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Foreword
The New York Racing Association (NYRA) (the Applicant) has prepared a Redevelopment Plan
(hereafter referred to as the “Proposed Project”) for the historic Saratoga Race Course (the
Project Site) in Saratoga Springs, New York (see Figure F-1). The Proposed Project includes
both specific planned elements that have established design criteria and several conceptual or
more generic improvements that will be further refined or scheduled for implementation into the
future.
This Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) has been prepared in accordance
with 6 NYCRR 617.9. The FGEIS responds to substantive comments made on the Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) during a public hearing and from written comments
received from public officials, area residents, and Interested and Involved Agencies. The DGEIS
is hereby incorporated by reference into this FGEIS. For the purposes of review under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the New York State Franchise Oversight Board
(FOB) is the Lead Agency. The New York State Office of General Services (OGS) has provided
technical support to FOB throughout the SEQRA process and has a role in authorizing building
permits at state-owned facilities under its statutory jurisdiction. The FOB is responsible for
ensuring implementation of the Redevelopment Plan and any commitments made as part of this
FGEIS.
The DGEIS was accepted along with a Notice of Completion by the FOB on April 27, 2015.
(The Notice was attached to the DGEIS.) A public hearing on the DGEIS was held on May 28,
2015 with oral and written comments accepted at that hearing and throughout the public
comment period, which was held open until June 29, 2015. The comments received on the
DGEIS are included as Appendix J of this FGEIS. The FGEIS presents a summary description
of project changes considered since completion of the DGEIS, as well as lead agency responses
on substantive comments made during the DGEIS public review period. Other than as noted in
any given response to comment, no revisions to the overall Project Description or technical
chapters of the DGEIS have been required. Notable changes subsequent to acceptance and
issuance of the DGEIS relate to the following:
•

•

Site Plan. The proposed design of the Nelson Avenue building will be scaled down along its
frontage on Nelson Avenue and Wright Street in comparison to the building described and
presented in the DGEIS. The final design, still to be undertaken, will be in keeping with the
architectural style described in the DGEIS but would be smaller and not as tall. The height
will be limited to the height of the surrounding residential buildings.
Infrastructure. NYRA has committed to provide the City with $350,000 towards the
improvement of the Adams Street Pump Station (see Appendix I of this FGEIS). In addition,
NYRA has also committed to on-site drainage improvements on the Race Course that would
minimize peak storm flows. Specifically, NYRA has agreed to monitor the pumping,
sequence the pump controls so that they can operate on/off peak hours, install equipment to
reduce debris size, and shut down the system when horses are not stabled on the main side of
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•

the race course. All of these preventative measures have been discussed with the City of
Saratoga Springs City Engineer (see Appendix I).
Letter of Resolution (LOR). The DGEIS included a draft LOR between the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), NYRA, FOB and OGS. The LOR identifies the commitments
of NYRA regarding the design and construction of the Proposed Project to facilitate its
compatibility with, and to minimize adverse effects on, the historic elements and
characteristics of the Race Course. A revised and executed LOR is provided as Appendix K
to the FGEIS.

June 10, 2016
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Chapter 25:

Response to Substantive Comments

This chapter provides responses to substantive comments made by the public and involved and
interested agencies regarding potential environmental and socio-economic impacts, which may
result from implementation of the Proposed Project. The comments, which were received by the
Lead Agency during the public comment period, are grouped by topic and are presented in the
order in which the topics appeared in the DGEIS. All comments received on the DGEIS are
included in Appendix J of this FGEIS.

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTER
Comment 1:

The height of buildings dwarfs the neighborhood buildings. Setbacks should be
created and enforced on Nelson Avenue and Lincoln Avenue. A balloon test
should be conducted to show the height of the proposed buildings. The building
blocks entire views of open space and trees. (Boivin, 5/28/2015; Boivin,
6/8/2015)

Response:

As analyzed in the DGEIS, it is noted that the proposed Nelson Avenue building
would occupy an area that is currently used for parking and storage. The
building would be in scale and character with other buildings on the Race
Course and its gateway location would provide an enhanced pedestrian
experience approaching the Wright Avenue entrance (see rendering on Figure
16-3 of the DGEIS). However, as stated in the Foreword of this FGEIS, NYRA
proposes to reduce the height and scale of the Nelson Avenue Service Building.
To accommodate this change, some of the services originally proposed to be
housed within the Nelson Avenue Service Building, will instead be housed in
the proposed “At the Rail” building. There is only one residential structure
facing the proposed building, across Wright Street. That structure is 2-stories
and is oriented east-west so that it does not look directly on or across the
proposed Nelson Avenue building. The final design, still to be undertaken, will
be in keeping with the architectural style described in the DGEIS but would be
smaller and not as tall. The height will be limited to the height of the
surrounding residential buildings.

Comment 2:

The addition of an amphitheater and beer garden will be noisy and would
disrupt the surrounding community. (Boivin, 6/8/2015)

Response:

NYRA has and will continue to operate in accordance with the City’s Noise
Ordinance. This ordinance limits the level of outdoor music to 73 dBA at
surrounding properties at least 25 feet from the source and it is noted that the
closest residential uses are 200-400 feet from the amphitheater. In addition,
25-1
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neither the Grandstand (“Beer”) Garden nor the Amphitheater are adjacent to
residential uses or other sensitive receptors. The Grandstand Garden would be
located to the north of the grandstand at the eastern end. All uses surrounding
this area, including across Union Avenue, are owned and operated by NYRA.
The amphitheater would be located in the backyard expansion, in the northwest
portion of the Frontside. The amphitheater, on the site of a current parking lot,
would be designed to direct the main amplification south, toward the track. In
addition, the closest residential structures (2) are across Union Avenue, a busy
four lane road.
Comment 3:

No new buildings should be built on Nelson Avenue as they would not be in
keeping with the character of the street. (Boivin, 6/8/2015; Goodman,
6/24/2015; Yepsen, 6/29/2015)

Response:

As described in Chapter 2 of the DGEIS, “Nelson Avenue…is a busy
thoroughfare characterized by a mix of residential land uses with pockets of
commercial activity including a motel, restaurants, and B&Bs.” The only
building that is proposed along Nelson Avenue is the Nelson Avenue Service
Building, which fronts on Wright Street, and has only its western side along
Nelson Avenue. As stated in the Foreward of this FGEIS, NYRA is proposing a
smaller Nelson Avenue Service Building than was previously proposed in the
DGEIS (height and footprint to be determined during final design). The
proposed building would be in line with the height of the residential structures
across the street. The use, supporting the Race Course, is entirely consistent
with the uses along Nelson Avenue, including the many NYRA uses (barns,
dorms, etc.) that already occur on Nelson Avenue.

Comment 4:

“NYRA is impacting the entire neighborhood and should think about that.” The
buildings will negatively impact the residential neighborhood between Union
and White Street. Will the neighborhood remain attractive to families with
children and continue to encourage homeownership? (King, 6/4/2015; King,
6/26/2015; Spence, 6/8/2015)

Response:

No new construction is proposed adjacent to the neighborhood between Union
and White Street. The purpose of the Proposed Project is to enhance the on-site
amenities of the existing Race Course and preserve the historic integrity of the
Site, which is an essential community asset and economic anchor for the
neighborhood and City. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to have a
negative impact on the surrounding community.

Comment 5:

Noise and light pollution and additional traffic must be mitigated so as not to
adversely affect the residents on Nelson Avenue and Lincoln Avenue. (Boivin,
6/8/2015; Spence, 6/26/2015)

Response:

The potential for noise impacts and additional traffic impacts were examined in
the DGEIS (see Chapters 11 and 13). No noise impacts were identified and
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therefore no mitigation was necessary. Modest traffic improvements and
mitigation measures were identified to reduce or avoid incremental traffic
impacts. The potential for light pollution generated by the Proposed Project is
limited since the facility primarily operates during daylight hours and any new
exterior lighting would be consistent with current lighting conditions on the
Project Site.
Comment 6:

Steakhouse should not be added as it takes away business from the City’s
restaurant. (Powell, 6/14/2015)

Response:

No steakhouse is being proposed. The Race Course has traditionally provided a
range of on-site food and beverage options for attendees during the course of the
Race Day.

Comment 7:

NYRA should evaluate the compatibility of its proposals with the neighboring
zoning districts and uses including UR-2, UR-3, UR-4 districts, which are
residential. (King, 6/12/2015)

Response:

Chapter 2 of the DGEIS evaluates the consistency of the Proposed Project with
the surrounding land uses, including those residential land uses in the UR-2,
UR-3, and UR-4 zoning districts. The Proposed Project would not alter the basic
uses or character of the Race Course and would remain consistent with existing
zoning of Institutional Horse Track Related Zoning District.

B. COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Comment 8:

A firehouse should be added to the race course. (King, 6/26/2015)

Response:

The DGEIS did not identify an impact from the Proposed Project on the
provision of fire services. The City has not indicated that there is any need to
provide a fire station on-Site.

C. SEWER AND SANITATION
Comment 9:

The sanitary flow calculations do not break down the proposed additional flows
as to what will flow towards the Union Ave discharge proceeding down East
Ave sewers and the Nelson Ave Discharge. Currently the Adams Street Sanitary
Pump Station does not have adequate sewage pumping capacity to handle
existing peak sewage flows from NYRA in accordance with 10 State Standards.
The City has been working with NYRA to accomplish the upgrade of the
Adams St Pump station. However, it has not been completed as the city is
awaiting information from NYRA. The city may have additional capacity at that
pump station to handle future flows from NYRA. (Wales, 6/29/2015)

Response:

The impact analysis presented in Chapter 9 of the DGEIS identified the ongoing
issue of pumping capacity at the Adams Street facility and NYRA’s
commitment to working with the City to resolve both the capacity constraint and
opportunities on the Race Course to minimize peak flow to the sewer system.
25-3
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Subsequent to the publication of the DGEIS, NYRA has continued to work with
the City and has provided flow monitoring results for the 2015 meet and
presented concepts to reduce peak flows. In addition, NYRA has committed to
provide the City with $350,000 towards the improvement of the Adams Street
Pump Station (see Appendix I of this FGEIS). NYRA has also committed to onsite drainage improvements on the Race Course that would minimize peak storm
flows. Specifically, NYRA has agreed to monitor the pumping, sequence the
pump controls so that they can operate on/off peak hours, install equipment to
reduce debris size, and shut down the system when horses are not stabled on the
main side of the race course. All of these preventative measures have been
discussed with the City of Saratoga Springs City Engineer (see Appendix I).
Comment 10: If NYRA intends to redirect sanitary flows to the Union Ave discharge point,
which travels down East Ave, a detailed analysis of the capacity of the sanitary
sewers serving this area will have to be made to ensure adequate capacity.
(Wales, 6/29/2015)
Response:

NYRA is not proposing to redirect flow at this time to Union Avenue. Any such
change in the future would be undertaken in coordination with the City
including more detailed studies as appropriate.

Comment 11: The statement that "Overall, the anticipated increase in sanitary sewage flow
generated by the Proposed Project is well within the available capacity of the
conveyance and treatment systems and is not expected to generate adverse
impacts. No additional mitigation is required", is not supported. As Stated in
Section 9, the flows under peak conditions and the condition/capacity of
sanitary sewers on East Ave would require further study. (Wales, 6/29/2015)
Response:

The impact analysis presented in Chapter 9 of the DGEIS identified that overall
the small incremental flows generated by new program elements of the
Proposed Project would not affect overall capacity of the City’s existing
conveyance and treatment systems. However, the DGEIS did identify the
ongoing issue of pumping capacity at the Adams Street facility and the FGEIS
provides additional information in the response to Comment 9 above. Finally, as
noted above, there is no proposed change to the flows to the East Avenue
sewers.

Comment 12: This Chapter should include a discussion of the water demand through the use
of horse washing stations. Flow monitoring has been performed by NYRA to
model these flows that are not referenced in Chapter 8 or 9. (Wales, 6/29/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

Incremental new water demand and sewage generation from the Proposed
Project, as presented in Chapters 8 and 9 of the DGEIS, were estimated based
on three key variables: domestic use for increases in staff, horse drinking and
washing, and new daily attendance. The overall flows to the sewer system were
estimated based on available data. Subsequent to the publication of the DGEIS,
25-4
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NYRA has continued to work with the City and has provided flow monitoring
results for the 2015 meet and presented concepts to reduce peak flows. See the
response to Comment 9 for more details about this matter.

D. TRAFFIC
Comment 13: Truck traffic should avoid Nelson Avenue. It should not be used as a service
entrance. Nelson Avenue is not structured to endure heavy loads from delivery
trucks and is not an approved truck route. Crescent Avenue, and not Nelson
Avenue, should be used to transport horses. Crescent is part of tourist zoning,
while Nelson from Union is residential. Trucks should enter and exit the track at
the gate across from Ludlow Street and proceed to the proposed service building
using internal roadways. Internal roadways should be used in every instance for
new development. (Boivin, 5/28/2015; Boivin, 6/8/2015; Spence, 6/8/2015;
Prestigiacomo, 6/21/2015; Herman, 6/23/2015; Montelone, 6/26/2015;
VanMeter, 6/25/2015)
Response:

Nelson Avenue is not restricted for trucks and is not one of the weight restricted
roadways as set forth in the City’s code (Chapter 225). Nelson Avenue is
currently used regularly by a variety of trucks—both track related and
independent of the Race Course—during the track’s morning delivery period.
As noted in the DGEIS, trucks already use Nelson Avenue, including as a northsouth route independent of the Race Course and as a secondary access-way to
southbound I-87. These existing conditions were confirmed during a site visit on
August 7, 2015 during the AM peak delivery period. The total number of truck
trips expected to use the Nelson Avenue Service Building is less than 10 trips
(in and out) in any given hour and is already represented in the traffic stream.
As noted in the DGEIS, the Proposed Project is not expected to generate a
noticeable increase in daily deliveries to the site.

Comment 14: The development of the Lincoln Ave entrance and backyard expansion is
opposed because of noise and increased traffic. (King, 6/4/2015; Sherokey,
5/28/2015)
Response:

The volume of traffic would be expected to remain similar with the new Lincoln
Avenue entrance, as shown on Figures 11-11 to 11-14 of the DGEIS showing
the incremental traffic generated from the Proposed Project. This project
element would essentially help facilitate and organize movements that are
already occurring between drop-offs and through pedestrian movements that use
Lincoln and Wright Avenue to access the Race Course. This is particularly true
in the evening as the existing gate to Lincoln Avenue is open for pedestrians to
leave the track.

Comment 15: The Lincoln Avenue gate would put more pedestrian traffic on Lincoln Ave,
which is already extremely congested. (Montelone, 6/26/2015)
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Response:

As noted above, the existing gate to Lincoln Avenue is currently open for
pedestrians to leave the track during the evening. The comprehensive
improvement to multiple pedestrian gates and interior circulation would allow
for more flexibility for pedestrians entering and exiting the Race Course.

