response to questions

Supervisor Schmitt and Town Board members,

Per your request, attached please find the response to questions provided by Mr. Frank Galvin in his
April 15, 2019 email (attached). Please provide any comments to me prior to having me forward to
Mr. Galvin. Also advise if you would like to have a Mary Ann’s debt cost analysis attached to the
response.

Please note that the power point presentation that will be presented at next week’s meeting will
cover five (5) topics:

1. Supply

2. Treatment

3. Distribution

4. Storage

5. Cost & funding — including debt cost analysis

We anticipate having + three (3)slides each topic. A copy of the presentation will be made available
early next week.

Happy Holidays.
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TOWN OF CARMEL CWD #2 CAPITAL PROJECT COST ANALYSIS

Water Line Distribution Facility Water Tank Water Meter
Replacement Plan Maintenance Total Annual Debt Project Total Estimated Annual Debt

15 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263) 5 Years Years 2020 - 2024 | Years 2025 - 2034
Cost of Capital Project 2,300,000 13,301,400 1,300,000 16,901,400 1,820,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service Per
Taxpayer - 15 years 80.32 460.65 44.33 585.29 154.74 740.03 585.29

20 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263) 5 Years Years 2020 - 2024 | Years 2025 - 2039
Cost of Capital Project 2,300,000 13,301,400 1,300,000 16,901,400 1,820,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service Per
Taxpayer 20 years 65.27 375.02 35.82 476.11 154.74 630.85 476.11

30 Years (based on average assessed value of $407,263) 5 Years Years 2020 - 2024 | Years 2025 - 2049
Cost of Capital Project 2,300,000 13,301,400 1,300,000 16,901,400 1,820,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service Per
Taxpayer 30 years 50.74 296.19 27.89 374.83 154.74 529.57 374.83







Richard J. Franzetti. P.E, BCEE
Town Engineer

60 McAlpin Avenue

Mahopac, New York 10541
Phone - (845) 628-1500 ext 181
Fax — (845) 628-7085

Cell — (914) 843-4704
rif@ci.carmel.ny.us

This communication may be confidential and is intended for the sole use of the addressee(s). No use or reproduction of the
information provided is permitted without the written consent of the Town of Carmel. If you are not the intended recipient,
you should not copy, disclose or take any action in reliance on this communication. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attached documents.
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1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 District Formation, Supply and Treatment

The Town of Carmel (Town) Water District Number 2 (“the District”) was formed by
resolution of the Town Board on December 31, 1935, and was extended by resolution of
the Town Board on December 29, 1998. Please refer to Appendices-A.1 and A.2 for
copies of resolutions. See Figure-1 for District Limits. The District serves a population of
approximately 5,300 people. Town records indicate that there are approximately 2,000
metered connections, including residential, commercial, institutional and government
facilities within the District. The sole source of supply for the District is Lake Gleneida,
located at the intersection of New York State (NYS) Routes 6 and 52 in the Hamlet of
Carmel. As Lake Gleneida is a surface water supply, raw water must be treated prior to
distribution for consumption in order to comply with the 1986 Amendments to the Safe
Drinking Water Act. An eight (8) inch diameter raw water intake transfers water from the
lake via a pump station in the area of the intersection, under NYS Route 52, thence to the
treatment plant located approximately 1,000 feet to the east along NYS Route 6. See
Figure-2, Location Map. Based on engineering department records the plant was
constructed in 1976 and is permitted to treat and distribute up to 1.0 Million Gallons per
Day (1.0 MGD). It is a direct filter facility consisting of three (3) Diatomaceous Earth
(DE) filters that discharge to a 95,000 gallon clearwell. From the clearwell, disinfected
water is pumped to three (3) storage tanks for final distribution to the consumer. Based on
its age, the plant is beyond its design life. In the summer of 2018 the Town retained Hazen
& Sawyer, an ENR Top 20 water engineering firm, to develop a Facility Plan to replace
the plant. That project is currently underway and the plan is scheduled for delivery in
September 2019.

1.2 Description of the Existing Distribution System

The District provides service to residential, commercial, institutional and government
facilities within it limits. The distribution system consists of nearly 52 miles of water main
and approximately 2000 service connections. Within that 52 miles of water main the
system demonstrates a wide variety of pipe materials, including: asbestos—cement (ACP);
unlined cast iron (CI); unlined and lined ductile iron (DI); and poly-vinyl chloride (PVC).
Much of this variety is based on eight decades of development by multiple developers.
Many of these installed what was the most economically viable material at the time then
dedicated the system to the Town. Figure 3 depicts the location and type of distribution
main that is found around the district.

Each type of pipe material exhibits similar hydraulic characteristics at the time of
installation, yet each ages differently. ACP, lined DI and PVC all resist chemical reaction
with minerals contained in the water being conveyed through the system. On the other
hand, unlined ClI & unlined DI both react with minerals in the water. This reaction
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typically takes the form of metallic salt growth on the interior wall of the water main,
commonly referred to as tuberculation. See Figure 4 for typical segment of tuberculated
main. This figure also illustrates the deposition of suspended solids within the distribution
mains. This deposition is most likely the result of loss of diatomaceous earth in the filter
process. The DE may leave the plant suspended in the treated water and ultimately get
trapped against the tuberculation in quiescent sections of the main during low demand
periods. Because the tuberculation/sediment entrapment occurs in the main downstream
of treatment, it can lead to delivery of discolored water to the consumer despite high
quality finished water being provided by the treatment facility.

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND INVESTIGATION
2.1 Existing Conditions

The Town has received consistent complaints from District residents regarding discolored
water. During late summer 2017, complaints originating in the area of Gleneida Ridge
Road, Glenvue Drive, and Glenvue Drive North (The Gleneida Ridge area) led to the
implementation of the Carmel Water District 2 Emergency Water Main Replacement
Project. Awarded in February 2018, the project began delivering clean water to residents
in the late spring of 2018. New mains on Gleneida Ridge Road and Glenvue Road were
completed and in service by mid July; service connections to dwellings were completed by
the end of August. The project is currently 85% complete; the final reach of water main
along NYS Route 301 is currently underway and is scheduled for substantial completion
in May of this year.

Historically water quality complaints have also been received from the following areas:

e Everett Road/Kelly Ridge

e Sunset Ridge, Collier Drive, Collier Drive East, and Collier Drive West (the
Collier Drive area),

e Lakeview/ Avery Road

e Lindy Drive/Tower Road

2.2 Investigation

With Board approval in October 2017, the Town Consulting Engineer undertook a
program of examination of the water mains to determine their fitness to undergo a reaming
and lining rehabilitation program. Preliminary coupons were collected from Gleneida
Ridge Road, Collier Drive West and Tower Road. Results from the Gleneida Ridge Road
coupon, combined with resident complaints, led to the emergency water main replacement
discussed above. Subsequent to the award of the emergency main replacement contract a
meeting was held with the district residents. It was agreed that a continuation of the
coupon collecting program would be undertaken. Additionally, the former district operator
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offered to host a tour for the Consulting Engineer to help identify traditional trouble spots.
The tour was made in May 2018. Based on the location of historic complaints, the results
of the district tour, and the results of the prior coupon collection efforts, the following
targeting criteria for coupon extraction were established:

e Known/suspected unlined CI/DI mains

e Areas of known complaints where no coupon/repair had been previously collected

e Areas with working valves that allow isolation of a small section of the District for
water shutdown

e Roads that had not been repaved by Highway Superintendent within five (5) years

Based on those criteria, initial coupon collection locations were identified as follows:

1: Fair Street Between Glenna Dive and Everett Road

2: Willow Road between Route 6 and Leeside

3: Stoneleigh Avenue between the hospital entrance and Vista

4: Hughson Road at the intersection with Kelly Road

5: Old Route 6 between the WWTP and the feed to the Everett tank
6: Seminary Hill Road near the Willow intersection

