
























PAUL AGGARWAL! 
NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

3-1 The Aqueduct connection has been designed for 2 million gallons per day water consumption. 
What we find is that, according to the Village population and probably in the coming couple of 
years, that amount will probably not be enough to meet the water supply need~ of the Village. 
So the question is how the Village plans to meet their water demand by the year 2020 or even 
beyond to supply their consumers? 

The proposed Aqueduct connection will meet the current water needs of Kiryas Joel. The amount of 
water the Village is legally entitled to withdraw from the Aqueduct will grow in propOJtion to the 
population of the Village. The proposed pumping and water treatment facilities would have a capacity 
of approximately 2 million gallons per day (mgd), but the major element of the proposed project, the 
pipeline, would have a capacity substantially greater than 2 mgd. Water use in Kiryas Joel is projected 
to reach 2 mgd in approximately 2017 (see table in the response to comments 16-16 and 17-2 below). 
If necessary in the future, the Village could increase the capacity of the pumping and water treatment 
facilities and, based on future aqueduct entitlements, request approval from NYCDEP to withdraw 
more than 2 mgd from thc Aqueduct. 

Note: This comment-response is also included in the Water Demand and Supply Projections response 
category on page 2-5. 

3-2 ... if the water supply is only for 2 million gallons we kind ~f do not see the point as to why the 
line should be 24 inches ... Some reasons are given were given in the DEIS, but we believe more 
reasonS need to be done lojustify that. 

The project as proposed includes the use of a 24-inch diameter pipeline to transmit up to 2.0 mgd to the 
Village of Kiryas Joel. This pipeline diameter was initially presented to the NYCDEP in the conceptual 
plans for this project. Given that the pipeline will have a service life of 50 years or more, the choice of 
pipeline diameter was based not only on the Village'S current aqueduct entitlement request of 2 mgd 
but also on potential future entitlements due to future growth. Also considered was the fact that 
reducing the pipeline diameter would not reduce environmental impacts. Trench size, construction 
duration and potential environmental impacts would be the same for a 24-inch diameter pipeline as for 
any other size pipeline. Nevertheless, due to concerns that the pipe is oversized, a reduction in pipeline 
diameter to 18 inches would be acceptable. 

Note: This comment-response is also included in the Alternative Pipe Size response category on page 2-
53. 

3-3 It is not mandatory by us, but the question of backup water supply is an important one. From 
time to time we do take down our aqueducts for repairs, maintenance, and any unforeseen 
problems. So, therefore, it is rather essential for the Village to have some sort of backup water 
supply. The existing water supply they have would have to be maintained, 01' there has to be 
some understanding between the different communities that do take water from the village that 
when needed the Village can get that water back for their own consumers. The potential likely 
degree of reliance in the backup water supply must be addressed. 
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