Comment 16: Union Avenue should be used for truck traffic. I have never encountered a
traffic issue with regard to delivery trucks backing up on Union Avenue.
(Spence, 6/26/2015; Prestigiacomo, 6/21/2015)
Response:

Union Avenue is, and will continue to be, used by delivery trucks to access the
Race Course. The Nelson Avenue building would reduce the number of trucks
utilizing the limited capacity loading bays at Union Avenue. While not a major
obstacle or congestion point, observations during the morning delivery period
conducted in 2012 and again in 2015, clearly included delivery vehicles staging
along Union Avenue in areas marked for drop off’s (i.e,, along Union Avenue
eastbound just before the delivery entry gates) or in the curb lane. The tight
delivery area just to the east of the Grandstand does not allow small or large
trucks to turn around within the off-street loading area. With security guards
stopping Union traffic, delivery vehicles back into the street and then proceed
east or west as desired. The disruption to traffic flow is generally similar to and
within the overall framework of when traffic is stopped for horse crossings or
pedestrian crossings further to the east and west.

Comment 17: The NYRA lot at the end of Lincoln Ave has room for a turn around and could
allow taxi and limo pick-up and discharge inside the track, instead of on Lincoln
Avenue. The Wright Street entrance is lined with newly created taxi parking; it
is a safety issue as there is no sidewalk available. (Tait, 5/28/2015)
Response:

Wright Avenue is a heavily utilized pedestrian movement and the organized taxi
drop off zone is intended to have this movement be in a set and organized
location. The Nelson Avenue service building would create a more formal and
safe pedestrian environment along the south side of Wright Avenue, leading to
the revitalized Wright Street Gate Entrance. It should be noted that the existing
sidewalk on the south side of Frank Sullivan Place would be maintained.

Comment 18: How will the removal of the iron gate affect entrance on Wright Street? Why is
a new building and entrance needed at Wright Street that would disrupt the
sightline of the racetrack when driving by on Nelson? (Powell, 6/14/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

The removal of the iron gate will not affect the Wright Street entrance to the
race course. It would be moved to accommodate the circulation improvements
and all emergency vehicle access would be retained. The Nelson Avenue service
building has been identified as a way to improve the efficiency of operations
and allowing for certain activities to be relocated from areas in the historic track
buildings that can be returned to original uses or to improve public accessibility.
It would create a street presence on Wright that can help with attendee
25-6
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wayfinding and its presence along Nelson would be consistent with other
buildings. The view from Nelson Avenue is primarily of the non-historic
fencing, parking and storage, and the private party boxes at trackside. Based on
the proposed design, an overall integration of the building, and as analyzed in
the DGEIS, including the discussion on page 16-9 and Figure 16-3, the
proposed Nelson Avenue service building would not result in a significant
adverse visual impact.
Comment 19: The entrance on Lincoln Avenue makes no sense as the parking lots are on
Wright St. It seems that the Lincoln Avenue entrance is not needed. Fans would
have to walk longer distances due to the closed Union Avenue Entrance. Is this
entrance even needed with the new one way street from Wright Street-Sullivan
Place, Lincoln Ave? (Powell, 6/14/2015; Jersey, 6/16/2015; Boivin, 6/8/2015)
Response:

Pedestrians arrive to the track from many different locations and for those
arriving along Union or Lincoln farther to the west, Lincoln Avenue is a wellutilized pedestrian route into the track. It is certainly a well utilized pedestrian
route away from the track at the end of the race day.

Comment 20: The 2012 traffic study should not apply anymore due to the switch to a one way
street on Lincoln Ave. (King, 6/26/2015)
Response:

As shown in Figures 11-2 to 11-5 of the DGEIS, the traffic volumes on Lincoln
Avenue are not significant contributors to the overall volume on the broader
network. The variation in flow pattern would not be expected to change any of
the impact findings at critical study area intersections. Therefore, there is no
need for a new traffic study.

Comment 21: The DGEIS states that the traffic signal at Wright/Nelson is unnecessary due to
a lack of traffic in the off season. However, during the racing season, this
intersection is congested with pedestrian and vehicles. Could a signal be added
that could be used during the racing season and changed to a blinking light
during off-peak times? (Montelone, 6/26/2015)
Response:

The short term duration of congested conditions would not typically justify the
installation of capital intensive signal controls. Given the heavy pedestrian
movements, it is not certain that vehicle and pedestrian timing could be
achieved that would make the signal a more efficient option than the use of
traffic control agents, and it would be likely that agents would still be required
to manage and override the traffic signals at this location.

Comment 22: Traffic inside the premises at the new “At the Rail” Pavilion would be linked to
the Service Building and block access to the back stretch of the property. The
service building proposed on Nelson Avenue would block the internal road from
the backstretch to the track paddock. This is one of the special features of
Saratoga. (Spence, 6/26/2015; Montelone, 6/26/2015; VanMeter, 6/25/2015)
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Response:

Access to backstretch will be maintained between the proposed Nelson Avenue
and the “At the Rail” building. The Proposed Project would not block internal
access in this area.

Comment 23: Additional traffic calming and signalization should be included in the residential
neighborhood surrounding the race course. The assertion that the Lincoln
Avenue entrance will not require a signal at Wright or Crescent Street should be
re-examined. There is a need for additional signalization and turning lanes to
facilitate fan exit after the races. (Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Union Avenue and, to a lesser extent, Nelson Avenue, are the primary ways that
vehicles depart from the Race Course. The traffic impact study did not identify
incremental impacts that would generate need for additional traffic calming and
signalization. Based on the limited season and the relatively limited peak traffic
days and limited time of day when there is the heaviest traffic flow, capital
intensive and disruptive development of new infrastructure (i.e., street widening
to accommodate turning lanes or installation of new signals) is not
recommended.

E. PARKING
Comment 24: Where will the cars parked on Union Ave go? There is an inadequate discussion
of 756 spaces currently located in Lots U, V, and X located in the "frontside" as
there is no discussion of the impact of the loss of these parking spaces on the
types of permit parking. (Spence, 6/26/2015; Goodman, 6/24/2015; Goroski,
6/29/2015)
Response:

As detailed in Chapter 11 of the DGEIS, the demand for parking as a result of
the displaced spaces is expected to be accommodated through two means: by
utilizing the existing excess capacity at existing lots; and, by additional use of
NYRA property, specifically the Lowlands. As shown in the DGEIS, areas of
the Lowlands that already accommodate seasonal overflow parking could
readily absorb additional demand of about 600 cars. No improvements or
grading would be required to accommodate this additional parking in the
Lowlands. Shuttle service would be expanded as necessary to accommodate the
additional demand.

Comment 25: The estimated loss of parking spaces in Chapter 11 is 756 whereas the one in the
Executive Summary is 646. 756 seems correct. (Goroski, 6/29/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

Comment noted. The displaced parking is 756 spaces. It is assumed that
displaced spaces would first be made up in the existing parking lots that are not
fully utilized. After those existing spaces are used, the displacement is estimated
to result in a demand for approximately 600 spaces in the Lowlands.
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Comment 26: The employee parking is said to be on Lincoln Ave, and Nelson Ave, but there
is no label on Figure 11-6. It is also unclear whether the lots are displaced or
modified by the proposal. (Goroski, 6/29/2015)
Response:

No specific lots are identified for employee parking as it is scattered throughout
the Race Course and are generally not affected by the Proposed Project. NYRA
has and will continue to ensure that employees have adequate parking.

Comment 27: If 756 public parking spots are displaced on a daily basis to lots F and G, will
there be increased shuttle bus service to overcome the inconvenience? (Goroski,
6/29/2015)
Response:

Shuttle service would be expanded as necessary to accommodate the additional
demand.

Comment 28: It is necessary to provide a current breakdown of the number and types of
permit parking and public parking available in all the Frontside lots and an
explanation of whether and how permit parking can be accommodated there
after the loss of 756 spaces in Lots U, V and X. Taking parking away from
trainers and owners is not a good idea. (Freedberg, 6/29/2015; Goroski,
6/29/2015)
Response:

No specific lots are identified for permit parking or parking for trainers and
owners. NYRA has and will continue to ensure that trainers and owners have
adequate parking.

Comment 29: With “backyard expansion”, less parking will be available. More attendees will
seek residential parking. Any parking plan should not drive up the parking costs
for the average fan. (King, 6/4/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

See the response to Comment 24. Parking in the Lowlands area would remain
free parking with shuttle service.

Comment 30: Expanding the picnic area should not be considered because of its negative
impacts (reduce parking, etc). Instead, open the infield if handling larger crowds
is an issue. (Powell, 6/14/2015)
Response:

See the response to Comment 24. Since the parking can be accommodated by
NYRA elsewhere, the displacement of Frontside parking is not considered an
adverse impact.

F. NOISE
Comment 31: Restrict outside amplification after 9pm. (Boivin, 6/8/2015)
Response:

As presented in Chapter 13 of the DGEIS, the proposed project would be in
compliance with the City of Saratoga Springs’ restrictions on noise and the
NYSDEC noise guidance document (Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts,
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DEP-00-1). The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant
adverse noise impacts at residences and sensitive receptors immediately
adjacent to the Project Site.
Comment 32: Noise from the new buildings and entrances should be minimized so as not to
disrupt the neighbors. The increased truck activity on Nelson Avenue, due to the
new service building, will also increase the noise impacts to this neighborhood
and will disrupt neighborhood community character. The added traffic will only
add congestion and a dark industrial layer to a quaint neighborhood. (Boivin,
5/28/2015; King, 6/4/2015)
Response:

As presented in DGEIS Chapter 13: Noise, the added traffic was analyzed for
potential to increase noise levels along sensitive uses on Nelson Avenue. No
significant adverse impacts were identified. In fact, based on the same analysis,
noise caused by mobile sources would be barely perceptible. In addition, with
the implementation of the not-to-exceed sound emission standard set in the
DGEIS, the utility system of the Nelson Avenue Service Building would not
exceed NYSDEC’s threshold, as referenced in Chapter 14 of the DGEIS, for a
significant adverse impact.

G. STORMWATER
Comment 33: NYRA must cooperate with the City to address the storm drainage problem at
Nelson Avenue and Lincoln Avenue and the sidewalk and curbing situation
from Nelson to Frank Sullivan Place. The intersection is a hazard after a heavy
rainfall with waters reaching knee deep levels. (Montelone, 6/26/2015)
Response:

The impacts of the Proposed Project on stormwater are addressed in Chapter 7
of the DGEIS. NYRA is partnering with the City to address the ongoing
management of stormwater generated on the Site under current conditions. As
noted in the DGEIS, all new construction that increases the amount of
impervious coverage would be subject to enhanced stormwater management
requirements.

H. NATURAL RESOURCES
Comment 34: The race course needs its trees, does not need more amenities for bored people.
Trees removed for Project should be replaced to maintain the residents’ current
views. (Boivin, 6/8/2015; Harrison, 6/27/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

As stated in Chapter 5, Natural Resources, the Proposed Project is not expected
to require significant tree removal because the new facilities proposed are on an
existing, developed site. As detailed in the DGEIS, NYRA has prepared a tree
survey and risk-assessment (see Attachment D-2 of the LOR, which is included
as Appendix K in the FGEIS). Results of the tree-risk assessment for the
Saratoga Race Course property recommend the removal and replacement of 232
priority trees due to their poor condition. This represents a minority of the
overall number of shade trees on the site. It is expected that up to 10 percent of
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the total number of trees identified as priority for removal would be removed
and replanted in the initial phase of the proposed project, focused initially on
those which are necessary to create a safe environment for visitors, with
subsequent tree removals performed in coming years to reinvigorate the stock of
shade trees and to provide for a safe environment for visitors. All trees to be
removed would be replaced with native deciduous and evergreen species
appropriate for the race course’s park-like setting. Removal, planting, and other
management of trees on the Race Course shall comply with the Frontside or
Backstretch Tree Management Plan included as Attachment D to the LOR
(Appendix K of the FGEIS) or would be subject to additional review by
OPRHP.

I. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Comment 35: The Proposed Project would change the character of the track and are not in
keeping with its history or the history of Saratoga Springs. Suites and luxury
boxes are not compatible with the track’s history. Modern technology is not in
keeping with the site’s authentic character. The improvements seem to be
targeted towards short-term improvements and not long-term value preservation
and creation. The changes being proposed are not necessarily “improvements”.
Nothing should be done to jeopardize the listing of the site on the S/NR.
(DiNallo, 6/27/2015; VanMeter, 6/25/2015)
Response:

Horse racing, and at Saratoga Race Course in particular, has always maintained
a balanced fan base with both a general admission and clubhouse approach. The
master plan is consistent with this history. The plan has been established
specifically to acknowledge the historic buildings that comprise the Race
Course and NYRA has coordinated with the local preservation community as
well as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). Because the Proposed
Project involves ongoing design and refinement of selected improvements, a
Letter of Resolution (LOR) between NYRA, FOB, OGS, and OPRHP has been
prepared, which sets forth a mechanism to avoid potential adverse impacts to
cultural resources (see Appendix K).

Comment 36: There are and will be impacts to the historic landscape and cultural resources
that will need to be addressed as the design process moves forward. The Race
Course deserves the highest regard to the protection of its buildings, character,
and feel. (Bergman, 5/29/2015; Powell, 6/14/2015; Connors, 6/20/2015; Torani,
6/26/2015; Woerner, 6/29/2015; Bosshart, 5/28/2015; DiLorenzo, 5/28/2015;
King, 5/28/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015; DiLorenzo, 6/15/2015)
Response:

Because the Proposed Project involves ongoing design and refinement of
selected improvements, a Letter of Resolution (LOR) between NYRA, FOB,
OGS, and OPRHP has been prepared, which sets forth a mechanism to avoid
potential adverse impacts to cultural resources (see Appendix K). It is expected
that compliance with the LOR will result in the avoidance or mitigation of
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adverse impacts to architectural resources and historic landscape features as the
design of Proposed Project elements will progress in keeping with the guidelines
and review mechanisms set forth in the LOR. The LOR also sets forth measures
to avoid inadvertent construction-period impacts to historic resources and details
measures to avoid or mitigate potential impacts to archaeological resources.
Comment 37: The Preservation League of New York State recommends: Completing an
inventory of historic resources, including building condition; including all
buildings and landscape features of the Race Course into the Union Avenue
Historic District; Developing a comprehensive facility management plan with
design guidelines; establishing a formal oversight process, including state and
municipal representatives.
Response:

An inventory of historic resources, including treatment recommendations, was
completed as part of extensive inventory work initiated by the Saratoga Springs
Preservation Foundation and completed in support of the DGEIS. As discussed
in the Chapter 15 of the DGEIS, the cultural resources assessment was built
upon this survey work, identifying buildings and landscape features that
contribute to the historic character of the Race Course. Furthermore, conditions
assessment documents have been produced for buildings on the Frontside and
Backstretch. The executed LOR, which was revised from the draft version
presented in the DGEIS, provides for continuing OPRHP oversight of planned
improvements that may affect cultural resources on Site. In the future, NYRA
also plans to prepare a comprehensive design guidelines document to facilitate
OPRHP review of individual project elements and/or projects.