7: Route 52 across from East Drive

See Figure 5 for the proposed coupon locations. During the summer of 2018 two separate
efforts were initiated to collect coupons from these areas within the District. Identified
target sites were coordinated with system operator Inframark. Unfortunately, neither effort
bore fruit. In the first instance the valving arrangements surrounding the targeted locations
were either inadequate or proved inoperable. This situation prevented the extraction of
additional coupons without shutting down or draining excessively large sections of the
system. The target locations were adjusted to remain representative of the original
locations and were marked out again. Again, most of the valve locations proved
inadequate to allow for isolation of a small portion of the system. The valve arrangement
on the Willow Drive spur was successfully located and operated, yet the pipe was never
located near the mark despite excavating to a depth of more than 6 feet. The alternative
was to conduct exploratory excavation into a newly paved road without benefit of an
accurate mark and the Consulting Engineer decided to abandon the effort. Throughout
this period, Inframark made a concerted effort to coordinate all repairs within the district
with the Consulting Engineer, and collected coupons during the repair process when
possible. By the end of September 2018 repair coupons had been collected from the
following locations:

Everett Road near Fair Street

Seminary Hill near Church Street

Hughson Road north of the Kelly Road intersection
Shoprite Plaza
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Plotted against the target coupon collection sites, these locations correspond very closely
with locations 1, 4, 6 and 7 as originally targeted. Refer to Figure 6 for comparison of
proposed coupon collection sites vs repair coupons actually collected. Location 2 is the
Willow Spur site described above where excavation failed to uncover the pipe. Location 3
is near Putnam Hospital Center. Multiple efforts were made to collect a coupon from
Stoneleigh Avenue south of Kelly Road. Due to the scarcity of operable valving and the
absence of a viable supply loop it was not possible to collect a coupon from Stoneleigh
Avenue without cutting off the supply of water to the hospital for an extended period. The
effort to cut a coupon at this location was abandoned. Location 5 presented the same
issues as Stoneleigh Avenue with regard to valving arrangements and inability to isolate
the pipe run. Further, this run is directly downgradient of the Everett Road tank. Failure to
isolate the pipe run risked draining the tank; consequently the effort to cut a coupon at this
location was also abandoned. Ultimately, the collected coupons, whether intentional or
resulting from repairs, were judged to adequately represent the total coupons intended for
collection. Photos of all pipe segments collected are shown in Figures 7-12.

3.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
3.1 Findings

3.1.1 The coupons taken from across the district demonstrate significant consistency
regardless of the location from which they were taken. Figures 7, 8, 9 and 11
are of unlined pipe and demonstrate varying degrees of tuburculation or
sedimentation. Figures 10 and 12 are of lined pipe and demonstrate no
tuburculation or sedimentation.

3.1.2 All of the unlined pipe coupons demonstrate varying degrees of tuburculation
and sedimentation. Significantly, the turburculation is uniformly built up on the
interior of the pipe wall of every sample taken. Nowhere in the inventory of
samples do the pipe walls show any indication of deterioration resulting from
chemical reactions. The tuburculated pipe segments show no visible sign of
erosion or other reduction of the pipe wall thickness. The primary purpose of
this investigation was to determine the fitness of the existing iron pipe to
withstand the impact of reaming out the tuburculation and leaving an adequate
pipe wall to withstand continued operational pressure in the distribution
system. To confirm the visual observations, pipe wall thickness was measured
using a digital micrometer and compared to the specified wall thickness.

Table 1 provides the results of these measurements. Based on these
measurements, all the 6” pipe appears to be Class 54-56, and the 10 pipe
appears to be Class 56.
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TABLE -1

PIPE WALL DIMENSIONS

Specified Pipe Wall Thickness* Casting Tolerance*
CL CL CL
50 51 | CL52| 53 |CL54|CL55 | CL56 4"-8" 10"-12"
Six Inch (6") 025 | 0.28 | 0.31 | 034 | 0.37 | 04 | 043 0.05 0.06

Ten Inch (10™) 029 | 0.32 | 0.35 | 0.38 | 041 | 0.44 | 0.47

Measured Pipe Wall Thickness

Gleneida Ridge
Road 6" 1 2 3

Pipe Section1 | 0.403 | 0.416 | 0.443

Pipe Section2 | 0.390 | 0.413 | 0.401

Pipe Section3 | 0.417 | 0.457 | 0.410

Pipe Section4 | 0.405 | 0.430 | 0.441

Collier Drive 6™

Pipe Section1 | 0.441 | 0.434 | 0.414

Pipe Section2 | 0.414 | 0.409 | 0.398

Pipe Section 3 | 0.409 | 0.430 | 0.423

Tower Drive 6"

Pipe Section 1 | 0.400 | 0.397 | 0.411

Pipe Section 2 | 0.455 | 0.408 | 0.423

Seminary Hill
Road 10"

Pipe Section1 | 0.485 | 0.528 | 0.538

Pipe Section2 | 0.532 | 0.518 | 0.502

Everett Road 6"

Pipe Section 1 | 0.435 | 0.432 | 0.452

* American Cast
Iron Pipe
Company
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3.1.3 Valving arrangements and operability throughout the District proved
insufficient for the purpose of isolating reasonable areas for collecting coupons from
targeted locations. This inability to isolate specific areas of the system translates into
larger areas of the district than necessary being shut down during routine maintenance
or repair work.

3.1.4 Putnam Hospital Center is isolated at the end of a single main. There is no
alternative loop to feed water to the hospital south of the intersection of
Stoneleigh Avenue and Interlochen Road.

3.15 The backlot main between Hughson Road and Stoneleigh Avenue bypasses
Kelly Road and is subject to frequent breakage.

3.2 Conclusions

3.2.1 Where lined cast or ductile pipe exists in the system there is no need for
pipe rehabilitation.

3.2.2 Where unlined cast or ductile iron pipe exists in the system it is capable
of withstanding the cleaning operation. Unlined iron pipe of either type should
be rehabilitated or replaced.

3.2.3 A valve replacement/insertion program should be considered in parts of
the District that otherwise don’t need repairs.

3.24 An alternate supply line to Putnam Hospital Center should be installed to
ensure uninterrupted supply.

3.25 The backlot main between Hughson Road and Stoneleigh Avenue should
be abandoned in favor of a new main.

40 RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1  Rehabilitate unlined CI/DI mains using cementitious lining techniques. Table 2
identifies the roads and estimated footages of pipe recommended for lining.
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TABLE-2
ESTIMATED PIPE FOOTAGE
ROAD NAME LENGTH OF PIPE (LF)
Circle Drive North 588
Collier Drive 786
Collier Drive East/West 3,229
Cross Road/Lakeview Road 4,530
East Drive 531
Everett Road 4,165
Fair Street 4,177
Fowler Avenue 1,262
Garrett Place 400
Hillside Place 1,100
Hughson Road 403
Kelly Road 1,100
Kelly Ridge Road 3,111
Leeside Road 765
Lindy Drive 1,691
North Drive 955
Old Route 6 3,727
Old Route 6 to Everett Road Tank 1,700
Old Town Road 400
Peterson Road 500
Raymond Drive 528
Ridge Road 1,800
Seminary Hill Road 3,572
St. Michael’s Terrace 610
Sunnycrest Road 875
Sunset Ridge 2,460
Tower Road 1,214
Vink Drive 1,681
Willow Road and Spur 3,374
Woodland Trail 731
Total 51,965
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4.2

4.3

5.0

5.1

Install a supplemental main from Hughson Road to Stoneleigh Avenue and
south along Stoneleigh Avenue to the entrance of Putnam Community Hospital.

Implement a valve replacement/installation program where water main rehabilitation is
not otherwise recommended. Per the 10 State Standards, valve spacing in

commercial districts should not exceed 500 feet; in residential or other areas

valve spacing should not exceed 800 feet.

DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK AND COST ESTIMATES
Water Main Rehabilitation by Pipe Lining

The pipe lining process follows several steps. Temporary water supply, including
temporary hydrants, is laid at grade, disinfected and connected to the home either at
the outside hose bib or inside the home ahead of the meter. Connection at the hose bib
is less expensive but typically bypasses the meter, foregoing billing for water
consumption for the duration of construction as a result. Once the temporary supply
is installed the water main is exposed and cut for purpose of entry. This is typically
done either at existing valves or every 500 feet. Approximately 5 feet of pipe is
removed and the run is reamed out from that entry point. Upon completion of the
reaming the pipe is flushed and lined with a cementitious coating. After curing, a new
valve or a replacement pipe section is installed and the process is repeated until the
area under contract is completed. The newly rehabilitated mains are then pressure
tested and disinfected much the same way new water mains are tested and disinfected.
Upon completion of testing/disinfection the results are presented to the Health
Department for approval. Once the mains are approved services are then reinstated
and the system is returned to service.