Comment 38: Visual integrity of the Race Course must be maintained by using period
architectural details. New entrances should be designed with respect to the
historic character of the track. (Martin, 6/15/2015; Veitch, 6/12/2015)
Response:

The design of proposed Project elements has been developed with careful
consideration of the historic character of the Race Course. Further, a LOR
between NYRA, FOB, OGS, and OPRHP has been prepared, which sets forth a
mechanism to avoid or mitigate potential adverse impacts to cultural resources.
The LOR sets forth a process by which OPRHP will review and provide input
into the design of Project elements to facilitate the avoidance or mitigation of
adverse effects to contributing resources and the historic character of the Race
Course as a whole.

Comment 39: The plans seem to fit nicely with the historic architecture of the original
building. Nice to get the temporary structures out. (Smith, 6/17/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

Comment noted. The design of the proposed project elements has been
developed with careful consideration of the historic character of the Race
Course.
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Comment 40: The Clubhouse roof should be made steeper and the colors should be changed.
(Maisan, 6/15/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. The design of the proposed project elements has been
developed with careful consideration of the historic character of the Race
Course.

Comment 41: The Saratoga Springs Preservation collaborated with NYRA to complete the
cultural resource survey which should be included and adopted as part of the
Letter of Resolution. (Bosshart, 5/28/2015)
Response:

The DGEIS cultural resources analysis referenced and built upon the cultural
resources surveys commissioned by the Saratoga Springs Preservation
Foundation, NYRA, and other entities. Those cultural resource surveys are
attached to the LOR.

Comment 42: NYRA has not worked with local organizations to preserve the historic nature of
the facility. (Spence, 6/8/2015)
Response:

NYRA and its consultants on the project consulted with the Saratoga Springs
Preservation Foundation, as well as the Saratoga Advisory Council, several
times during the preparation of the Master Plan and during the DGEIS process
so that the information presented regarding cultural resources was accurate and
appropriate from the perspective of that organization. Details of those meetings
are provided in Chapter 4 of this FGEIS.

Comment 43: The preservation league and local advisory board should be included in
discussions regarding cultural resources. (DiLorenzo, 5/28/2015)
Response:

The LOR sets forth a process by which the Saratoga Springs Preservation
Foundation will have the opportunity to provide advice to NYRA and OPRHP.
OPRHP will remain responsible for oversight and will provide input into the
design of Project elements to avoid or mitigate adverse effects to contributing
resources and the historic character of the Race Course as a whole.

Comment 44: The At the Rail building would give the track a more modern look and
deteriorate the historical value of the track. The improvements to the Race
Course and the modernization of the buildings would not be compatible with the
Course’s History. (DiNallo, 6/27/2015)
Response:

As detailed in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS, Project Description, the proposed “Atthe-Rail” Building would replace a modern tent placed over a concrete pad. The
new building was designed to be in keeping with the existing Grandstand/
Clubhouse complex and to avoid changes to the overall character of the Race
Course landscape in the vicinity of the Main Race Course (see DGEIS Figure 110). The design of the proposed building will continue to be refined in keeping
with the stipulations of the LOR and in consultation with OPRHP to ensure that
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the building’s design will be sensitive to its historic context and will avoid or
mitigate adverse impacts to the Race Course.
Comment 45: The historic pressbox should not be moved. Moving it will decrease its historic
value. Moving the pressbox would reduce visibility and reporter attendance. The
Saratoga press box is among the busiest in the country and conveniently located.
Currently cameras go on the roof. Where would they go if the box were to be
removed? The plan to move the press box from an ideal to a more distant and
rather remote location with poor sight lines may result in reduced coverage,
which would inevitably result in a blow to the local economy. (Powell,
6/14/2015; Veitch, 6/12/2015; Pedulla, 6/26/2015; Kane, 5/28/2015; VanMeter,
6/25/2015)
Response:

The proposed alterations to the Press Box, Press Standing Area, and Judge’s
Tower are expected to improve the function and safety of the
Grandstand/Clubhouse Complex and improve visitors’ experience of the
Complex. The modifications are not expected to diminish the historic
appearance of the Grandstand/Clubhouse Complex. To ensure that the design is
compatible with the historic structure and that historic fabric is preserved
wherever possible while achieving the essential goals of these improvements,
the final design will be developed in compliance with the provisions set forth in
the LOR and with the input of stakeholders.

Comment 46: The SSPF would like the responsibility to provide advisory opinions as the
projects move forward. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

NYRA will continue to engage with community stakeholders as it advances the
various elements of the proposed project. The LOR, as revised, provides for
input by SSPF and continuing OPRHP oversight improvements that may affect
cultural resources on Site.

Comment 47: The current threshold for Cultural and Visual Resources is, “a change to the
proposed project that would require modification to the Letter of Resolution.”
The Foundation recommends that wording be changed to, “A change to the
proposed project that would have an adverse impact on the cultural and visual
resources and would result in the need for additional consultation for feasible
and prudent alternatives to avoid or mitigate any adverse impact following the
consultation process as defined Part 428.8, New York State Historic
Preservation Act of 1980.” (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

The analysis in the DGEIS concludes that provided that the design of the Project
elements is compatible with the historic character of the Race Course and its
contributing resources, the modifications would not result in adverse impacts.
The executed LOR, as revised from the DGEIS, sufficiently sets forth a process
for avoiding or mitigating impacts to contributing resources.
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Comment 48: The LOR has been revised. In LOR, "there is no documented factual support of
the statement "Whereas, the project has an overall beneficial effect on historic
resources by preserving, restoring and bring structures and facilities up to
modern Code requirements while maintaining the historic character of the Race
Course as a whole." This is mainly because of the 52 contributing buildings and
landscape features that may be physically altered through project actions,
without the details of siting, scale, mass, and design defined. Therefore, this
statement should be deleted from the LOR. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

One of the goals of the proposed project is to preserve and promote the historic
character of the Race Course. Further, the provisions of the LOR ensure that
alterations to contributing buildings and landscape features are designed in
consultation with OPRHP and with sensitivity to historic fabric and context.
Therefore, alterations to the Race Course buildings, including those identified as
contributing resources, are not expected to adversely affect contributing
resources and are expected to result in a beneficial effect on the historic
character of the Race Course as a whole.

Comment 49: The Foundation has identified potential adverse impacts as listed in the
comments specific to the proposed projects. In addition, it is unclear what future
improvements will be identified to respond to the "global racing landscape."
Therefore it is not possible to determine that there are no adverse impacts; the
LOR should not make that assumption. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Future improvements to the Race Course subject to the stipulations of the LOR
would be required to comply with the provisions of the LOR, including
guidelines for historically sensitive design and consultation with OPRHP.
Therefore, potential impacts are anticipated to be considered minimized,
avoided, or mitigated to the extent practical as a result of future improvements
being subject to the provisions of the LOR. If a project element is consistent
with the recommendations of OPRHP, as provided during the LOR review
process, then it is expected that there would be no significant adverse impact or
that any impact is sufficiently mitigated. If a project element is pursued that is
not consistent with the recommendations of OPRHP, then OGS or FOB could
require supplemental environmental review under SEQRA for that element.

Comment 50: There appears to be no documentation or factual support for the statement "Whereas, multiple new buildings, structures, and landscape components would
be introduced to the Project Site. These new features would not adversely
impact contributing features or the overall historic Race Course landscape
through the sensitivity of their design and implementation, which will be
undertaken in consultation with the OPRHP." This statement should be removed
from the LOR. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

As Project planning progresses, the design of proposed new buildings,
structures, and landscape components would be required to comply with the
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provisions of the LOR, including guidelines for historically sensitive design and
consultation with OPRHP. Therefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated as a
result of proposed new elements within the Race Course.
Comment 51: It should also be noted that bringing structures and facilities to modern Code
requirements may have an adverse impact on the historic character of the site.
The Foundation understands the need to meet current Code requirements, but
wants to ensure that these requirements are met in a way that is sensitive to the
historic character of the race course. Exemptions can be requested to mitigate
negative impacts to historic resources through the NYS Department of State,
Office of Planning and Development, Division of Building Standards and
Codes. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Construction activities would be required to comply with the provisions of the
LOR, including guidelines for historically sensitive design and consultation with
OPRHP.

Comment 52: The Foundation recommends the formal adoption of the Cultural Resources
Inventory, which was part of the NYS franchise agreement with NYRA. The
Statement "WHEREAS, Saratoga Race Course Cultural Resources Inventory,
Phase I: Cultural Landscape Inventory & Architectural Resource Inventory of
Backstretch Structures and Phase II: Cultural Landscape Inventory &
Architectural Resource Inventory of the Frontside and Backyard have identified
architectural and landscape sensitive areas" should be added before or after
"Whereas, a Phase lA Archeological Documentary Study...”(Harvey-Opiteck,
6/29/2015)
Response:

The LOR has been revised to reflect this suggestion.

Comment 53: On page 2 of the LOR under "WHEREAS, the purpose of this LOR is to ensure
that:" a second item should be listed "2. If contributing buildings would be
impacted by the Project, appropriate measures will be undertaken, in
consultation with OPRHP, to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate such impacts."
(Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

The substance of this suggested change has been made to the LOR.

Comment 54: The Foundation has serious concerns about Attachment C, the Maintenance and
Construction Activities at the Saratoga Race Course Exempt from OPRHP
Review. NYRA does not have a consistent track-record of maintenance, repair,
refurbishment of contributing resources, including in-kind replacement;
modifications for Code Compliance, Systems Upgrades, and/or Mechanical,
Electrical, Food/Beverage, Fire Protection, Plumbing and Security Systems
Upgrades for contributing resources; and maintenance, repair, alteration of
character defining landscape features. Over time there has been a cumulative
negative effect on the contributing resources. The Foundation strongly

June 10, 2016
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recommends that these items not be exempt from the OPRHP review until a
maintenance plan that outlines guidelines for design and materials for
contributing buildings is adopted by NYRA as well as design guidelines for site
amenities (landscaping, fencing, signage, awnings, benches, etc.) to allow for a
consistent, uniform approach to the entire site. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Attachment C has been modified based on public comment and additional
consideration by the parties involved with the LOR (see FGEIS Appendix K).
Furthermore, in the future, NYRA plans to prepare a maintenance plan and
design guidelines document to facilitate OPRHP review of individual project
elements and/or projects.

Comment 55: Under section III of Attachment C to the LOR, it is not clear who and how it is
determined what qualifies as not "substantially" altering the historic interior or
exterior. It should also be noted that "temporary structures" often become
permanent, meaning that they are in place for several years and their placement
has a negative impact on the overall historic character of the Saratoga Race
Course. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Attachment C has been modified based on public comment and additional
consideration by the parties involved with the LOR (see FGEIS Appendix K).
The revised LOR defines the alterations that are subject to review by OPRHP.
Many of the permanent smaller structures proposed are intended to replace
temporary structures on the Project Site.

Comment 56: A Construction Protection Plan should be prepared and included as an
attachment to the final LOR and be included in the FEIS. (Harvey-Opiteck,
6/29/2015)
Response:

Attachment F of the LOR details the contents of the Construction Protection
Plans that will be prepared, according to stipulation 5 of the executed LOR and
will be subject to OPRHP review and approval.

Comment 57: Stipulation 5. Establishes review for potential archaeological resources as final
design is advanced, a stipulation parallel to this needs to be included for
reviewing contributing building and landscape features. (Harvey-Opiteck,
6/29/2015)
Response:

As per stipulations 1, 2, and 3 of the LOR (included in Appendix K), design
affecting contributing buildings and character-defining landscape features would
be subject to OPRHP review and approval at the preliminary (35%) design
stage.

Comment 58: A Tree Management Plan should be included for excluded areas of the frontside,
including the Paddock and backyard. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
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Response:

NYRA prepared a Tree Management Plan for the Frontside (Appendix H of this
FEIS and Attachment D-3 of the LOR). In addition, the LOR stipulates that any
plans for tree removals or plantings on the Frontside should be in conformance
with the Frontside Tree Plan, which is included as Attachment D-3 to the LOR.
Consistent with LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3, planting plans will accompany
submission of project design plans consistent with the Frontside Tree
Management Plan. The plan was informed by historic planting schemes as
discussed in the DGEIS, which in turn was informed by the cultural resources
survey sponsored by the Saratoga Springs Preservation Foundation.

Comment 59: The LOR is also referenced stating that it sets forth a process to avoid any
potential adverse visual impacts. The Foundation did not find this reference in
the LOR, which should be included. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Compliance with the LOR would avoid or mitigate potential adverse visual
impacts by establishing a process for OPRHP review of project design plans.
ensuring historically sensitive design and avoiding adverse effects to historic
resources.

Comment 60: "A study of [the At the Rail Building's] impact from vantage points within the
site should be studied. For example how the At the Rail Pavilion will impact the
view looking towards the Grandstand and Clubhouse from Millionaires Row
and the Backstretch." (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Figure 25-1 of this FGEIS depicts the proposed view from Millionaire’s Row
towards the Frontside and towards the At the Rail Building. In addition, the
Chapter 15 of the DGEIS addresses the historic sensitivity of the design of the
proposed At the Rail Building and the manner in which it would relate visually
to the historic Grandstand/Clubhouse Complex from surrounding vantage points
within the Race Course.

Comment 61: A visual analysis was not done for the proposed Jockey House from outside the
project area and more importantly how it will impact historic viewsheds within
the Paddock and Back Yard of the site. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

The DGEIS, in Chapter 15, does address the historic sensitivity of the design of
the proposed Jockey House within the paddock and saddling area, and also notes
that the final design of the proposed building would be developed in
consultation with OPRHP.

Comment 62: The impact to visual resources should be studied from within the Race Course
itself, not just from public rights-of-way and private properties within the
Historic District. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

The design and contextual setting of the new elements of the Master Plan are
intended to be integrated into the historic fabric of the Race Course. No adverse
impacts with regard to the integration of the elements of the Proposed Project
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with the existing historic Race Course elements were identified in the DGEIS.
In addition, as specified in the LOR, the design of Project elements will be
subject to OPRHP review, which will necessarily include a review of the
consistency of the elements’ design with the existing historic elements of the
Race Course and its potential to impact existing visual resources as observed
from the Project Site.
Comment 63: We are concerned about lack of a maintenance plan for the 176 contributing
buildings and worried if not addressed, it will be demolition by neglect. A plan
should be developed and included as part of the FEIS. (Harvey-Opiteck,
6/29/2015)
Response:

While the focus of this DGEIS is on capital projects, NYRA is committed to
maintaining the viability of the historic and contributing structures on the Race
Course. As required by Stipulation 1 of the LOR, NYRA plans to prepare a
maintenance plan and design guidelines document to facilitate OPRHP review
of individual project elements and/or projects.

Comment 64: The SSPF provided detailed comments on the building plan included in the
Proposed Project, as well as their assessment of the potential impacts of the
program with respect to cultural resources. These comments are included in
Table 1 below. (Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Responses to the specific comments presented by SSPF are provided in Table
25-1 below. It is noted that if a project element is consistent with the
recommendations of OPRHP, as provided during the LOR review process, then
it is expected that there would be no significant adverse impact or that any
impact is sufficiently mitigated. If a project element is pursued that is not
consistent with the recommendations of OPRHP, then OGS or FOB could
require supplemental environmental review under SEQRA for that element.
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Table 25-1
SSPF Building-Specific Comments
Comment

Response

Nelson Avenue Service Building
The Foundation supports the construction of this building as it will allow for the removal of
kitchens/service areas currently located in the Grandstand and Clubhouse to enable the
grandeur of those buildings to be restored and remove potential fire safety hazards.
Comment noted.
Additional information is needed regarding the specific location, mass, scale, design, and This will be provided during the 35% design plan review, as specified
landscaping.
in the LOR (see FGEIS Appendix K).
The potential impacts related to the adjacent neighborhoods were
initially addressed in the DGEIS and have been further evaluated as
Impacts to adjacent historic neighborhoods need to be considered in regards to traffic
and noise.
part of this FGEIS.
Wright Street Gatehouse Modification
The Foundation supports improvements to the Wright Street Entrance which is currently
Comment noted.
chaotic.
Attention should be given to pavement and fence materials as well as any changes to the
building because of its prime location and relationship to the Clubhouse.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
At the Rail Building
The Foundation understands the need for this building and supports the replacement of
Comment noted.
the incompatible temporary tents and trailers that are currently used.
The construction of this building has potential for significant adverse impacts to very
important viewsheds from other areas of the track if the building is not separate and
smaller in scale than the Clubhouse. The view of the tree line behind the building should
remain visible, in particular as viewed from the Backstretch and Nelson Avenue.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
The design needs to be further developed and should be compatible with the surrounding
historic buildings, but should be a statement of its own time. The use of high quality
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
compatible contemporary materials is encouraged.
The Foundation has concerns regarding the scale, mass, and architectural details.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
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Table 25-1
SSPF Building-Specific Comments
Comment

Response

Clubhouse Modifications

The Foundation is adamant that no significant changes should be made to the essential
character and materials of the buildings.
Changes that would impact the historic exteriors of building should be minimized. It
should be noted that changes to the back/rear of the building are just as visible as the
front that faces the track, and in some ways is the most viewed by the public who enjoys
the Backyard. Changes to the rear of the building should be in keeping the Secretary of
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.
The interiors of the Clubhouse, which are visible by the public from the apron of the track
as well as other vantage points, are significant. The Clubhouse interiors, particularly the
box seats, retain a high degree of historic integrity.
The Foundation supports steps taken to reduce fire hazards and improve life safety to
this significant building, which is one of the three most prominent historic structures of the
Frontside. However, it must be done in a way that is sensitive to the historic character of
the building.
Pressbox/ Judge’s Tower
The Foundation supports the removal of the incompatible pressbox that changed the
iconic Grandstand roofline when it was added in 1954.
Details are needed regarding its placement within the Clubhouse as its relocation may
have potential adverse impacts to the historic interiors.
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The goal of the Proposed Project is to retain and lengthen the stay of
existing patrons, sustain and attract visitors into the future, and
provide a broader spectrum of service choices and offerings for
guests that can increase overall revenues from Race Course
operations while preserving the historic landscape and character of
the Saratoga Race Course. Further, a LOR between NYRA, FOB,
OGS, and OPRHP has been prepared, which sets forth a
mechanism to avoid potential adverse impacts to cultural resources.
As noted in the revised LOR, the SSPF will be afforded an
opportunity to provide comments to NYRA and OPRHP during
preliminary design plan submission.
Comment noted. As required in Stipulation 1 of the LOR, “alterations
to contributing buildings and structures shall be conducted in a
manner that is compatible with and respects the architectural and
historic significance of the resources and in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.”

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
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Grandstand/Carousel Modifications

As with the Clubhouse no significant changes should be made to the essential character
and materials of the Grandstand building, including visible, public historic interiors that
are viewed from the apron.
As mentioned above, changes that would impact the historic exteriors of building should
be minimized. It should be noted that changes to the back/rear of the Grandstand are just
as visible as the front that faces the track, and in some instances are the most viewed by
the public who enjoys the Backyard.
Currently there are no concerns with the proposed adaptive reuse of the 1984
Carousel addition since it is not historic.
The Foundation supports the removal of existing TV umbrellas and tent connections.
Figure 1-15 shows several new buildings, including new sponsorship concession booths
with large screens and a new bathroom building being proposed where the current Walk
of Fame is being constructed. Other new structures are not identified. There are no
details provided regarding the scale, mass, and design of these new auxiliary buildings
nor is it clear how many trees would be removed. It is unclear if these new structures will
be in addition to existing structures (temporary or permanent). The cumulative addition of
many new structures in the "Backyard" and the removal of trees may have an adverse
impact on the historic landscape. More information is needed to determine if these
structures have the potential to be an adverse impact. Since the existing conditions
drawing is of a different scale to the proposed plans drawing it is difficult to do a true
comparison.
Top of the Stretch Club
The Foundation supports improving the viewshed of the main race course from Union
Avenue. The current service area is cluttered and visually unappealing. It takes away
from the beauty of the Grandstand and Clubhouse as viewed from Union Avenue.
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The goal of the Proposed Project is to retain and lengthen the stay of
existing patrons, sustain and attract visitors into the future, and
provide a broader spectrum of service choices and offerings for
guests that can increase overall revenues from Race Course
operations while preserving the historic landscape and character of
the Saratoga Race Course. Further, a LOR between NYRA, FOB,
OGS, and OPRHP has been prepared, which sets forth a
mechanism to avoid potential adverse impacts to cultural resources.
As noted in the revised LOR, the SSPF will be afforded an
opportunity to provide comments to NYRA and OPRHP during
preliminary design plan submission.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
The Walk of Fame is constructed and complete. No new buildings
will be placed at that location. The structures proposed are generally
intended to replace the temporary structures that currently serve the
site with permanent structures that create a more unified and cleaner
look for the area. Placement of these structures would be consistent
with the Frontside Tree Management Plan (Appendix H of this
FGEIS) and would be subject to the LOR. In addition, consistent with
LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3, planting plans will accompany
submission of project design plans consistent with the Frontside Tree
Management Plan.

Comment noted. This is one of the purposes of the Proposed
Project.
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The Foundation supports the removal of existing parking and that the existing paved area
used for refrigerated truck storage being minimized.
The height of this building should be subservient to the 1965 Grandstand extension and
its design must be carefully undertaken because of its high visibility.
Apron Modifications
The Foundation does not object to the proposed changes to the apron, changes to the
pavement materials and grade to allow for better drainage and visibility by patrons and
pavement materials.
The historic stairs of the 1902 modification of the Saratoga Race Course remain under
the existing stairs and should not be removed as they are a character-defining feature.
Without information provided regarding the design of the proposed new stairs, the
Foundation is unable to determine if they may pose a potential adverse impact.
Figure 1-22 shows a ''new structure" on the south (track side) of the Clubhouse. No
information is provided regarding this new structure including: purpose, scale, mass, and
architectural details. The Foundation objects to any new structure at this location without
further information; it has the potential to have an adverse impact on the Clubhouse.
Paddock Modifications
The Paddock and Saddling areas are among some of the oldest extant features of the
Saratoga Race Course. Historically, horses were saddled underneath the trees and there
was no formal oval walking ring. The walking ring should not be a formal oval, but rather
take a more organic form.
Concerned about the proposed grade changes around the walking ring. Historically the
area has been a level landscaped area. Grade changes may significantly alter the historic
appearance of the landscape, a potential adverse impact.
It is unclear if pavement materials will change within the Paddock. The pathways are
stone dust, and the Foundation recommends that paving material being retained.
Saddling Shed Modifications
The Saddling Shed is one of the most architecturally significant buildings in addition to
the Grandstand and Clubhouse that can be viewed from the public. The Foundation
supports the restoration of transparency of this prominent, beautiful building.
The details of the design and the materials used are critical to this project being done
sensitively.
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Comment noted
Comment noted. Subject to LOR Review

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
No new structure is being proposed to the south of the clubhouse,
between the clubhouse and the track. There are, however, ground
level improvements in this location that are proposed to enhance the
pedestrian experience, as described in DGEIS Chapter 1.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR.

Comment noted.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
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New Jockey House
Comment noted. NYRA is committed to continuing existing and
implementing new initiatives for fans to connect with the great
competitors of our sport. NYRA has held a variety of jockey
appreciation days and honored jockeys with red jackets. NYRA will
continue to find ways for fans to connect with jockeys. Currently,
there is a path from the winners circle to the jockey’s room where
The Foundation recognizes the need for a permanent saddling structure to replace the
current tent structure and the need to accommodate the needs of the jockeys, both male fans can obtain autographs. This path will be unchanged in the
and female. However, the Foundation has significant concerns with moving the jockeys to redevelopment plans, and jockeys will continue to use it when the
a new structure located within the Paddock.
new jockey’s room is built
Comment noted. NYRA is committed to continuing existing and
implementing new initiatives for fans to connect with the great
The existing Jockey House, while it has expanded over time, is one of the oldest
competitors of our sport. NYRA has held a variety of jockey
structures of the Frontside. Historically jockeys walked through the crowd to where they
appreciation days and honored jockeys with red jackets. NYRA will
saddled their horse as they do today. This is a long-standing tradition of Saratoga Race
continue to find ways for fans to connect with jockeys. Currently,
Course. The Foundation is concerned that moving the jockeys to a new structure within
there is a path from the winners circle to the jockey’s room where
the Paddock would change the interaction with the public. The Foundation recommends fans can obtain autographs. This path will be unchanged in the
that changes be made to the existing jockey house, such as the removal of administrative redevelopment plans, and jockeys will continue to use it when the
offices, which would allow for needs of the jockeys to be met.
new jockey’s room is built
Historically this was a landscaped open area. The addition of any building should be
designed to minimize any negative visual impacts. The Foundation has concerns about
the design as it is currently proposed, particularly scale and mass. The design needs to
be further developed and should be compatible with the surrounding historic buildings,
but should be a statement of its own time. The use of high quality compatible
contemporary materials is encouraged.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
Any building constructed should be placed further west, closer to the service road.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
Existing Jockey House/Administration Building
The existing Jockey House and Administration Building are three historic buildings that
have been joined together over time. See comments above regarding the removal of the
jockeys from this existing building to a new structure.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
Support the removal of insensitive additions to this building. Every effort should be made
to retain the historic character of the individual three buildings.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
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Lincoln Avenue Entrance
The Foundation understands the need to consider new entrances, but every effort should
be made to ensure no adverse impacts are made to one of the most historically
significant landscapes at the race course, the Saddling and Paddock area.
Comment noted.
Comment noted. The Project would be consistent with the Frontside
Tree Management Plan (Appendix H of this FGEIS) and would be
subject to the LOR. Consistent with LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3,
planting plans will accompany submission of project design plans
Existing trees need to be maintained.
consistent with the Frontside Tree Management Plan.
There are no anticipated changes that would affect adjacent
Impacts to adjacent historic neighborhoods need to be considered in regards to traffic
neighborhoods or overall arrival and departure patterns for the Race
and noise.
Course. See DGEIS Chapters 11 and 13.
Backyard Expansion
Comment noted. The Project would alter the historic character of the
Autopark area through the introduction of buildings and landscape
features that are out of keeping with the historic character of this
portion of the Race Course. However, the proposed impact to this
specific area landscape would be minimized through the retention of
the western portion of the Autopark Area, including its existing gravel
strips and mature trees. The preservation of a portion of the
Autopark landscape would allow for the continued interpretation of
the area as an early 20th century parking lot. Further, although the
proposed project would result in changes to the Autopark’s
landscape, the impact to the overall historic landscape of the Race
Course (which as a combined whole is considered a contributing
The Auto Park Area was established in 1919 for the early use of automobiles, possibly
feature within the Historic District) would be minimal and would not
the first planned, landscaped auto park in the city. Over a hundred years later it continues constitute an adverse impact to the contributing Race Course
to serve as parking. Based on the review of Figure 1-35, the historic Auto Park area, little landscape as a whole. Finally, all improvements would be subject to
to no historic context is retained.
review, as set forth in the LOR.
Concerns about the scale, mass, design of the new amphitheater having an adverse
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
impact on the historic landscape.
Concern regarding the amount of increased pavement having an adverse impact on the
historic landscape.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
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The design needs to be further developed and should be compatible with the surrounding
historic buildings, but should be a statement of its own time. The use of high quality
compatible contemporary materials is encouraged.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
The view of the historic Auto Park from Union Avenue provides a park-like setting when
racing is not taking place. The proposed changes may significantly alter this important
view shed along Union Avenue, a historic corridor in the Union Avenue Historic District.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.
A plan for removing 250 parking spaces needs to be developed so that it does not
negatively impact the adjacent historic residential neighborhoods.
See Comment & Response 24
The structures proposed are generally intended to replace the
temporary structures that currently serve the site with permanent
Review of Figure 1-35 indicates new structures, but does not identify their purpose. It is
structures that create a more unified and cleaner look for the area.
unclear if these new structures will be in addition to existing structures (temporary and/or Placement of these structures would be consistent with the Frontside
permanent). The cumulative addition of many new structures in the "Backyard" and the
Tree Management Plan (Appendix H of this FGEIS) and would be
removal of trees may have an adverse impact on the historic landscape. More
subject to the LOR. Consistent with LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3,
information is needed to determine if these structures have the potential to be an adverse planting plans will accompany submission of project design plans
impact.
consistent with the Frontside Tree Management Plan.
East Avenue Entrance
The structures proposed are generally intended to replace the
temporary structures that currently serve the site with permanent
Review of Figure 1-38 indicates new structures, but does not identify their purpose. It is
structures that create a more unified and cleaner look for the area.
unclear if these new structures will be in addition to existing structures (temporary and/or Placement of these structures would be consistent with the Frontside
permanent). The cumulative addition of many new structures in the "Backyard" and the
Tree Management Plan (Appendix H of this FGEIS) and would be
removal of trees may have an adverse impact on the historic landscape. More
subject to the LOR. Consistent with LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3,
information is needed to determine if these structures have the potential to be an adverse planting plans will accompany submission of project design plans
impact.
consistent with the Frontside Tree Management Plan.
Grandstand Garden
The Foundation supports the removal of existing parking and the tent canopy connector
from Grandstand to Union Avenue Gate.
Comment noted.
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The structures proposed are generally intended to replace the
temporary structures that currently serve the site with permanent
Review of Figure 1-40 indicates new structures, but does not identify their purpose.It is
structures that create a more unified and cleaner look for the area.
unclear if these new structures will be in addition to existing structures (temporary and/or Placement of these structures would be consistent with the Frontside
permanent). The cumulative addition of many new structures in the "Backyard" and the
Tree Management Plan (Appendix H of this FGEIS) and would be
removal of trees may have an adverse impact on the historic landscape. More
subject to the LOR. Consistent with LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3,
information is needed to determine if these structures have the potential to be an adverse planting plans will accompany submission of project design plans
impact.
consistent with the Frontside Tree Management Plan.
Picnic Area
The structures proposed are generally intended to replace the
temporary structures that currently serve the site with permanent
Review of Figure 1-42 indicates new structures, but does not identify their purpose. It is
structures that create a more unified and cleaner look for the area.
unclear if these new structures will be in addition to existing structures (temporary and/or Placement of these structures would be consistent with the Frontside
permanent). The cumulative addition of many new structures in the "Backyard" and the
Tree Management Plan (Appendix H of this FGEIS) and would be
removal of trees may have an adverse impact on the historic landscape. More
subject to the LOR. Consistent with LOR stipulations 1, 2 and 3,
information is needed to determine if these structures have the potential to be an adverse planting plans will accompany submission of project design plans
impact.
consistent with the Frontside Tree Management Plan.
Clark’s Cottage
Since no exterior elevations for the existing and proposed changes for Clark Cottage
were provided, it is difficult to fully evaluate the project. The façade of the building should
be preserved. If no exterior changes are proposed, the Foundation has no further
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
comment.
Superintendent’s Residence
Since no exterior elevations for the existing and proposed changes for the
Superintendent's Residence were provided, it is difficult to fully evaluate the project. The
façade of the building should be preserved.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Oklahoma
The Foundation is pleased that there are no plans to demolish or relocate any existing
structures.
Comment noted.
Supports the removal of existing vehicular circulation, in particular in areas that are
historic to minimize negative impacts to the historic landscape.
Comment noted.
Supports the restoration of central portions to turf and to reserve for historic circulation,
including the restoration of historic walking rings.
Comment noted.
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In the past, the Foundation has been supportive of "refurbishing'' the circa 1960 concrete
block bunkhouses. However, it is unclear with the information provided as to which
bunkhouses will be refurbished nor are there any details provided. There are bunkhouses
in Oklahoma that were built circa 1932 and if these are to be refurbished, they should be
done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
replacement should be with in-kind materials.
The Foundation understands the need to increase the amount of housing units as well as
the need to improve their overall quality and supports this effort. The Foundation does not
object to the proposed locations of the two new dorms. However, more thought on the
design of the dorms is needed before moving forward. There are concerns about the
design, mass and scale. The Foundation encourages the development of a dorm
typology that is unique to Saratoga for new construction. The design should be
compatible with the existing historic buildings, but also be evident that it is a 21st century
building.
It is unclear with the information provided which shed and offices are to be refurbished
nor are there any details provided. Any contributing building being refurbished should be
done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
replacement should be with in-kind materials.
It states that central wash pads at new barns will be included, however, there are no new
barns identified in this area. Wash pads should be placed to minimize their impacts to the
historic landscape.
Oklahoma Annex
No objections to the demolition of the 12-room dormitory, toilet building, and Pony
Barn/Walking Shed since they are non-contributing buildings.
The circa 1926 Bunkhouse should be refurbished according to the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation and replacement should be with in-kind materials.
No objections to the construction of three new barns and two new dormitories. The barn
design should be appropriate in scale, mass and design to complement the existing
barns, but be a statement of the period in which it is built.
See above regarding dorm design.
The Lowlands
The Foundation has no comment at this time.
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Restoration of the bunkhouses will be done in accordance with the
provisions of the LOR. The specific bunkhouses to be restored have
not yet been determined.