Consultation with contractors indicates that production rates of 1000 LF of lining per
week are achievable. Typical production season lasts from April-October in our area.
Projects ranging from 8000-12000 LF of main are recommended in order to attract the
maximum number of bidders possible. Larger projects tend to attract only the largest
contractors, limiting competition. Typical bid costs range from $125-$150 per foot of
pipe rehabilitated. Variables affecting bid costs include temporary water supply,
number of temporary hydrants, number of service connections, amount of asphalt
concrete restoration, and maintenance and protection of traffic requirements.

Figure 13 shows the areas recommended for rehabilitation. Table-3 presents the work
in + 10,000 LF projects. The total footage recommended for lining is 51,965 LF. For
estimating purposes, the quantity of 52,000 LF shall be used. At an estimated cost of
$125 - $150 per linear foot, the estimated cost to the District to line the recommended
mains ranges from $6,500,000.00 - $7,800,000.00.
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TABLE-3

RECOMMENDED LINING PROJECTS

Road No. of | Project | Project2 | Project3 | Project4 | Project5

Feet 1

Circle Drive North 588 X

Collier Drive 786 X

Collier Drive 3,229 X

East/West

Cross 4,530 X

Road/Lakeview

Road

East Drive 531 X

Everett Road 4,165 X

Fair Street 4,177 X

Fowler Avenue 1,262 X

Garrett Place 400 X

Hillside Place 1,100 X

Hughson Road 403 X

Kelly Road 1,100 X

Kelly Ridge Road 3,111 X

Leeside Road 765 X

Lindy Drive 1,691 X

North Drive 955 X

Old Route 6 3,727 X

Old Route 6 to 1,700 X

Everett Road Tank

Old Town Road 400 X

Peterson Road 500 X

Raymond Drive 528 X

Ridge Road 1,800 X

Seminary Hill Road | 3,572 X

St. Michael’s 610 X

Terrace

Sunnycrest Road 875 X

Sunset Ridge 2,460 X

Tower Road 1,214 X

Vink Drive 1,681 X

Willow Road and 610 X

Spur

Woodland Trail 875 X

Total 9,811 10,686 9,465 9,127 10,260
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5.2

5.3

New and Supplemental Water Mains

A new main connecting Hughson Road to Stoneleigh Avenue and extending south to
the Hospital is recommended in order to ensure uninterrupted supply to the Hospital.
This entails new construction in Town and County Roads. The distance is
approximately 7700 LF.

Recent bids in the Town for new water main construction range from $140.00 to
$360.00 per linear foot. Recent bids in other communities around Putnam County
range from $175.00 to $315.00 per linear foot. All of these bids are conventional
water main construction projects that include house services. This main is intended to
supplement the existing main supplying the Hospital. As such, it does not include
hydrants, significant valving, or service connections. While these conditions mitigate
cost, nearly eighty percent (80%) of the construction is in a County highway. Putnam
County requires backfill with Controlled Low Strength Material (K-Crete), a much
more expensive material than standard aggregrate backfill. Consequently, a cost of
$225.00 - $250.00 per linear foot will be used. On this basis, the estimated cost to the
District to construct the recommended main is between $1,732,500.00 -
$1,925,000.00.

Valve Installation

As stated above, the 10 State Standards require valve spacing in commercial districts
of 500 feet and spacing of 800 feet elsewhere. Since the rehabilitated areas will
receive new valves as part of the lining process, the remaining watermain footage in
the District should be considered for valve replacement or insertion as necessary.
Inframark conducts annual valve operation tests on approximately 20 percent of the
valves in the system. Historically, inoperable valves have been replaced through a
system of planned operating expenses. This has proven less than optimal. One year of
100% testing of the wvalves in areas not planned for rehabilitation should be
undertaken by Inframark and replacement of inoperable valves undertaken next year.
A count of the mapped valves in areas not planned for lining rehabilitation
yields a total of 100 valves. A reasonable planning factor for capital budget purposes is
the replacement of approximately 50% of the existing valves and the insertion of 25%
of the total to improve operational characteristics of the system. This yields an
estimated total of approximately 75 valves requiring replacement or insertion into the
system. Gate valves installed as part of new construction have recently been bid
between $1,800.00 - $2,500.00 each. Replacement of existing valves requires a
process similar to coupon removal plus the valve installation. The process of
system isolation, maintenance & protection of traffic, excavation, installation, and
restoration of the road can be expected to cost an between $8,000.00 to $10,000.00 per
valve. The total estimated cost for the valve replacement/insertion program is
therefore estimated to range from $600,000.00 to $750,000.00.
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5.4

Program Cost Estimates

Table-4 presents estimated project costs for system-wide upgrades to the Carmel

Water District No. 2 Distribution System. Clearly, the project types require different

contractors. Professional services and construction contract considerations are as

follows:

5.4.1 The rehabilitation by lining can be awarded as a single professional services
contract for the preparation, bidding and execution of five (5) separate
construction contracts to be bid separately.

5.4.2 The supplemental watermain in Hughson Road/Stoneleigh Avenue can be
awarded as a single professional services contract for the preparation, bidding
and execution of a single construction contract.

5.4.3 The valve installation program can be awarded as a single professional services
contract for the preparation, bidding and execution of a single construction
contract.

J. Robert Folchetti & Associates, LLC CWD 2 Distribution System

Facility Plan

Page 14



TABLE-4

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

Project Estimated | Estimated Unit Cost Estimated Project Cost Range
Quantity per Linear Foot
Rehabilitation by
Lining
Lining Project 1 9811 LF $125.00 | $150.00 $1,226,400.00 | $1,471,700.00
Lining Project 2 10686 LF | $125.00 | $150.00 $1,335,800.00 | $1,602,900.00
Lining Project 3 9461 LF $125.00 | $150.00 $1,182,700.00 | $1,419,200.00
Lining Project 4 9127 LF $125.00 | $150.00 $1,140,900.00 | $1,369,000.00
Lining Project 5 10260 LF | $125.00 | $150.00 $1,282,500.00 | $1,539,000.00
Supplemental Water
Main
Hughson 7700 LF $225.00 | $250.00 $1,732,500.00 | $1,925,000.00
Road/Stoneleigh Avenue
to Putnam Hospital
Valve Installation 75 EA. $8,000 | $10,000.00 | $600,000.00 $750,000.00
Program
Sub-Total $8,500,500.00 | $10,076,800
Contingency @ 15% $1,275,120.00 | 1,511,500.00
Engineering/Bond/Legal $1,445,140.00 | $1,713,100.00

@17%

Estimated Total

$11,221,060.00 | $13,301,400.00

J. Robert Folchetti & Associates, LLC
Facility Plan

CWD 2 Distribution System

Page 15
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FIGURE-1

Carmel Water District No. 2 District Limits
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FIGURE-2

Water Treatment Plant Location Map
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FIGURE-3

Watermain Type and Location
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FIGURE-4

Tuberculated Main Segment
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FIGURE-5

Proposed Coupon Locations
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FIGURE-6

Actual Coupon Locations
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FIGURE-7

Collier Drive
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FIGURE-8

Tower Road
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TOWER ROAD
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FIGURE-9

Everettt Road



FIGURE-9
EVERETT ROAD
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     EVERETT ROAD


FIGURE-10

Hughson Road
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FIGURE-11

Seminary Hill Road
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FIGURE-12

ShopRite
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FIGURE-13

Recommendations for Repair of Existing Watermains
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APPENDIX A
Town Board Resolutions Forming and Extending

Carmel Water District #2



APPENDIX A.1

Town of Carmel Town Board
Resolution Forming Carmel Water District No. 2
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of Jown.of* Carg/ HELD ON THE __Ezi/f DAY OF Deis.emrbo k.., 1935

A spicial moot,

A WL WAL WA W Y R

-
A regular meoting of the . 72Nz Best . o ef Tawn of . Carm.e/.

was beld o tho_ BLEE day of :D.mmé.oit: ..... , 1035,

Food W Simith Juperridor of Timm of Garmel ond e
The meeting was callod to order by-tl'lloﬂ!.‘c&.‘itm.ﬂh.jt_ﬂ)!!.:gfg dﬂ‘!n Zéﬁv:.’l\lo{hacgﬂowinE

somwered presont: - @092 ¥ gasa, Wilsiionr.. AsMead., ClayZo sz _C..
H./:)'una.,,.&nt.l’t...'(..-.\...é'rmczy,._&«.{.ﬁ.ﬁmff A
Tho following were sbeent: /ﬁﬂﬂ?