Comment noted. The design of the buildings will be subject to the
35% design review and pre-final (75%) design review, as required in
the LOR. Furthermore, in the future, NYRA plans to prepare a design
guidelines document to facilitate OPRHP review of individual project
elements and/or projects. This document could include specific
consideration of a new dorm typology.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review.

Comment noted.
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Comment noted.
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East Horse Haven
The Foundation is pleased that there are no plans to demolish any existing buildings.
In the past, the Foundation has been supportive of "refurbishing" the circa 1960 concrete
block bunkhouses. However, it is unclear with the information provided as to which of the
bunkhouses are to be refurbished nor are there any details provided. There are
bunkhouses in East Horse Haven that were built circa late 19th and early 20th century. If
these structures are to be refurbished, they should be done so in accordance with the
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and replacement should be with inkind materials.
West Horse Heaven
The Foundation is pleased that there are no plans to demolish any existing buildings.
There is no detailed information to be able to provide further comment. Any contributing
building should be refurbished in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation and in-kind materials should be used.
Elm Court
The Foundation is pleased that there are no proposed changes to this area.
Campfire Court
The Foundation is pleased that no new buildings are proposed to be constructed and no
existing buildings would be demolished.
The project description only indicates that the Security Office and the Facilities
Management Office would be refurbished. There is no detailed information to be able to
provide further comment. Any contributing building should be refurbished in accordance
with the Secretary of lnterior's Standards for Rehabilitation and in-kind materials should
be used.
It should be noted that there is no mention of repair, rehabilitation or refurbishment of the
icehouse building, a significant building which dates to the mid-19th century and may
possibly pre-date the trotting course. The Cultural Resources Inventory of 2010 indicates
that it is exhibiting severe settlement and sagging at the roof ridge suggestion structural
damage as well as that further neglect could result in the complete loss of this historic
building. This building should be preserved.
Dupont
The Foundation is pleased that no existing buildings would be demolished or relocated.
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Comment noted.

Restoration of the bunkhouses will be done in accordance with the
provisions of the LOR. The specific bunkhouses to be restored have
not yet been determined.
Comment noted.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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The project description states that eight bunkhouses, two storage sheds, the two
restroom buildings and tack room will be renovated. There is no detailed information to
be able to provide further comment. Any contributing building should be refurbished in
accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and in-kin
materials should be used.
The Foundation understands the need to increase the amount of housing units as well as
the need to improve their overall quality and supports this effort. The Foundation does not
object to the proposed locations of the two new dorms. However, more thought on the
design of the dorms is needed before moving forward. There are concerns about the
design, mass and scale. The Foundation encourages the development of a dorm
typology that is unique to Saratoga for new construction.
The design should be compatible with the existing historic buildings, but also be evident
that it is a 21st century building.
No objections to the construction of one new barn. The barn design should be
appropriate in scale, mass and design to complement the existing barns, but be a
statement of the period in which it is built.
Madden Court
The Foundation understands the need to increase the amount of housing units as well as
the need to improve their overall quality and supports this effort. The Foundation does not
object to the proposed locations of the two new dorms. However, more thought on the
design of the dorms is needed before moving forward. There are concerns about the
design, mass and scale. The Foundation encourages the development of a dorm
typology that is unique to Saratoga for new construction. The design should be
compatible with the existing historic buildings, but also be evident that it is a 21st century
building.
It is not clear which two bunkhouses are to be demolished based on the project
description, but it is believed that these two bunkhouses are non-contributing buildings. If
this is the case, the Foundation does not object to their demolition. However, this
information needs to be confirmed prior to any approvals.
Clare Court
The historic former Belmont property is significant to the site of the Saratoga Race
Course. There is no detailed information to be able to provide further comment. Any
contributing buildings to be refurbished should be refurbished in accordance with the
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and in-kind materials should be used.
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Comment noted. Subject to LOR review

The design of the buildings will be subject to the 35% design review,
as required in the LOR.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review

Comment noted. Subject to the LOR.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
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Sanford
The historic former Sanford property is significant to the site of Saratoga Race Course.
There is no detailed information to be able to provide further comment. In the past, the
Foundation has been supportive of refurbishing" the circa 1960 concrete block
bunkhouses. However, it is unclear with the information provided as to which bunkhouse
will be refurbished nor are there any details provided. Any contributing buildings to be
refurbished should be refurbished in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation and in-kind materials should be used.
Backstretch
The Foundation is pleased that no existing buildings would be demolished.
No objections to the construction of one new barn. The barn design should be
appropriate in scale, mass and design to complement the existing barns, but be a
statement of the period in which it is built.
There is no detailed information to be able to provide further comment regarding the
thirteen bunkhouses and restroom buildings that would be refurbished. In the past, the
Foundation has been supportive of' 'refurbishing" the circa 1960 concrete block
bunkhouses. However, it is unclear with the information provided as to which bunkhouses
will be refurbished nor are there any details provided. Any contributing buildings to be
refurbished should be refurbished in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation and in-kind materials should be used.
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Comment noted. Subject to LOR review
Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Restoration of the bunkhouses will be done in accordance with the
provisions of the LOR. The specific bunkhouses to be restored have
not yet been determined.

Chapter 26:

Response to General Comments

A. INTRODUCTION
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Since the inception of the Redevelopment Plan (“Proposed Project”) and continuing through the
current process, the management of NYRA has coordinated with stakeholders and the public-atlarge to familiarize them with the proposed project, answer questions and provide feedback in a
spirit of partnership and transparency. NYRA’s efforts are consistent with the requirements of
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”) and its implementing regulations (6
NYCRR Part 617).
Planning for the proposed project began in 2008. At that time, NYRA prepared the 2008 Capital
Projects Strategy, which was a state-wide strategic review of NYRA facilities to determine
which facilities would ensure a sustainable future for New York racing. The 2008 study
concluded that NYRA’s core racing product was the best in the country. To maintain NYRA’s
competitive standing on a national and global scale, the study further concluded that many of the
existing historic Saratoga Race Course facilities and amenities required rehabilitation and
modernization to for the safety, comfort and convenience of its equine athletes, jockeys,
horsemen and women, horseplayers, fans and families who attend the meet each year.
Recognizing the deep history and historic character of Saratoga Race Course and with a goal of
ensuring NYRA’s desire for these components to be reflected in any potential future plans
regarding the Race Course, NYRA began to communicate these goals with stakeholders and the
local community. Historic resource inventories of the Saratoga Race Course were commissioned
from the Saratoga Springs Preservation Foundation, Inc. NYRA also developed a conceptual
plan for the Frontside and Backstretch, which was informed by the historic resources inventory
and which sought to increase revenue at the Saratoga Race Course in a sustainable manner. The
plan identified a series of potential projects at Saratoga that could be implemented when funding
becomes available.
A press conference was held on September 1, 2011 to unveil the menu of potential capital
improvement projects. Later that day, NYRA communicated these potential capital improvement
projects to the public at a community forum at the City Center. This community forum was
attended by hundreds of political, business, civic, and community leaders.
Visual renderings of the potential projects remained on display at the City Center through
Friday, September 2, 2011 and were then moved to the Saratoga Race Course and available for
viewing near the Jockey Silks Room through Labor Day, the final day of the 2011 meet.
In 2012, NYRA built upon the conceptual studies started in 2011 and undertook more detailed
studies regarding potential improvement projects at Saratoga. Baseline surveys of the existing
buildings and other infrastructure at the Saratoga Race Course were developed and master plans
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for the Frontside and Backstretch were prepared. The environmental review process required by
SEQRA, of which the GEIS is a part, was also initiated at this time.
Since the commencement of the environmental review process, the following meetings have
taken place:
•
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

On April 25, 2013, a meeting was held in Saratoga Springs with the OGS to discuss the
SEQRA process and tour the potential project sites.
On June 11, 2013, a Saratoga Race Course Local Advisory Board meeting was held at the
City Center and a PowerPoint presentation was given by NYRA’s consultant, Turnberry
Consulting.
On June 12, 2013, a FOB meeting was held. At that meeting, the FOB declared itself
SEQRA Lead Agency. The FOB then issued a positive declaration requiring the preparation
of a GEIS and scheduled a scoping meeting with requisite public notices for July 11, 2013 to
review the potential content and analyses to be included the GEIS.
On July 11, 2013, the scoping meeting was held at the City Center and a PowerPoint
presentation was given by Turnberry Consulting following an opening statement provided
by OGS Counsel. At that meeting, fifteen display boards were set-up for the public to view
as they entered the meeting room. Three people attended the hearing and no one spoke.
On August 28, 2013, representatives of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and
Historic Preservation (“OPRHP”) were given a tour of the Saratoga Race Course. NYRA
officials answered questions during this time.
On September 13, 2013, a final scoping document was issued, which was distributed to
Involved Agencies.
On April 29, 2015, the FOB accepted the DGEIS as complete for pubic and agency review
and comment and issued a Notice of Completion and Notice of Public Hearing; the public
hearing date was scheduled for May 28, 2015.
On May 28, 2015, the FOB conducted a public hearing at the City Center to solicit input and
comment from community stakeholders. Notice to the public was given and the forum was
attended by approximately 50-60 people. Public comment was offered by fewer than a dozen
attendees.
The FOB subsequently extended the written public comment period on the DGEIS to June
29, 2015.