Alter discuasion of tho offer of tha United States of Amorica to aid by woy of loan and grant in financing
the construction of .nt_’rﬂ.amr/n_:futam_.m{_ﬂ.n..’&a.z:é.ms.c._i_&m/_.ékmfnr

the following Resolution, numbered “77/4/.@..., and entitled *'A Resorurron Acceering TRE OFFER OF THE

UxiTED STATEE To AIp BY WAY oF LoaN AND Grawt 1 Financing TiE CoNsTRUCTION OF Ac]cm.‘!._ym/

vMML%M / / d-+__. wne proposed by Q@AA...(“‘..@AAQ .......... , and
J

read fn full:

RESOLUTION NO, .ZW 2. \
A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE OFFER OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE .. Zant/. o)
Carmtd....... TO AID BY WAY OF LOAN AND GRANT IN FINANCING THE CON-
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the ,burcﬁtn of lund Thorefir, -

» copy of which offer r'eugn__l_l_ follows:
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APPENDIX A.2

Town of Carmel Town Board
Resolution for the Extension of Carmel Water District 2



29/

PAGE 3

30 DECEMBER 1998
TOWN BOARD MEETING
Cont.

PART Il—~DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be compieled by Agency) . aise sl
STRUCTIONS: F eh adv allect Idantilied above, deiermine whether It I subsisntial, large, Important of ol c:‘w e 3ign Al
l!Hlen ol‘l:::l should ‘:o"unu:t' ; sonnscilon with lta (8) selting (l.e, urban or rursll p]l probatility of oscurring: (e} d_uutton. G}

d onling rals, Er that
ltravaraibiilly; (o) geographlo scops; and {f) mag " Y, add or supp
ﬂ!PIlﬂﬂIlb&\::G(O]n?llll sulllclent datall to show that all ralavanl adverse Impacts have besn idenilfled and sdaquataly addresaad.

{3 Chack 1his box If you hava ldenlillad ons or mare potentially large or slonlﬂcam' advarss Impacts wnl-ch MAY
~_ occur. Then proceed diractly lo lhe FULL EAF andfor prapare a positive declasation. . .
Chack Ihis box Il you hava daloermined, basod on he intlormation sad analysis sbave’ qnd any _s\llgpoﬂlqg

documoantation, that the proposed actien WILL NOT raaull in any signiilcant ad o
AND provide on attach < s s Y, (he pporting thls detarmination:

Qﬁ RME L ‘T(;WH \ QﬁQD’_ . f N |

aine of Laad Ayency

———e T e Ol W e Apeer

2

C.W.D. $2 - APPROVE EXTENSION #1 (STONELEIGH AVE., HOSPITAL,VISTA

ON LBKE.ETC.)
g In the Matter of Extension #1 to Carmel Water District #2
in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York

WHEREAS, the Town Board of the Town of Canmel has previously expressed its
intentlon to expand a water district in said town, known as Carmel Water District #2,
pursuant to Articie 12-A of the Town Law, and

WHEREAS, the Town Board of the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York duly
caused a map, plan and raport in relation to the expansion of sald Water District to be
prepared and did cause said map, plan and report to be filed in the Office of the Town
Clerk, and

WHEREAS, an order was duly adopled by the Town Board on December 2, 1996,
reciting the intention of the Board to expand the district, the improvernents proposed, the
boundaries of the propoged axtensicn to the district, and the estimated axpense thereof,
and specifying December 23, 1998 at 7:30 p.m. ss the time and the Town Hall, 60 Mc Alpin
Avenue, Mahapac, NY In the sald Town of Carmel as the place when the said Board
would meet to consider the proposad extension to the water district and to hear all persons
interested In the subject thereof conceming the same, and ' .

WHEREAS, such order was duly posted and published as required by law, and

WHEREAS, the Water District is o be exiended by the addition of fourteén
properties; and .

WHEREAS, the water main to service sald properties currently exists and any
properties not currently connectsd to the system will connect to the existing water’
distribution system of Carmel Water District #2 at their sole cost and expense; and

WHEREAS, a hearing in the matter was duly held by the Boerd on the 23rd day of
December, 1998 commencing at 7:30 p.m. at the Town Hall, 60 Mc Alpin Avenue,
Mahopac, NY in the said Town and discussion upen the matter having been had and éll
persons desiring to be heard having been duly heard:

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND DETERMINED that (a) the Notice of
Heering was published and posted as required by law and is otherwisa sufficient, (b) all

the property and property owners within the proposed extension to the district are
benefitted thersby: () al the property and property ownvers benefitted are inciuded within

¥07




£94

PAGE 4

30 DECEMBER 1998
TOWN BOARD MEETING

Cont.

the limits of the proposed extension to the district; and (d) it Is In the public interest to
approve Extension #1 to Carmel Water District #2, with its boundaries as defined on the
map duly filed in the Town Clerk's Office; and it ie further

RESOLVED AND DETERMINED that the eﬁpansion of the water district as
proposed be approved; that the improvements therein mentioned be acquired and the
service therein mentioned be provided for upon the required funds being made available
or provided for; and that such Extension #1 to Carmel Water District #2 shall be-bounded
and described as follows:
ALL that certain piot, piece or percel of land, with the buildings and improvements thereon
erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel, County of Putnam and State of
New York, more particularly bounded and described as follows:

ALL that cartain pict, piece or parcel of land with the buildings and Improvements
thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel, County of Putriam and
State of New York shown on a cerlain map entitled "Survey Msp of Vista on the Lake
Condominium,” dated December 30, 1974, made by Richard H. Gor, Licensed Surveyor,
of Mahopac, New York, and filed in Office of the Clerk of the County of Putnam on March
17, 1975 as map No. 1434 (TM#66-2-1) !

TOGETHER WITH all roads which abut the premises herein above regardiess of
whether they were ever improved of dedicated to the Tawn of Carmel, County of Putnam
or any other municipal corporation.

All that certain plot, piecs or parcel of land, with the buildings and improvements
thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel, County of Putnam, Stete
of New York bounded and described as follows:

8

BEGINNING at a the southwesterly comer of what is known as Hopkins Corners; thenca
southerly along Stoneleigh Avenue to lands formerty of John Peterson; thence westerty
along lands formerty of said Peterson to lands of Burton Whits; thence northerty along
lands of said White to the highway leading westerly from Stoneleigh Avenue; thence
easterly along the last mentioned highway to the place of the BEGINNING. (TM#66-2-2)

ALL that certain pict, piece or parca| of land, with the bulldings and improvements
therson eracted, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel, County of Putnam, State
of New York bounded and dascribed as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the Easterly side of the Improved county highway known
Stoneleigh Averwe leading from Carmel to Croton Falis, which point is in the intersection
of two stone walle, one stone wall rurming North and South along the' Easterly side of said
Stoneleigh Avenue and the Northerly side of another stone wall running East and West
separating the premises herein described from lands now or formerty of SHAW: Said point
being further described as 145.05 feet on a course South-08-07-05W from the
Southwesterly comer of Parcel "A" as shawn on @ map entitled "Subdivision Plat prepared
for Meritt L. Ryder” dated December 8, 1961 and filed in the office of the Clerk of Putnam
County on May 23, 1969 as Map No. 1144.