PREVIOUS NYRA IMPROVEMENTS
Over the last two years, NYRA has undertaken numerous steps to provide an enhanced
experience on-track and on-line; offer safer, more enjoyable racing; and further improve
conditions at its racetracks for backstretch workers.
Since 2013, NYRA has implemented a number of reforms to enhance equine safety, including:
•

•

NYRA hired its first Safety Steward, Hugh Gallagher, who leads NYRA’s equine safety
program, which includes random inspections of trainers’ barns and veterinarians’ vehicles
for unauthorized substances. NYRA is the only organization of its kind in the country that
provides 24/7 horse and fire security coverage.
The catastrophic injury rate (CRI), which in 2012 was well above the industry average as
reported by The Jockey Club, dropped well below the national average in 2013, remained
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below the industry average for 2014, and continues to mirror levels well below the industry
average through December, 2015.
Separate from the overall Master Plan, and part of the on-going effort to keep the facilities in
good repair and therefore not subject to SEQRA (as set forth in the DGEIS Project Description),
a number of dormitory renovations have taken place at all three NYRA racetracks over the past
two years, and new construction is also underway, as part of a state-wide multi-year $28.8
million program. This program will create a better and safer housing and working environment
for the backstretch workers, a traditionally economically disadvantaged community. Since 2013,
the dormitory renovations include:
•

Renovation of Belmont dormitories with installation of new showers, fixtures, LED lighting,
windows, roofs and heating systems.
• Construction of the first of three new 92-bed dormitories at Belmont.
• Renovation of 29 cottages at Saratoga, with an additional 16 scheduled.
• Completed renovations of all Aqueduct dormitories, with installation of stainless steel
showers and complete renovation of bathrooms.
Since 2013, NYRA has made various fan-centric improvements at the Saratoga Race Course,
including the following:
•

The installment of 1,063 new HD televisions, three HD video boards, enhanced Wi-Fi
capacity, and a new sound system.
• The creation of Fourstardave, a state-of-the-art sports bar in what was formerly known as
the lower carousel, enabling fans to reserve tables and watch other sporting events in
addition to our great races throughout the day.
• The development of the Tom Durkin Replay Center, where fans can catch their favorite race
calls by the legendary track announcer.
• The construction of the Saratoga Race Course “Walk of Fame”, an open-air pavilion
honoring the recipients of the prestigious “Red Jacket” award, created in 2013 to honor the
best owners, trainers and jockeys in our sport.
• The expansion of the Saratoga Pavilion, which is now the home of Taste NY, one of
Governor Andrew Cuomo’s signature initiatives. Each Thursday, Friday and Sunday,
patrons can now enjoy New York wines, beers and food products.
• The addition of 290 new picnic tables in the backyard.
• The introduction of a new area in the Saratoga backyard where children can meet and pet a
horse, while learning more about our equine athletes.
The 2015 Saratoga meet generated record all-source handle ($648,272,805), record on-track
handle ($157,647,599) and record paid attendance (1,065,625).
An independent study in 2011 also found that the horse racing industry in New York generates
an economic impact of over $2 billion annually and is responsible for over 17,000 jobs. NYRA
is the cornerstone of that industry.
To sustain this important contribution to the New York’s growing economy, NYRA has made
significant financial improvements in the last two years, including:
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•

As a result of institutional reforms and operational changes instituted in 2014, NYRA
registered its first operating budget surplus in 13 years, a $14+ million turnaround in one
year.
• Budget projections for 2015 and 2016 continue this trend of modest operating budget
surpluses, due in part to the development of new revenue streams.
• With repayment of a $25 million loan to Genting, NYRA is debt-free for the first time in
years.
• NYRA has changed from a local auditor to KPMG, one of the Big Four auditing firms. Over
the last several years, NYRA‘s audits have been “clean”, i.e. in the view of KPMG, our
financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of NYRA.
Despite all of this progress, NYRA believes that even more can be done to preserve and further
enhance the Saratoga Race Course. As detailed in the DGEIS, the proposed project for this
historic venue includes both specific planned elements that have established design criteria and
several conceptual or more generic improvements that will be further refined or scheduled for
implementation in the future.
Implementation of the Proposed Project components would be phased over an approximately 9year horizon depending on need, schedule and funding with an anticipated final build year of
2024. These components consist of proposed new buildings, renovations to existing structures
and facilities and demolition of existing structures.
The Lead Agency received many comments on the Race Course in respect to its current
operator, NYRA, as well as operational and financial considerations for the facility. While these
comments are not directly related to an environmental impact assessment associated with the
Proposed Project, they are duly noted below along with general responses by NYRA.

B. COMMENTS ON OPERATIONS
Comment 1:

Monetizing the race track will make people stop coming to the track. Areas for
bettors have been removed and replaced with activities that may draw a crowd,
but has nothing to do with racing (i.e., wine tasting). The Proposed Project
institutionalizes the separation of the well off from the ‘commoner’, consistent
with the philosophy of the NYRA board. The Project is about selfaggrandizement and squeezing as much money as possible from the NY racing
fans. (Allen, 5/29/2015; Powell, 6/14/2015; Noonan, 6/29/2015; Infurna,
6/23/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015)

Response:

Comment noted. NYRA has not removed areas for bettors. The area set aside
for Taste NY was not used for betting windows. In addition, and next to the
Taste NY pavilion, NYRA added new picnic tables, available on a first-come,
first-serve basis.

Comment 2:

The race track is becoming over-priced. The Regular Joes are being priced out
and the Race Course is catering to wealthier patrons, corporations, businesses,
and specialty groups. Price increases make it difficult for people in town to
access the venue and meet. Open the grandstand seats for free, or a small fee,
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for the last day of the meet. Re-institute the open house the Sunday before the
meet begins. There is nothing wrong with raising revenues, but doing so with
higher costs and less access for the average fan is problematic. (Allen,
5/29/2015; Noonan, 6/29/2015; Sherokey, 5/28/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015;
Yepsen, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. Compared to other legendary tracks such as Keeneland and
Del Mar, NYRA’s prices are at or below their price points. Additionally, less
than 500 people attended the open house in 2014 and the President of the
Saratoga County Chamber of Commerce has stated that the event had out lived
its usefulness. However, NYRA has extended its reach to the community in
other ways. In 2015, NYRA hosted a total of 40 local non-profit organizations,
schools and PTAs, or the equivalent of one for every day of the meet, at the
Community Outreach Booth and Saratoga Pavilion during the 147th season at
Saratoga Race Course. Prominently located next to the Jockey Silks Room and
across from the Saratoga Walk of Fame, the Community Outreach Booth
provides non-profit organizations with the opportunity to interact with the
thousands of fans who visit Saratoga Race Course each day, share information
about their work and host various innovative fundraising initiatives.
Additionally, each participating non-profit organization at the Community
Outreach Booth was the subject of a full-page profile in the corresponding day’s
Post Parade program, and was also highlighted on the video boards throughout
the day. Funds raised were supplemented with additional grants by NYRA and
Berkshire Bank. As part of its commitment to the community, NYRA supports
non-profit organizations on local, state, and national levels though fundraisers,
donations and awareness campaigns. In 2014, NYRA donated more than $1
million to non-profit organizations.

Comment 3:

Tuesday and Wednesday should be cut out of the meet. NYRA should develop a
plan to accommodate as many people on-site during the big days (Travers Day
and Whitney Day) rather than make the meet a weeklong event. (Sherokey,
5/28/2015)

Response:

Comment noted. The Board of Directors and Management continually evaluate
each meet and the race days associated with each meet.

Comment 4:

The Clubhouse should not be made so exclusive and upscale. (Sherokey,
5/28/2015)

Response:

Comment noted. Similar to most other major sporting venues, NYRA continues
to provide different experiences at different price points in response to customer
demand.

Comment 5:

The public needs more things to do during breaks between races. Entertainment
should be provided (i.e., music) between races to attract younger fans. Awards
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should be given at Saratoga and not Belmont. (Zimmons, 5/29/2015; Herman,
6/23/2015)
Response:

NYRA continues to strive to offer the best possible experience for horseplayers,
fans and families at all of its racetracks. Visitors to the 2015 Saratoga Race
Course meet enjoyed a series of capital enhancements and new attractions,
including the Saratoga Walk of Fame, which houses a number of
commemorative plaques honoring owners, trainers and jockeys who have made
an indelible mark on thoroughbred racing at the Spa, and the Tom Durkin
Replay Center, an attraction offering fans the opportunity to view and hear 24
classic calls by the legendary race caller. Fans enjoyed a revitalized Carousel
featuring the new Fourstardave Sports Bar with five dozen tables for daily
reservation, an extensive craft beer selection and 40 flat-screen televisions. A
total of 2,214 tables were reserved throughout the 2015 meet, offering a popular
new hospitality option for fans. Saratoga fans also for the first time had the
opportunity to reserve a picnic table for each day during the 2015 meet. A total
of 2,893 picnic tables were also reserved throughout the meet. This popular
convenience augmented the 850 daily picnic tables available to patrons for free
on a first-come, first-served basis. NYRA also hosts daily special events
designed to entertain fans throughout the 40-day meet, including family and
cultural heritage days, wine and beer tastings, and an on-site food and artisan
market, among other special activities and attractions. Music is performed daily
at the bandstand by a variety of local and regional acts.

Comment 6:

Improvements will be used as a justification to increase the length of the meet
beyond 40 days. The DGEIS needs to provide more detail on non-racing season
events. What buildings would be used year round? Will the new At the Rail
building be used year round? This may cause additional impacts to the
surrounding neighborhood. (Powell, 6/14/2015; Spence, 6/26/2015; Connors,
6/29/2015)

Response:

There are no plans to change current meet schedule or for year round utilization
of the existing or proposed master plan elements.

Comment 7:

The amount of money put into this project is not needed as the rebound in the
economy will automatically make more people come. (Grand, 5/28/2015)

Response:

As noted in the DGEIS Project Description, there has been a comprehensive
assessment of the condition of the Race Course identifying the need for physical
improvements and renovation. New structures are intended to maintain the
competitiveness of the Saratoga Race Course to retain current and sustain the
interest of future attendees,

Comment 8:

Make Big Red Spring accessible to the general public between meets. (Perry,
6/16/2015)
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Response:

Comment noted.

Comment 9:

The current dress code too stringent for the summer months. (Allen, 5/29/2015)

Response:

The Race Course has a dress code in place for only a portion of the facility in
the Clubhouse and, most notably, the Porch and Terrace restaurants. The
remainder of the facility in the Grandstand and apron, as well as outside in the
picnic areas, already has a much less stringent dress code.

Comment 10: More attention should be paid to the welfare of the horses. Funding should be
allocated to their long term care and retirement; their on-site welfare should be a
top priority; no animals should be put down. NYRA has the opportunity of
being an industry leader in horse welfare. There should be an alliance of
Saratoga based organizations that are directly involved in humane retirement of
racehorses. (The Fancy Hat Veneer, 6/16/2015; Merges, 6/16/2015;
McDonough, 5/28/2015; Davis, 5/28/2015; Scheib, 5/28/2015; Grand,
5/28/2015; Pikulski, 5/28/2015)
Response:

NYRA continues to provide monetary support to Thoroughbred Retirement
organizations providing aftercare for our retired equine athletes. Additionally,
since 2013 and through the enactment of extensive reforms designed to promote
safer, more enjoyable racing, catastrophic injuries sustained by equine athletes
have fallen below – and remain below the national average.

Comment 11: The reorganization of the NYRA board was intended as a temporary transition.
NYRA should also improve Aqueduct and Belmont. (Allen, 5/29/2015; Noonan,
6/29/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. NYRA continues to make investments at both racing facilities.
Since 2013, NYRA has invested more than $14 million at Aqueduct Racetrack
and has made numerous capital investments to Belmont Park as well.

Comment 12: The DGEIS should describe the transition from the old wagering system to the
new technologies being used. (Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

This comment is not relevant to the SEQRA process. NYRA’s wagering system
has been approved by the State of New York and explained on NYRA’s
website.

Comment 13: The FOB and OGS should be aware of ongoing labor issues involving workers
employed at the track by Centerplate. (Hotel Trades Council, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Comment noted.
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Comment 14: It would be unfathomable to award NYRA the ability to use additional taxpayer
dollars to enhance its facilities before Centerplate agrees to treat employees with
dignity and respect. The Race Course could not operate without its 2,500
underpaid workers. (Bergman, 5/29/2015; Spence, 6/26/2015; Hotel Trades
Council, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Comment noted.

Comment 15: Are the people involved in the design and long-term plan even visitors of the
track? Do they understand its historic nature and its unique location and
relationship with the City? (Connors, 6/20/2015)
Response:

As set forth in the DGEIS (See Chapter 1: Project Description and Chapter 15:
Cultural Resources), the Proposed Project was established based on a
comprehensive assessment and understanding necessary to integrate of the long
history of the Race Course and the historic character of its facility.

Comment 16: It is concerning that NYRA did not seem to get input from the jockeys, trainers,
or turf writers. (VanMeter, 6/25/2015)
Response:

As set forth above, and in compliance with SEQRA, NYRA has provided the
public with numerous opportunities to comment on the Proposed Project and its
various elements. As evidenced by this FGEIS, many interested parties have
provided comments. NYRA will continue to work with stakeholders in the
implementation of the many project elements.

Comment 17: We support adding amenities for owners and trainers, such as valet parking and
concierge services. (Torani, 6/26/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. As the Proposed Project includes both specific planned
elements that have established design criteria and several conceptual or more
generic improvements, the generic improvements will be further refined for
future implementation.

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Comment 18: Saratoga county benefits greatly from the racing season. The Proposed Project
would improve a facility that needs it and would benefit the community.
Proposed improvements will enhance visitor experiences and lead to more
financial growth. (Brobston, 5/28/2015; Veitch, 6/12/2015; King, 6/26/2015;
Torani, 6/26/2015; Yepsen, 5/28/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

Comment noted. The entire New York State economy benefits greatly from
horseracing. The horseracing industry in New York generates an annual
economic impact of over $2 billion a year, as well as generating 17,000 jobs.
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The Saratoga Race Course meet alone generates $237 million in economic
activity and nearly 2,600 jobs across the greater Capital Regions according to an
independent study commissioned by the Saratoga County Industrial
Development Agency. The proposed project will only add to these figures. As
presented in greater detail in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS, Project Description, the
proposed Redevelopment of the Saratoga Race Course includes the
enhancement and restoration of the historic Race Course, including limited areas
of new building construction, improvements to grandstand seating, luxury
suites, parking areas, pedestrian facilities, including walkways and pavilions,
horse paths, as well as the renovation of existing buildings and facilities. The
substantial investment into the Saratoga Race Course is intended to ensure a
vibrant facility for future generations of customers, preserve and restore the
unique history of Saratoga, and provide new and enhanced amenities for current
and future patrons.
Comment 19: There’s nothing wrong with the facility now. If it’s not broke, don’t fix it. No
new buildings are needed. Sometimes change is necessary; but, changes to this
race course would only disrupt perfection. It is important that the historic nature
of the Race Course be preserved for the future. It is important not to destroy
something in order to appease the masses of the short moment, if we can
preserve something for the long term. (Griffith, 6/17/2015; Rhodes, 6/26/2015;
Harrison, 6/27/2015; Infurna, 6/23/2015; Goodman, 6/24/2015; Kane,
5/28/2015; Rowland, 5/28/2015; VanMeter, 6/25/2015; Rhodes, 6/26/2015)
Response:

As set forth in the DGEIS statement of Purpose and Need (See Chapter 1:
Project Description), the proposed master plan for the Saratoga Race Course
was developed to address many deficiencies and to provide a comprehensive
plan to ensure that the historic Race Course remains a world class facilities and
retains existing fan base and attract new generations of racing fans, consistent
with its historic nature.