THENCE, b

Along the Easterly side of Stoneleigh Averue S-09-56-25W, 415.1¢'
THENCE, '

8-10-14-25W 603.15 continuing along the Easterly side of Stoneleigh Avenue.
THENCE,

§-10-20-15W, 360.56 continuing along the Easterty side of Stoneleigh Avenue.
THENCE,

$-16-56-55W, 551.13 continuing along the Easterly side of Storieleigh Avenue.
THENCE,

$-17-38-00W 44,16 to a point on the Easterly side of Stoneleigh Avenue.
THENCE, along lands riow or formerly RUBIN. 8-88-40-20E, 1108.56".
THENCE, along the Westerly base of the stone wall and lands now or formeriy City of New
York, N8-13-00W, 800.0C".

anTt
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THENCE, continuing along lands now or formerly City of New York. NOO-18-15W,

1228.24'.
THENCE, along landa now or formerly YON and lands now or formerty SHAW 580-15-
10W, 451.70 to a City monument. /

THENCE, N86-03-00W, 125.42 to the point and place of BEGINNING.(TM#66-2-57)

ALL that certain plot, pleca ar parcsl of lend, with the buildings and Improvements
theraon erected, sitate, lying and being in the Town of Canmel, County of Putnem, State‘
of New York bounded and described as follows: )

BEGINNING at the southeasterly comer of the premises herein conveyed, said
comer baing distant along the westerly side of Stoneleigh Avenue from the lands
now or formerly of Casey North 9° 36' 40" East 127.06 feet and North 10* 28" 50
East 85.87 fest; thence northwesterly along the lands of American Fund for Israel
Institution, Inc. North 76° 19' 40" Wast 225 fest; thence northeasterly parallel to
Stoneleigh Avenua North 10° 28' 50" East 175 feet; thence southeasterly South 76°
19 40" East 225 feet lo the westerly side of Stonelelgh Avenue; thence along the

* wasterly side of Stoneleigh Avenue, South 10° 28" 50" West 175 feet to the point
and placa of beginning.(TM#66.15-1-2)

ALL that certain plot, piece of parcal of land with the buildings and improvements
thereon erected, situate, Ilying and bsing in the Town of Carmal, County of Putnam and
State of New York shown and designated as Lots #1, #2 and #3 on a certain map entitied
"Subdlvision Map Prepared for American Fund For lerael Institutions, Inc. and Dr. John
Simmons," dated December 22, 1972 and amended December 28, 1972, made by D.
Walcott, Licensed Survayor, of Lake Carmel, New York, and filed In the Office of the Clerk
of the County of Putnam on Janusry 12, 1973 as Mep. No. 1288, (TM#66.15-1-1, 66.15~1-
3, 66.15-1-7)

TOGETHER WITH any and all rights of way as shown on said map; '

TOGETHER WITH all roads which abut the premises herein above regardless of
whether they wera ever improved or dedicated to the Town of Carmel, County of Putn,
or any other municipal corporation, ;

ALL that certain plot, plece or parcel of land, with the buildings and imprm)erfnents
thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel, County of Putnam, State
of New York bounded and described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the northeasterly comer of the prermnises herein described
said point being on the westerly side ofStoneleigh Avenue, south of the
intersection of the southwesterly comner of Storteleigh Avenue and Drewville Read,
and baing distant South 8° 53' 30" West 53.12 and South 8° 27" 20" West
415.04 feet from the lands now or formerly of Miller, as measured along the
Waesterly side of Stoneleigh Avenus; thence along the Westerly side of Stoneleigh
Avenue South 9° 27" 20" West 5.51 feet and South 10° 28’ 50" West 134.49 feet,
thencs along lands now or formerly of American Fund for Israel Institutions, inc.
North 79° 31' 10" West 155.60 feet, North 10° 28' 50" East 140.01 feet and South
79° 31' 10" East 155.49 feet to the point and place of beginning, containing one-
half acre of land.(TM#66.15-1-6)
»

ALL that certain plot, piece or parcsl of land, with the bulldings and
improvements thereon erected, situate, lying and being In the Town of Carmel,
County of Putniam, State of New York bounded and described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point marked by an iron pin on the westerly : ‘
side of Stoneleigh Avenus at the northeast comer of lands now or formerly of Holt;
RUNNING THENCE along said iands North 84° 49’ 36" West §2.08 feet;
THENCE along said lands and a stone wall North 85° 40' 46" West 2656.33 feet to
a paint In the stone wall marked by a drill hole; )

RUNNING THENCE along a stone wall North 7° 05' 24" East 149.92 fest to an iron
pin and Drewville Road, .

RUNNING THENCE along Drewville Road and a stone wall North 88° 48° 22" Eaat

20.70 feet to an Iron pin at the southwest comer of lands now or formerly of
Padovani;

|01 |
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RUNNING THENCE along said lands of Padovani and °
54° Bast 130 03 ot and a stone wall South 82° 59

RUNNING THENCE along same South 82° 26’ 22" East 197
and Stonelsigh A : st 187.25 feet to an Iron pin

RUNNING THENCE along the westerly side of Stoneleigh Avenue South 6° 28" 21"
West 142.70 feet to the point of BEGINNING. (TM#66.15-1-8)

ALL that certain plot, piece of parcel of land with the buildings and
improvements thereon erected, situate, lying and being In the Town of Carmel,
County of Putnam and State of New York shown and designated as Lots #1, #2,
and #3 on a certain map entitied "Subdivision Plat Prepared for Merritt L. Ryder,"
dated Jaruary 12, 1971, made by Richard H. Gorr, Licensed Surveyor, of Mahopac,
Naw York, and filed in the Office of the Clerk of the County of Putnam on June 17,
1971 as Map. No. 1232, (TM#66.16-1-16&17, TM#68-2-56)

TOGETHER WITH all roads which abut the premises herein above
regardiess of whether they were ever improved or dedicated to the Town of Carmel,
County of Putnam or any other municipal corporation.

ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land, with the buildings and
improvements thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel,
County of Putnam, State of New York bounded and described as follows:
BEGINNING at a point In the easterly side of the public highway knawn as
Stonelsigh Avenue in the northwestarly comer of @ parcel of land which wes
conveyed by Meitt L. Ryder to David Shaw and Esther Shaw by deed dated
December 18, 1961, and recorded in the Putnam County Clerk's Office In Book 556
of deeds at page 181 on December 20, 1961, and running from said point of
beginning along the northerly line of said Shaw lands South 87° 38" 45" East
311.05 feet and South 8° 45' 00" East 102.50.feet to a paint in the wall in the
northerly line of lands of Putnam Community Hospital, Inc. formerly Samuel Rubin,
and running thence along the sald wall and the line of said hospital lands North 80°
15' 00" East 227.70 fest to a point In the westerly edge of & wall end the line of
lands of the City of New York, and thence along the westerly edge of said wall and
said City of New York lands, North 18° 28’ 00" West 207 feet, thence leaving said .
wall and along the line of other lands of Merritt L, Ryder South 79° 36" 12" Wast
163.858 foot; South 53° 16' 13" West 88,955 feet; North 86° 44' 42" West 194.500
feet and North 47° 29' 05" West 70.695 feet to a point In the road face of the wall
and the easterly side line of said Stoneleigh Avenus; thence along the road face of
the wall and the easterly side line of said Stoneleigh Avenue, South 10° 28' 10"
West 51.43 feet and still running along the road face of the wall and said highway
South 8° 07" 05" West 48,57 feet to the point of the beginning. Containing 60204
square fest of land, be the same more or less.

Said parcel also being further described as follows:

ALL that plot or parcel of land situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel,
County of Putnem and State of New York, shown and designated as Parcal "A" on
"Subdivision Plat prepared for Merritt L. Ryder..." by Charles W. Carpenter dated
December 9, 1961 and filed in the office of the Clerk of the County of Putnam on
May 23, 1969 as Map No. 1144.(TM#66,15-1-18)

All that certain plot, piece or parcel of land, with the buildings and improvemants
thereon erected, situate, lying and being in the Town of Carmel, County of Putnam, State
of New York bounded and described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the easterly side of the improved county highway known
as Stonsleigh Avenue leading from Carmel to Croton Falls, which point is in the
intersection of two stone walls, one stone wall running north and south along the
easterly side of said Stoneleigh Avenue and the northerly side of ancther stone
wall, and the other stone wall running east and west separating the premises herein
described from lands now or formerly of Samuel Rubin, which point is in the most
southwesterly comer of the parcel of land herein described; thr;u:ﬁc? frc;rg s;lg polr::
of begi the ximate northerly edge of said last oned stons wa

whetgmﬁdm:mnow :'pfpmcmorly of Samuel Rubin, South 86° 03' 00" East 125.40
fest to a point; and North 80°* 15" 00" East 225.00 feet; thence leaving sald stone
wall and along cther lands of Marritt L. Ryder, North 8° 45' 00" West 102.50 feet

NTT
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to a point; thence still along other lands of Merritt L. Ryder, North B7° 38' 46" West
311.086 foet ta a point In the rcadfecs of the stone wall on the easterly side of
Stoneleigh Avenus; thenca along the roadface of said stone wall along the easterly
side of Stoneteigh Avenue; South 8° 07* 05" West 145.00 feet to the point or place
of beginning. CONTAINING 1.000 acre of land.(TM#E6.15-1-18)

The foregoing property description identifies the following parcels as shawn on the
Tax Maps of the Town of Carmel as they existed on June 1, 1986

Tax Map €8., Block 2 Parcals 1 and 2 inclusive.

Tax Map 68., Block 2 Parcsls 56 and 57 inclusive.

Tax Map 66.15, Block 1 Lots 1 through 3 inclusive.

Tax Map 68,15, Block 1 Lots 8 through 8 Inclusive.

Tax Map 68.15, Block 1 Lots 16 through 18 inclusive.

BE [T FURTHER RESOLVED that the costs of expanding the water district including
the required water system capital Improvements are $0 and will not ba financed by the
Water District eitiver by bonds or teog; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that should any urforeseen costs to expand the
Water District be incurred eor if the Town Comptroller determines that a contribution
towards past capltal costs incurred by the District are required to be paid by law, they shall
be assassed only to property owners in the extension area on an ad valorem basis; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resoiution shall be subject to a permissive

referendum in the manner provided in Article 7 and 12~A of the Town Law.

Resolution
Offered by: __ Councilman Ravallo

Seconded by:_Couneilnan Maring

Roll Call Vota YES NO

Timothy Wilson X .

James McDonough X .

Norman Marino X .

Robert Ravalio X - '
Frank DelCampo X

C.W.D.§§2 IMPROVEMENTS TO DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM AND FACILITIES,
$200,000 - SEQRA REVIEW AND DETERMINATION

Supervisor DelCampo reviewed the Short Environmental Assessment
Form with the Town Board.

RESOLVED, that the Town Board of the Town of Carmel hereby
determines after appropriate SEQRA review, environmental assessment
form attached hereto and made a part hereof, that the proposed
C.W.D.#2 facility improvements will not result in any significant
adverse environmental impacts.

Regolution

Offered by: Councilman Marino
Seconded by: GCeuncilmen Ravallo and McRonoudh
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J. ROBERT FOLCHETTI & ASSOCIATES, L.L.C.
Civil/Environmental Engineering

31 SODOM ROAD
BREWSTER, NEW YORK 10509
www.jrfa.com



Public Hearing #1

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
TOWN OF CARMEL
CARMEL WATER DISTRICT NO. 2
REVISED

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Town Board of the Town of Carmel,
Putnam County, New York, will meet at the Carmel High School Library, 30 Fair
Street, in Carmel, New York, on April 24, 2019, at 7:00 o’clock P.M., Prevailing Time,
for the purpose of conducting a public hearing upon a certain map, plan and report,
including an estimate of cost, in relation to the proposed increase and improvement of
the facilities of Carmel Water District No. 2, in said Town, consisting of the
reconstruction of and construction of new water mains at various locations within said
Carmel Water District No. 2, including original furnishings, equipment, machinery,
apparatus, appurtenances, and incidental improvements and expenses in connection
therewith, at a maximum estimated cost of $13,301,400.

Said capital project has been determined to be a Type Il Action pursuant to the
regulations of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
promulgated pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), the
implementation of which as proposed, said regulations provide will not result in any
significant adverse environmental impacts.

At said public hearing said Town Board will hear all persons interested in the
subject matter thereof. The Town Board will make every effort to assure that the Public
Hearing is accessible to persons with disabilities. Anyone requiring special assistance
and/or reasonable accommodations should contact the Town Clerk.

Dated:Mahopac, New York,
April 18, 2019

BY ORDER OF THE TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF
CARMEL, PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK

Ann Spofford
Town Clerk
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In the Matter
of
The Increase and Improvement of
Facilities of Carmel Water District No. 2
inthe Town of Carmel,Putham County,
New York

PUBLIC INTEREST ORDER

WHEREAS, the Town Board of the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York, has
duly caused to be prepared a map, plan and report including an estimate of cost, pursuant
to Section 202-b of the Town Law, relating to the proposed increase and improvement of
the facilities of Carmel Water District No. 2, in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County,
New York, consisting of the reconstruction of and construction of new water mains at
various locations within said Carmel Water District No. 2, including original furnishings,
equipment, machinery, apparatus, appurtenances, and incidental improvements and
expenses in connection therewith, at a maximum estimated cost of $13,301,400 and

WHEREAS, at a meeting of said Town Board duly called and held on March 6, 2019,
an Order was duly adopted by it and entered in the minutes specifying the said Town Board
would meet to consider the increase and improvement of facilities of Carmel Water District
No. 2 in said Town at a maximum estimated cost of $13,301,400, and to hear all persons
interested in the subject thereof concerning the same at the Carmel High School, in Carmel
New York, in said Town, on April 24, 2019, at 7:00 o’clock P.M., Prevailing Time; and

WHEREAS, said Order duly certified by the Town Clerk was duly published and
posted as required by law; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was duly as set forth in said notice, at which all persons
desiring to be heard were duly heard; NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

ORDERED, by the Town Board of the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York,




as follows:

Section1.  Upon the evidence given at the aforesaid public hearing, it is hereby
found and determined that it is in the public interest to make the increase and improvement
of the facilities of Carmel Water District No. 2, in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County,
New York, consisting of the reconstruction of and construction of new water mains at
various locations within said Carmel Water District No. 2, including original furnishings,
equipment, machinery, apparatus, appurtenances, and incidental improvements and
expenses in connection therewith, at a maximum estimated cost of $13,301,400.

Section2.  This Order shall take effect immediately.

Resolution
Offered by:
Seconded by:
Roll Call Vote YES NO

Michael Barile

Jonathan Schneider
John Lupinacci
Suzanne McDonough
Kenneth Schmitt
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ARESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF $13,301,400
BONDS OF THE TOWN OF CARMEL, PUTNAM COUNTY, NEW YORK,
TOPAYTHE COST OF THE INCREASE AND IMPROVEMENT OF
CARMEL WATER DISTRICT NO. 2,IN THE TOWN OF CARMEL,
PUTNAMCOUNTY, NEW YORK

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions heretofore duly had and taken in
accordance with the provisions of Section 202-b of the Town Law, and more particularly
an Order dated the date hereof, said Town Board has determined it to be in the public
interest to improve the facilities of Carmel Water District No. 2, in the Town of Carmel,
Putnam County, New York, at a maximum estimated cost of $13,301,400; and

WHEREAS, the capital project hereinafter described, as proposed, has been
determined to be a Type Il Action of the regulations of the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation promulgated pursuant to the State Environmental
Quality Review Act, pursuant to the provisions of 6 CRR NY 617.5, including but not
limited to 6 CRR NY 617.5(c)(2) which as such will not have any significant adverse
impacts on the environment; and

WHEREAS, it is now desired to authorize such capital project and its financing;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED, by the Town Board of the Town of Carmel, Putham County,
New York, as follows:

Section 1.  For the specific object or purpose of paying the cost of the increase
and improvement of Carmel Water District No. 2, in the Town of Carmel, Putnam
County, New York, consisting of the reconstruction of and construction of new water
mains at various locations within said Carmel Water District No. 2, including original
furnishings, equipment, machinery, apparatus, appurtenances, and incidental
improvements and expenses in connection therewith, there are hereby authorized to be
issued $13,301,400 bonds of said Town pursuant to the provisions of the Local Finance

Law.



Section2. It is hereby determined that the maximum estimated cost of the
aforesaid specific object or purpose is $13,301,400, which specific object or purpose is
hereby authorized at said maximum estimated cost, and that the plan for the financing
thereof is by the issuance of the $13,301,400 bonds of said Town authorized to be
issued pursuant to this bond resolution.