Comment 20: The Carousel is already a waste of money and time, no new buildings are
necessary. The Carousel Sports Bar will take a popular area, which was
previously open to all racing fans and require fans to pay for eating. This will
decrease available seating and lawn space, while removing trees. (Sherokey,
5/28/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

As an interior renovation project incorporated into non-Master Plan operational
enhancements (and therefore not subject to SEQRA), it is noted that the
Fourstardave Lower Carousel Sports Bar has already been constructed and has
been a tremendous success. A total of 2,214 tables were reserved in the Sports
Bar throughout the 2015 meet, demonstrating the popularity and attractiveness
of this new hospitality offering.
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Comment 21: The existing facility needs to be improved before you add new features and
buildings. For example, you should clean grandstand, improve lighting and
electricity, address water issues, replace flooring in seating areas, improve
shuttle service from remote parking, become fan friendly, clean track, improve
safety, improve existing elevators and escalators. The project should focus on
the ‘must-haves’ before the ‘should haves’ or ‘want to haves’. Many of the
proposed improvements would not actually improve the visitor experience. The
improvements are not focused on the fan base or the fan experience. (Zimmons,
5/29/2015; Powell, 6/14/2015, Connors, 6/20/2015; Infurna, 6/23/2015;
Goodman, 6/24/2015; Grand, 5/28/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

NYRA has been, and will continue to be, committed to providing the best
possible experience for horseplayers, fans and families at all of its racetracks.
Visitors to the 2015 Saratoga Race Course meet enjoyed a series of capital
enhancements and new attractions, including the Saratoga Walk of Fame, which
houses a number of commemorative plaques honoring owners, trainers and
jockeys who have made an indelible mark on thoroughbred racing at the Spa,
and the Tom Durkin Replay Center, an attraction offering fans the opportunity
to view and hear 24 classic calls by the legendary race caller. Fans enjoyed a
revitalized Carousel featuring the new Fourstardave Sports Bar with five dozen
tables for daily reservation, an extensive craft beer selection and 40 flat-screen
televisions. A total of 2,214 tables were reserved throughout the meet,
demonstrating the popularity and attractiveness of the new hospitality offering.
Saratoga fans also for the first time had the opportunity to reserve a picnic table
adjacent to the Paddock each day during the 2015 meet. A total of 2,893 picnic
tables were reserved throughout the meet, which augmented the 850 daily picnic
tables available to patrons on a first-come, first-served basis.

Comment 22: More attention in the redesign and improvements should be given to employees.
Employee dorms should be included as well as barns. A 1% investment of the
$135 million Project cost would rebuild a lot of employee living space.
(Bergman, 5/29/2015; Rhodes, 6/26/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

NYRA is committed to the health, safety, and welfare of its employees. As such,
NYRA is constantly replacing aging components and facilities. It is noted that
the proposed project includes the construction of 6 new 32-room dorms, which
will accommodate an additional 384 residents. Also, as noted in the DGEIS,
NYRA is has on-going capital projects on the Race Course, “Background
Projects” that are expected to occur with or without implementation of the
Proposed Project. These projects include several dorm refurbishments. In
addition, over the last two years, a number of dormitory renovations have taken
place at all three NYRA racetracks, and new construction is also underway, as
part of a multi-year $28.8 million program. This program will create a better and
safer housing and working environment for the backstretch workers, a
traditionally economically disadvantaged community. Since the program began
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in 2013, 29 cottages have been renovated at Saratoga, with an additional 16
scheduled for renovation.
Comment 23: More attention and money should be spent on the living quarters and barns for
the horses. Reducing the originally contemplated number of additional stalls to
44 is concerning and will not allow Saratoga to be competitive with other tracks.
We support adding 200-250 new stalls. (Griffith, 6/17/2015; Torani, 6/26/2015;
Grand, 5/28/2015; Yepsen, 6/29/2015)
Response:

With regard to living quarters and barns, please see the response to Comment 23
above. As for stalls, NYRA has more stalls available for trainers than any other
racing organization in the country. At any given time, NYRA provides stalls at
the track where races are occurring and additional stalls from at least one other
NYRA racetrack. Specifically, Belmont stalls are available during the Saratoga
meet. Overall, NYRA has 4,577 stalls at all three of its racetracks.

Comment 24: New bathrooms for fans should be included in the redevelopment plans.
(Zimmons, 5/29/2015; Powell, 6/14/2015)
Response:

As stated in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS, Project Description, the purpose of the
Proposed Project is to retain and lengthen the stay of existing patrons and
sustain and attract visitors into the future. The building program of the Proposed
Project includes several new fan facilities. In addition, the “Background
Projects,” listed in the DGEIS (See Chapter 1 “Project Description” Section G)
includes refurbishment of existing bathrooms.

Comment 25: Safety improvements should be the top priority. Safety improvements should
not remove the authenticity that attracts so many people to this cherished local
institution. (Spence, 6/26/2015)
Response:

NYRA take safety very seriously and works closely with City and regional
emergency service providers to ensure adequate coverage and quick responses.

Comment 26: Moving the Jockey’s room is a mistake as it gets them away from the historical
fan experience. This would change the inherent nature of Saratoga for the
youngest fans. (Engel, 5/28/2015; Powell, 6/14/2015; Veitch, 6/12/2015; Massi,
6/17/2015; DiNallo, 6/27/2015; Torani, 6/26/2015; Freedberg, 6/29/2015;
Goodman, 6/24/2015; Sherokey, 5/28/2015; Kane, 5/28/2015; Connors,
6/29/2015; Yepsen, 6/29/2015; VanMeter, 6/25/2015)
Response:

NYRA is committed to continuing existing and implementing new initiatives for
fans to connect with the great competitors of our sport. NYRA has held a variety
of jockey appreciation days and honored jockeys with red jackets. NYRA will
continue to find ways for fans to connect with jockeys. Currently, there is a path
from the winners circle to the jockey’s room where fans can obtain autographs.
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This path will be unchanged in the redevelopment plans, and jockeys will
continue to use it when the new jockey’s room is built.
Comment 27: Area for the chair and picnic has been reduced and people have to pay and
reserve tables. Tables are too close to each other. How many picnic tables and
how much lawn space will be available after the project is completed? (Allen,
5/29/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

NYRA has and will continue to ensure that there are a significant number of
free picnic tables during the meet. During the 2015 meet and for the
convenience of patrons, NYRA set aside 100 plus picnic tables for reservations.
This new initiative was well received. A total of 2,893 picnic tables were
reserved throughout the meet. This new initiative was popular with patrons.

Comment 28: The establishment of a Beer Garden, while reasonable, will have two negative
impacts on the fan experience and the growth of the fan base. For decades, fans
visiting Saratoga Race Course have always had “the option to purchase
beverages on site rather than carrying in their own coolers and beverages.”
Despite this “option,” coolers are a mainstay to the Saratoga Race Course
experience and their use must be preserved for the benefit of racing fans and
their families and friends who accompany them to the track. Furthermore, given
the plethora of food and drink stations currently available at the track, it is
difficult to ascertain how this “option” provides a legitimate basis for
establishing a Beer Garden. (Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

The outdoor Beer Garden is intended to provide an additional amenity to all
patrons of the Race Course and is not intended to displace or minimize options
available to picnickers who can continue to bring their coolers, which as noted
is a mainstay for much of the picnic ground users of the Race Course.

Comment 29: We are concerned about the layout of the buildings as they would prevent views
of the track during the race from the lawn. The new At the Rail Building would
still require people to watch the TV or rush to the fence to watch the finish,
rather than making additional standing room available at the fence. The “At the
Rail” building would separate the visitors between those who can afford to be in
the building and those who cannot. (Allen, 5/29/2015; Powell, 6/14/2015;
Spence, 6/26/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

The “At the Rail Building” would be located on the site of the existing at the rail
pad and site of the seasonal, temporary, tent. It will not create any new viewing
obstructions, as it would continue to occupy the same space as the seasonal tent
and would also eliminate the need for the temporary trailers and tents used for
the suites located to the west of the “At the Rail” facility which are also along
the track rail.
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Comment 30: The “At the Rail” building is necessary – need luxury viewing area. It will be a
huge plus for the fans. The appearance and structure of the existing luxury suites
have declined. Consider soundproofing in the suites above the rail and consider
connecting doors. The building addresses patron needs as well as safety issues.
(Scerra, 6/15/2015; Martin, 6/15/2015; Bosshart, 5/28/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. As detailed in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS, Project Description,
the “At the Rail” Building would reflect the historic nature of the facility. It
would provide a variety of high-end hospitality venues including banquet areas,
outdoor dining terraces, restaurant and party suites with balconies overlooking
the Race Course. The building would provide a level of service currently not
available at the Race Course and increased sponsorship potential. This building
will replace the temporary tents and trailers that are currently erected and
dismantled every season. The building’s service areas will be oriented into the
rear corners of the building to provide visitors with maximized views of both the
Race Course and the Backyard from the majority of locations on each of the
three floors of the building. This building will provide the Race Course with an
opportunity to also host non-racing related events throughout the year.

Comment 31: We support renovating the Old Saddling Shed and moving restaurant row into
the Grandstand. We generally support the proposed projects, especially the
storm water management proposals, the dorm improvements, the horse wash
downs, and improvements to the entrances to the Course. We support of limited
backyard expansion, but not picnic tables out to Union Avenue. (Torani,
6/26/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. As detailed in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS, Project Description,
the Saddling Shed is one of the most historically significant structures at the
Race Course. The proposed Saddling Shed Modifications will merely remove
non-historic elements and spaces that were added over the years and uncover the
historic characteristics of the original structure, restoring the Saddling Shed into
an open-air pavilion and allowing for clear views across the Paddock. The
timber framing and trusses of the Saddling Shed are remnant structures that
once created open stall areas for the horses before the races. The Saddling Shed
is proposed to function as an outdoor venue with mutuels. Restoring the
building to have a similar look and feel with a different purpose will further
reflect NYRA’s focus towards maintaining the historic presentation of this
important asset.

Comment 32: We support a significant drop-off area and less pavement, improved traffic flow,
and curb appeal to reduce problems at the backyard caused by traffic issues and
the hodge-podge of roadways and entrances. (Torani, 6/26/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. Chapter 11 of the DGEIS provides a detailed traffic analysis of
the Proposed Project. As detailed in that section, mitigation measures such as
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signal retiming and new signals would be put in place to address traffic-related
issues.
Comment 33: The Project should include clear lines of authority and action protocols for
emergencies. I have seen horses which had to be removed from the track and
know there are occasional needs for medical assistance for patrons. In the past,
these have been handled well. I hope that the plans will include detailed
directions for addressing fires and other major emergencies. (VanMeter,
6/25/2015)
Response:

NYRA takes safety very seriously and works closely with City and regional
emergency service providers to ensure adequate coverage and quick responses.

Comment 34: The Saratoga Race Course Advisory Board presented a list of proposed facility
improvements to NYRA’s master planning consultant in 2011. (Torani,
6/26/2015)
Response:

The Advisory Board’s participation in the 2011 planning process was integrated
into and greatly influenced the Proposed Project. The Introduction to this
Chapter 4 of the FGEIS details several of those meetings.

D. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
Comment 35: A citizen advisory board should be set up and coordinate improvements with
NYRA. NYRA should coordinate more with its neighbors. Is there a long range
plan and citizen advisory boards. Has NYRA met with its Trackside Neighbors?
Will the neighboring property owners be notified during the planning and
building process? How will all of the interested agencies and groups be able to
review and respond to each proposal as its design is finalized? How will the city
be involved in the process? NYRA should appear before the City’s planning and
design review boards for their recommendations. NYRA and the advisory board
should meet about the project. The process for finalizing future projects should
be more transparent. The NY Racing Fan Advisory Council should be consulted
and briefed as the project moves forward. (Allen, 5/29/2015; Boivin, 6/14/2015;
Veitch, 6/12/2015; Boivin, 6/8/2015; King, 6/26/2015; Spence, 6/26/2015;
Montelone, 6/26/2015; Yepsen, 5/28/2015; Rowland, 5/28/2015; Huppuch,
5/28/2015; King, 5/28/2015; Connors, 6/29/2015; Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015;
Yepsen, 6/29/2015; VanMeter, 6/25/2015; King, 6/12/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

NRYA has continuously worked with the Local Advisory Board which includes
a cross-section of the community including from City and County boards and
commissions. The Introduction to this Chapter 26 of the FGEIS details several
of those meetings.
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Chapter 26: Response to General Comments

Comment 36: The FOB and Gaming Commission should establish a specific ongoing review
of the build-out of the project to assure that all actions improve the fan
experience. (Connors, 6/29/2015)
Response:

Comment noted. The FOB and New York State Gaming Commission will
continue to have jurisdiction of NYRA-related activities.

Comment 37: A study should be conducted to show the number of local fans vs. the number of
visiting fans. It would help to determine the necessity of many of the proposed
improvements. (Allen, 5/29/2015)
Response:

The Proposed Project seeks to serve both local fans and those fans that travel to
the track. As stated in the DGEIS, the Proposed Project is not trying to
specifically or substantially increase attendance, rather it is seeking to have
existing attendees stay longer as well as provide additional amenities to local or
visiting fans.

Comment 38: The previously constructed “red jacket” museum cut trees and was not
mentioned in the DGEIS. We are concerned about the need for a “walk of fame”
building when the Hall of Fame is across the street. The project removed
already existing trees. NYRA has already done and redone many projects over
the years. The SSPF is disappointed that they were not contacted regarding this
project, especially after a period of consultation by NYRA on other projects.
(Allen, 5/29/2015; Spence, 6/26/2015; Harvey-Opiteck, 6/29/2015; Noonan,
6/29/2015)
Response:

The ‘Red Jacket’ museum has already been constructed and is not part of the
Proposed Project. The museum was classified as a Type II action under SEQRA
after NYRA received concurrence from SHPO that the museum would not have
an adverse impact on cultural resources.
Visitors to the 2015 Saratoga Race Course meet enjoyed a series of capital
enhancements and new attractions, including the Saratoga Walk of Fame, which
houses a number of commemorative plaques honoring owners, trainers and
jockeys who have made an indelible mark on thoroughbred racing at the Spa.
This capital enhancement has been well received.
Since 2013, NYRA has planted more than 140 trees, shrubs and other wetland
plants, while moving toward pre-approved plans to plant 400 additional new
trees across the Saratoga property by the end of 2017. As of today, there are
1,924 trees located throughout the Saratoga barn areas (Clare Court,
Backstretch, Madden Court, Dupont, Rec area, Horse Haven, Oklahoma,
Oklahoma Annex, and Sanford)

Comment 39: I request that the public comment period be extended. (King, 6/12/2015)
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June 10, 2016

Saratoga Race Course FGEIS

Response:

Comment noted. The public comment period was extended from June 15, 2015
to June 29, 2015.

Comment 40: I am concerned about the previously approved conversion of Lincoln Ave to
one-way and the way the City noticed (or didn’t) the change. The City is
pandering to NYRA. While track attendance and traffic have diminished
through the years, changes in circulation surrounding the Race Course have
caused the congestion to last for hours. Lincoln Avenue should be returned to
two-way traffic. Historic Lincoln Avenue is blocked by 3 ‘Do Not Enter’ signs
– is this the impression you wish to give visitors?(Tait, 5/28/2015)
Response:

This improvement was implemented by the City independently of the Proposed
Project.