Section3. Itis hereby determined that the period of probable usefulness of the
aforesaid specific object or purpose is forty years pursuant to subdivision 1 of paragraph
a of Section 11.00 of the Local Finance Law. It is hereby further determined that the
maximum maturity of the serial bonds herein authorized will exceed five years.

Section4. The faith and credit of said Town of Carmel, Putnam County,
New York, are hereby irrevocably pledged for the payment of the principal of and
interest on such bonds as the same respectively become due and payable. An annual
appropriation shall be made in each year sufficient to pay the principal of and interest on
such bonds becoming due and payable in such year. To the extent not paid from
monies raised from said Carmel Water District No. 2 in the manner provided by law,
there shall annually be levied on all the taxable real property of said Town, a tax
sufficient to pay the principal of and interest on such bonds as the same become due
and payable.

Section5.  Subject to the provisions of the Local Finance Law, the power to
authorize the issuance of and to sell bond anticipation notes in anticipation of the
issuance and sale of the serial bonds herein authorized, including renewals of such

notes, is hereby delegated to the Supervisor, the chief fiscal officer. Such notes shall



be of such terms, form and contents, and shall be sold in such manner, as may be
prescribed by said Supervisor, consistent with the provisions of the Local Finance Law.

Section6. The powers and duties of advertising such bonds for sale,
conducting the sale and awarding the bonds, are hereby delegated to the Supervisor,
who shall advertise such bonds for sale, conduct the sale, and award the bonds in such
manner as he shall deem best for the interests of said Town, including, but not limited
to, the power to sell said bonds to the New York State Environmental Facilities
Corporation; provided, however, that in the exercise of these delegated powers, the
Supervisor shall comply fully with the provisions of the Local Finance Law and any order
or rule of the State Comptroller applicable to the sale of municipal bonds. The receipt of
the Supervisor shall be a full acquittance to the purchaser of such bonds, who shall not
be obliged to see to the application of the purchase money.

Section7.  All other matters except as provided herein relating to the serial
bonds herein authorized including the date, denominations, maturities and interest
payment dates, within the limitations prescribed herein and the manner of execution of
the same, including the consolidation with other issues, and also the ability to issue
serial bonds with substantially level or declining annual debt service, shall be
determined by the Supervisor, the chief fiscal officer of such Town. Such bonds shall
contain substantially the recital of validity clause provided for in Section 52.00 of the
Local Finance Law, and shall otherwise be in such form and contain such recitals, in
addition to those required by Section 51.00 of the Local Finance Law, as the Supervisor

shall determine consistent with the provisions of the Local Finance Law.



Section8.  The Supervisor is hereby further authorized, at his sole discretion,
to execute a project finance and/or loan agreement, and any other agreements with the
New York State Department of Health and/or the New York State Environmental
Facilities Corporation, including amendments thereto, and including any instruments (or
amendments thereto) in the effectuation thereof, in order to effect the financing or
refinancing of the specific object or purpose described in Section 1 hereof, or a portion
thereof, by a bond, and/or note issue of said Town in the event of the sale of same to
the New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation.
Section9. The power to issue and sell notes to the New York State
Environmental Facilities Corporation pursuant to Section 169.00 of the Local Finance
Law is hereby delegated to the Supervisor. Such notes shall be of such terms, form
and contents as may be prescribed by said Supervisor consistent with the provisions of
the Local Finance Law.
Section 10. The validity of such bonds and bond anticipation notes may be
contested only if:
1) Such obligations are authorized for an object or purpose for which said
Town is not authorized to expend money, or

2) The provisions of law which should be complied with at the date of
publication of this resolution are not substantially complied with, and an
action, suit or proceeding contesting such validity is commenced within
twenty days after the date of such publication, or

3) Such obligations are authorized in violation of the provisions of the

Constitution.



Section 11. This resolution shall constitute a statement of official intent for
purposes of Treasury Regulations Section 1.150-2. Other than as specified in this
resolution, no monies are, or are reasonably expected to be, reserved, allocated on a
long-term basis, or otherwise set aside with respect to the permanent funding of the
object or purpose described herein.

Section 12. This resolution, which takes effect immediately, shall be published
in summary form in the official newspaper, together with a notice of the Town Clerk in

substantially the form provided in Section 81.00 of the Local Finance Law.

Resolution
Offered by:
Seconded by:
Roll Call Vote YES NO
Michael Barile

Jonathan Schneider
John Lupinacci
Suzanne McDonough
Kenneth Schmitt



Work Session Agenda Item #1

TOWN OF CARMEL RECREATION & PARKS DEPARTMENT
SYCAMORE PARK, 790 LONG POND ROAD
MAHOPAC, NEW YORK 10541

JAMES R. GILCHRIST, CPRP, DIRECTOR
TELEPHONE: (845) 628-7888 FAX: (845) 628-2820

EMAIL: carmelrecreation@ci.carmel.ny.us
WEB: http://www.carmelny.org

DATE: April 11,2019

TO: Carmel Town Board
Carmel Town Hall

FROM: James R. Gilchrist, CPRP /
Director, Recreation and Parks

SUBJECT: Proposal for Airport Park Field Improvements — Water Supply

The attached proposal is from Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
to provide services associated with the development of a groundwater source at Airport Park.

Please add this to the Town Board Work Session agenda on April 24, 2019, and contact me with
any questions.

/ns
Attachment



INS /I TE

ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

April 11,2019
Revised April 19, 2019

Mr. Jim Gilchrist
Town of Carmel
Sycamore Park

790 Long Pond Rd
Mahopac, NY 10541

Via Email: jrg@ci.carmel.ny.us

RE: Proposal for Airport Park Athletic Fields
Irrigation Water Supply

Dear Mr. Gilchrist:

Our firm, Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C. (Insite) is pleased to submit
this proposal for continued engineering services for the Airport Park Athletic Fields project in Mahopac. It
is our understanding that you wish to develop a water source and water supply system for the athletic
field irrigation system.

1.0 QUALIFICATIONS

Insite is a firm with fresh ideas and a commitment to quality and service. Our experienced staff has
been involved in numerous projects such as yours, so we are confident that we can service your project
well. Insite is staffed with Professional Engineers, Landscape Architects and Land Surveyors, all
registered in the State of New York, a full design team, and state-of -the-art computer-aided design and
drafting systems. We believe our experienced and multidisciplinary firm provides you with the expertise
necessary to bring this project to successful completion.

Insite’s mission as a leader in the fields of civil engineering, land surveying, and landscape
architecture has remained consistent since our inception in 1989; we deliver prompt, professional
services driven by value and client’s needs. At Insite, we make commitments you can count on, and
deliver solutions you can build on.

2.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES

Insite proposes to provide engineering services associated with the planning of the irrigation supply
for the project. The development of a water source will require input on the hydrogeologic conditions of
the area. Insite will work with HydroEnvironmental Solutions (HES) on the hydrogeologic aspects of the
project. Our work will be based on the best available mapping and information available. We propose the
following tasks in support of an initial study of the water source and irrigation system:

2.1 Insite will review available information and walk the property in order to identify conditions
surrounding adjacent surface waters and existing wells on the County property. Insite will
also review past studies, and obtain information from the Putnam County Department of
Health on surrounding wells and water systems.

3 Garrett Place, Carmel, New York 10512 (845) 225-9690 Fax (845) 225-9717
www.insite-eng.com

P4065R
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RE: Proposal for Airport Park Athletic Fields, Irrigation Water Supply April 11,2019
Revised April 19, 2019

2.2 Insite will develop a water budget for the irrigation system to accommodate five soccer fields.
The water budget will establish a recommended weekly schedule for field irrigation in order to
efficiently size the system and minimize daily water withdrawal.

2.3 Insite will develop three schematic plans for the envisioned system as follows:
e Siting of new well on Town lease parcel.
e Utilization of unused existing well on the County’s property.
e Utilization of surface water from Lake MacGregor.

The plans will include location of the applicable components including: well / water
withdrawal, storage pond, and irrigation pumping system.

2.4 Insite will work with HES to provide input on the hydrogeologic conditions in the area, and
identify project considerations relating to same.

2.5 Insite will prepare a summary letter report of our findings. The letter report will include a
listing of required permits and recommended steps for implementation of the system.

2.6 Following the completion of the work program, Insite will meet with you to discuss our
findings regarding the study.

3.0 FEES FOR SERVICES

Insite’s budget for professional services for the scope listed above is Eight Thousand Nine Hundred
Dollars ($8,900.00).

Insite’s services will be billed monthly on a time and materials basis for all hours expended in
accordance with the fee schedule in effect at the time the services are performed. Attached is Insite’s
current Fee Schedule, and General Terms and Conditions.

The scope of professional services as described in this proposal is inclusive of activities normally
required by the Town of Carmel. The fees stated in this proposal do not include the following:

e Engineering services beyond those stated.
e Surveying services.

e Procurement of regulatory permits.

e Well testing.

e Services resulting from significant changes in the general scope, extent, or character of the
project or its design, beyond the control of Insite.

e Reimbursable expenses per attached fee schedule.

4.0 AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED

Should you find this proposal acceptable and wish to retain Insite to provide professional services,
please sign this proposal in the Authorization to Proceed section, and return it to our office for
acceptance. A fully executed copy of this proposal will be returned to you for your files.

This proposal is valid for 30 days from the date shown herein.

P4065R Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
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Thank you for this opportunity to submit this proposal. Should you have any questions or require any
additional information, please feel free to contact our office.

Very truly yours,

INSITE ENGINEERING, SURVEYING & LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

By: JJC
Jeffrey J. Contelmo, P.E.
Senior Principal Engineer

JJC/amk
Insite File 00006.4065R

AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED

This will authorize Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C. to proceed with
professional services in accordance with this Proposal, and confirms the Client’s acceptance of the
attached Fee Schedule, and General Terms and Conditions (Agreement). Upon Insite’s acceptance of
this Proposal or commencement of the services, the Proposal, Fee Schedule and General Terms and
Conditions shall constitute the Agreement between the Client and Insite.

In order to help us respond to your concerns promptly, please provide the following information
pertinent to this project: address if other than on proposal, contact person if other than yourself, and
phone numbers where you and/or contact may be reached during the day.

Signature: Contact:
Client Name: Office #:
Date: Fax #:
Address: Cell #:
Email:

INSITE ACCEPTANCE:

Accepted By: Date:

Insite File No. 00006.4065R

P4065R Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.



INS /I TE

ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

2019 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES SCHEDULE

FEE SCHEDULE

Senior Principal $196./hr.
Principal $174./nr
Senior Project Personnel (Engineer, Landscape Architect, Surveyor) $150./hr.
Project Personnel (Engineer, Landscape Architect, Surveyor, Designer) $138./hr.
Senior Survey Technician/Senior Field Technician $118./hr.
Design Engineer/Landscape Designer/CADD Specialist $112./hr.
Designer/Survey Technician $100./hr.
CADD Operator/Field Technician $84./hr.
Junior Technician $74./hr.
Administration $54./hr.
Survey Field Crew (2-person) $220./hr.
Survey Field Crew (1-person) $166./hr.

Survey field crew rates stated are not based on prevailing wage rates. Assignments requiring
prevailing wage rate surveying will require rate adjustments based on applicable prevailing wage
rates specific to the assignment.

All hours are billed portal to portal. In addition, reimbursement is required for all actual expenses
incurred including mileage (rate of $0.60 per mile), special equipment, plotting, printing, postage,
express deliveries, and related items.

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Insite shall mean only INSITE ENGINEERING, SURVEYING & LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C., and Client
shall mean the party that executed the attached Agreement.

Payment Unless otherwise provided in this Agreement, Insite shall invoice Client monthly as provided in the attached
agreement. Insite submits invoices on a monthly basis or upon completion of each task, whichever comes first.

Invoices are payable within 15 days of the invoice date. Accounts remaining unpaid more than 15 days after the
invoice date are subject to 1 percent interest per month (12 percent annually), starting from the date of the invoice.
In addition, Insite may, after 30 days from the date of the invoice, suspend services until Insite is paid in full for
amounts due for services rendered.

Changes in Scope Client shall have the right within the general purpose and intent of the project to change, add
or delete items from services in writing and subject only to the agreement of Insite with respect to the effect on cost
and schedule.

Non-Responsibility Insite shall not be responsible for construction means and methods, site safety, or pollution
control.

(Page 1 of 2)

3 Garrett Place, Carmel, New York 10512 (845) 225-9690 Fax (845) 225-9717
www.insite-eng.com




Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
2019 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES SCHEDULE
GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS (Continued)

Client Responsibilities Client shall on a continuing basis throughout the term of this Agreement; maintain a
designated representative, who shall be reasonably available to meet with Insite on Client's behalf; provide Insite
with all relevant project related data available to Client; and unless otherwise provided arrange for access, entry and
use of property of Client (including utilities thereon) and others, as and when reasonably required by Insite for
performance of services.

Change in Law Client shall bear the cost of any material change in, or addition to, services resulting from a change
in law or interpretation effective after the date of this Agreement.

Force Majeure Neither party shall be liable for loss or damage suffered by the other as a result of any failure or
delay in the performance of its obligations under the Agreement caused by a Force Majeure event or circumstance
beyond its reasonable control.

Other Use of Results Client acknowledges that deliverable documents, drawings and data in whatever form
("Documents") produced directly or indirectly through the efforts of Insite in performing services and any analyses,
recommendations, or conclusions ("Results") they contain are based upon the specific circumstances and conditions
of the project and are intended solely for use by Client in connection with the project. Any change or other than
agreed upon use of Documents or Results shall be at the sole risk of Client. Regardless of when delivered,
Documents and Results shall become the property of Client upon Insite's receipt of payment in full. Client agrees to
defend, indemnify and hold harmless Insite from and against any and all losses arising from Client's direct or indirect
use of Documents or Results, other than for their intended use in connection with project.

Indemnification Subject to the provision of these General Terms & Conditions, Insite agrees to indemnify and hold
harmless Client, its directors, officers, employees, agents, successors and assigns from losses to the extent and in
the proportion caused by the willful misconduct or negligent acts, errors or omissions of Insite, its directors, officers,
employees, successors and assigns. To the extent and in the proportion not caused by the willful misconduct or
negligent acts, errors or omissions of Insite, its directors, officers, employees or its agents, subcontractors,
successors and assigns, Client agrees to defend, indemnify and hold Insite harmless from losses arising in
connection with project.

Insurance  Throughout the term of this Agreement, Insite shall maintain insurance including Worker's
Compensation; Automobile; General Liability; and Professional Liability insurance.

Liability The maximum liability of Insite, its directors, officers, employees and its agents, subcontractors,
successors and assigns to Client pursuant to these General Terms & Conditions shall be limited to the cost of the
services, or $1,000,000, whichever is less.

Limitation of Damages The parties waive any right they may have at law or in equity to demand or receive
consequential or punitive damages.

Suspension of Services Client shall have the right to suspend all or part of the services, provided Client gives
Insite at least seven (7) days' notice of the dates each suspension is to begin and end.

Termination Either party shall have the right to terminate this Agreement without cause upon thirty (30) days' notice.
In the event this Agreement is terminated by either party, Client shall pay in full for services performed and costs
reasonably incurred by Insite, its agents and subcontractors up to the effective date of termination.

Assignment Except as otherwise provided herein, this Agreement shall not be assignable by either party, in whole
or in part, without the prior written consent of the other party.

Notice All notices shall be given to the other party in writing by electronic delivery, hand delivery, express mail, or
U.S. mail service providing proof of delivery.

Integration This Agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the parties.
Modification This Agreement shall not be modified or replaced, in whole or in part, except by written amendment.

Interpretation This Agreement shall be interpreted and enforced in accordance with the Laws of the State of New
York.

Severability If any provision of this Agreement is determined or declared by a court of competent jurisdiction to be
invalid or otherwise unenforceable, all remaining provisions of this Agreement shall be unaffected and shall be
interpreted so as to give the fullest practicable effect to the original intent of the parties.

Waiver Unless otherwise agreed in writing, neither party's waiver of the other's breach of any term or condition
contained in this Agreement shall be deemed a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same or any other term or
condition of this Agreement.
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