Comment 41: By putting Wright Street, Frank Sullivan Place and Lincoln Avenue in a one
way street, NYRA is taking away potential parking spots and revenue from the
neighborhood resident. (Tait, 5/28/2015)
Response:

June 10, 2016

The conversion of these streets to one-way during the racing season was
implemented by the City of Saratoga Springs and is not related to the Proposed
Project.
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Frontside Tree Management Plan
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FRONTSIDE TREE MANAGEMENT PLAN - SARATOGA RACE COURSE

Introduction
The following narrative outlines the process of analysis and design development that The LA Group
Landscape Architecture & Engineering P.C. performed, in collaboration with NYRA, for the management of
trees within the Frontside areas of the NYRA Saratoga Race Course facilities.
As the oldest surviving sports ground in the United States, Saratoga Race Course has drawn some of the
biggest names in racing since its earliest days. For six weeks every summer, nearly one million visitors
flock to the facilities to enjoy for themselves the rich heritage of racing at Saratoga. But it is not purely the
sport that draws them; the appeal of Saratoga is, in part, the unparalleled history that presides over the track
grounds and landscape itself. While baseball fields, football stadiums and racetracks country-wide have torn
down their historic facilities in a race to modernize, Saratoga’s story is different. Its 350-acre property is
a panorama of historic buildings and landscapes that are recognized as being essential to the character and
heritage of the Saratoga Race Course experience.
The Race Course’s situation within a wooded, shady grove dates back to over a century and a half. Shade
and evergreen trees have always filled the Race Course landscape and helped it to stand out as unique
among America’s thoroughbred tracks. Planting schemes include informal clusters or “bosques”, as well

Typical “grove” planting in the picnic areas
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as regular “allees” of shade trees along roadways and in front of barns. The trees cool the patrons, horses,
and workers, provide interest in an otherwise flat landscape, and bring the large property down to a more
intimate human scale. Maintaining this setting will be essential to preserving the Race Course’s historic
character, and in distinguishing it from other courses both nationally and internationally.
The Race Course property is commonly divided into two geographical areas known as the Frontside and the
Backstretch. The Frontside is the public area that patrons experience during the track events and includes
the historic Grandstand and Clubhouse complex, The Big Red Spring in the picnic grounds, The Paddock
and Saddling Areas, concessions, and all of the other public amenties associated with Saratoga Race Course
during track events. For the purpose of this study, the Frontside has been divided into two subareas as
shown on AKRF Environmental and Planning Consultants (AKRF) “Study Area Regions” (see appendix).
The areas include: Frontside, and the Racecourse. The Backstretch is a far larger geographical area (±228
acres) that services horses, jockeys, trainer and other staff. The entirety of the Race Course campus is
located within the Union Avenue Historic District, which was listed on the State and National Registers of
Historic Places (S/NR) in 1977.
While the abundance of trees provide the elegant grounds with a “park-like” character, close investigation
of the trees reveals that many are in various states of decline and exhibit signs of deterioration. Because
the Race Course property is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and the importance of the
trees has been identified as a contributing feature to the landscape heritage, a long term, sustainable tree
management and planting plan needs to be implemented to ensure that the historic landscape endures for
generations to come. The purpose of this management plan is to maintain and emphasize the historic
character of the Frontside areas of the Race Course by caring for the existing mature shade trees, while
also providing recommendations for new plantings. With approximately 40 acres and hundreds of trees
within the Frontside project site, this plan proposes multi-phased approach to the removal and replanting
of trees based on risk priorities and as funding is available. For tree removals and plantings strategies for
the Backstretch areas, see the “Backstretch Tree Management Plan” prepared by The LA Group, dated
September 2014.

Frontside Tree Management Plan Subareas; See appendix
for full map of NYRA Saratoga facilities

Shade trees in the Paddock area
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Typical “grove” planting near Union Ave. entrance

Typical “grove” planting in the picnic areas

Mapping and Survey
Base mapping was generated from compiling a field survey of the Fronstide performed by Stantec in July
2012, a photogrammetric survey performed by Geomaps International in April 18, 2002 and direct field
observations performed by the LA Group in June 2014 and January 2016. The LA Group also coordinated
a tree risk assessment and survey performed by Urban Forest Analytics, LLC, licensed arborists. Their
report titled “Saratoga Racecourse a Tree Risk Assessment” and dated May 2012 provides data on tree size,
species, location, health and action recommendations for 295 trees throughout the race course campus. The
Tree Risk Assessment has been included in the Appendix of this document, and is referenced in the data of
the Tree Inventory Tables.
NYRA has developed long term Redevelopment Plans that outlines strategic capital improvement projects
to improve the economic sustainability of Saratoga Race Course and to improve the aging facility. The
areas addressed by NYRA’s Redevelopment Plans have been noted on the Planting Plans in this document
for reference. For proposed improvements in these areas, including tree plantings, refer to “NYRA’s
Saratoga Frontside Redevelopment Plans” (see appendix for the drawing only). Landscape improvements
adressed by NYRA’s Frontside Redevelopment Plan inlude: Paddock modifications, Wright Street Gate
modifications, Lincoln Avenue Gate modifications, East Avenue Gate House modifications, a new Nelson
Avenue Service Building, and a new At the Rail building, among others.

Research and Literature Review
In 2010 the Saratoga Springs Preservation Foundation funded a Cultural Resource Inventory to document
the cultural landscape and architectural resources of the Racecourse to be used as a guide to make informed
decisions when making capital improvement plans as well as planning for long term maintenance. Review
of the Cultural Resources Inventory provided information regarding the character-defining landscape
features and general guidelines for new planting recommendations that would help to maintain the historic
character of the campus. In particular the plan determined that the Course contains four basic concepts for
tree plantings: boulevard planting, roadway planting, barn allees, and stabling area groves. These basic
concepts provided the framework for the proposed plantings within the subareas of the Frontside.
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Typical “urban” conditions that cause stress for
the tree plantings

Typical large diameter “heritage” maple in decline

As part of on-going State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) review process, AKRF has prepared
an Inventory of Landscape Features that lists extant landscape elements that contribute to the historic
character of the project site. The inventory also provides a list of missing historic landscape features that
may be reintroduced to further enhance the historic character of the Race Course. A review of the extant
and missing landscape elements provided a greater understanding of the potential opportunities to enhance
and restore the tree canopy throughout subareas of the Frontside in a historically accurate way. The
implementation plans of this document follow the recommendations of that report.

Site Visit and Analysis
LA Group performed several site visits to verify the Tree Risk Assessment and to further catalog the
location and species of trees within the subareas of the Frontside. In addition to the recommendations
made in the 2012 Tree Risk Assessment, LA Group’s field observations determined the need for action
on a few additional trees throughout the project site. Site visits involved the identification, assessment
and documentation of the existing trees to gain a thorough understanding of the condition and quality of
the various tree types. An analysis of the physical constraints of the existing planting areas, lawn areas,
and hardscape areas helped to establish a methodology for the selection and location of appropriate future
plantings.

Recommendations
The Race Course landscape, while located in a pastoral setting, inhabits an urban ecosystem. Trucks,
maintenance vehicles, cars, horses and crowds of people moving through the site compact the soil and emit
carbon monoxide. Because of these stress factors, the tree recommendations must be tolerant of urban
conditions but must also provide the height and massing required to maintain the Course’s historic landscape
character.
The site predominantly consists of many large diameter Sugar Maples, White Pines and Pitch Pines with
some very impressive Oaks as well. The heritage Sugar Maples are an attractive tree and the uniform
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Plantings near the Wright Street Gate

Typical roadway allee planting

planting creates a sense of order and tranquility, giving a cohesive influence to the site. Sugar Maples are
not typically tolerant of difficult urban conditions, however, the unusually deep sandy soils present on site
have been favorable to the Maple plantings. Even so, the Maples are in various states of decline and there
is a practical need for species diversity to ensure the attractiveness and longevity of the campus landscape
for years to come. With this understanding, a comprehensive program of pruning, fertilization, removal, and
new plantings is recommended.
Removals
Removals have been divided into phases based upon overall level of risk and then into the subareas of the
Frontside. Each subarea of the Frontside can be approached on an individual basis as time and funding
allow. It is recommended that “low risk” trees be monitored, and further review by a licensed arborist be
completed, before a removals plan of action is determined.
Phase 1:
Phase 1 proposes the removal of (18) trees that are considered “high risk” and “moderate risk”, as
identified in the Tree Risk Assessment, due to severe decay, large amounts of dieback and physical danger
due to stability problems and proximity to structures and/or major paths of travel.
Future Phases:
The remaining “low risk” trees shall be monitored. If continued dieback becomes a problem they shall
be reviwed by a licensed arborist. Removel of “low risk” trees shall be limited, where possible, to avoid
visual impacts.
Pruning and Fertilization:
It is recommended that all pruning and fertilization should be executed in one phase to occur as soon as
NYRA determines feasible. A fertilization regime may require subsequent applications as trees continue to
mature. Only trees in early to mid-decline are essential to be fertilized, however all trees could benefit from
a fertilization program. Fertilize early to mid-decline maples with a slow-release fertilizer in an attempt to
slow decline, using a rate of 1 pound of Nitrogen per 1,000 ft² of crown coverage. Prune and/or train trees
to remove dead wood, promote healthier growth patterns and mitigate later maintenance problems.
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Typical large diameter “heritage” maple in decline

Typical large diameter “heritage” Maples found on site

Planting Design
A strategy of tree planting was developed to compliment the beauty of the heritage trees and overall
character of the grounds. Through careful selection and grouping of plants, communities of trees can be
created which, despite their genetic diversity, can satisfy the desire for visual uniformity with the existing
trees. Trees have been selected based on visual characteristics such as size, native species, shape, branching
density and foliage, and have been placed into aesthetically compatible groups with the existing Maple and
Pine trees. The placement of trees has also taken into account many factors including: disease and insect
resistance, fruit and foliage litter, hardiness, longevity, urban condition tolerance, drought tolerance, and
spatial constraints.
Recommended Species
Deciduous Trees
Acer saccharum ‘Green Mountain’
Acer saccharum ‘Legacy’
Liriodendron tulipifera
Quercus rubra
Ulmus americana ‘Accolade’
Ulmus americana ‘New Harmony’

Green Mountain Sugar Maple
Legacy Sugar Maple
Tulip Poplar
Northern Red Oak
Accolade American Elm
New Harmony American Elm

Coniferous Trees
Pinus rigida
Pinus strobus

Pitch Pine
White Pine
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Action Plans
The following plans and tables represent the sum of all recommended removals, pruning, and new
plantings that are proposed throughout the Frontside. The plans have been separated into each subarea for
convenience in estimating and bidding the proposed work. Each subarea contains the following documents:
Tree Inventory
The Tree Inventories tabulate all of the proposed removals and pruning of the existing trees currently found
on site. The tables identify each tree requiring an action with an ID number, plant species, approximate
trunk diameter, level of risk, action of removal or pruning, the Risk Assessment tag number where
applicable, and a general comment on the state of the tree. The Risk Assessment tag numbers correspond to
the Urban Forestry LLC document “Saratoga Racecourse Tree Risk Assessment” included in the Appendix
of this document for reference.
Removals and Pruning Plans
The Removal Plans graphically depict the existing site conditions of each subarea of the Frontside and
the action proposed for each tree within the Tree Inventory tables. Each tree requiring action is provided
an ID number that corresponds to the Tree Inventory table. The actions have been broken down into risk
categories with “high risk” and “moderate risk” trees proposed to be removed in Phase 1 as soon as NYRA
determines is feasible. The remaining trees are indicated as “low risk” and are recommended to be assessed
prior to removal in future phases as NYRA determines feasible. Finally, all trees to be pruned are indicated.
It is recommended that all pruning should be executed in one phase to occur as soon as NYRA determines
feasible.
Planting Plans
The Planting Plans graphically depict the site conditions of the Frontside after recommended trees have
been removed, and where applicable, future proposed buildings have been constructed. The planting plans
contain a plant schedule that summarizes the quantity, species and size of all trees proposed to be planted
within that subarea of the Frontside. New plantings can be completed on a subarea by subarea basis as
NYRA determines feasible. It is noted that NYRA is currently proposing Redevelopment Plans for portions
of the Frontside (refer to “NYRA’s Saratoga Frontside Redevelopment Plans” in the appendix). Proposed
plantings in these areas are not part of this project and will be developed by NYRA at the time that a the
designs for specific components of the Redevelopment Plans are advanced.
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Frontside (East) Tree Inventory
ID#

SPECIES

SIZE (DBH)

RISK LEVEL

ACTION/PHASE

RISK ASSESSMENT
TAG #

COMMENT

FE-001
FE-002
FE-003
FE-004
FE-005
FE-006
FE-007
FE-008
FE-009
FE-010
FE-011
FE-012
FE-013
FE-014
FE-015
FE-016
FE-017
FE-018
FE-019
FE-020
FE-021
FE-022
FE-023
FE-024
FE-025
FE-026
FE-027
FE-028
FE-029
FE-030
FE-031
FE-032
FE-033

RED MAPLE
RED MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
WHITE OAK
WHITE OAK
WHITE PINE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
WHITE OAK
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
NORWAY SPRUCE
WHITE PINE
WHITE PINE
PITCH PINE
WHITE PINE
PITCH PINE
WHITE PINE
WHITE PINE
WHITE PINE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE

25"
21"
21"
33"
20"
40"
48"
34"
39"
20'
16"
58"
18"
18"
30"
14"
16"
24"
20"
20"
20"
17"
19"
17"
32"
25"
25"
15"
25"
12"
19"
18"
35"

LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
MODERATE
CRITICAL
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE

ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
PRUNE
ASSESS
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
REMOVE
PRUNE
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
REMOVE
PRUNE
REMOVE
REMOVE
PRUNE
REMOVE

113
122
111
112
106
102
103
104
107
101
NONE
278
NONE
277
296
300
299
298
286
281
287
285
284
282
279
283
293
292
295
290
393
NONE
391

DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECLINE
DECAY
OVER ROAD
DEAD
DEADWOOD
DEAD
DECLINE
DEADWOOD (SP)
DECAY
CANKER/DECAY (SP)
DECAY
ROT/BLDG (SP)
BLDG IMPACT
ROOTS
DECLINE
DEAD
DECAY
DECLINE/CANKER
CANKER
CANKER
DECLINE
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DEADWOOD (SP)
DECAY
CANKER
DEADWOOD
DEAD WOOD
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PLANT SCHEDULE
KEY

QTY. BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

PLANTING SIZE
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Frontside (West) Tree Inventory
ID#

SPECIES

SIZE (DBH)

RISK LEVEL

ACTION/PHASE

RISK ASSESSMENT
TAG #

COMMENT

FW-001
FW-002
FW-003
FW-004
FW-005
FW-006
FW-007
FW-008
FW-009
FW-010
FW-011
FW-012
FW-013
FW-014
FW-015
FW-016
FW-017
FW-018
FW-019
FW-020
FW-021
FW-022
FW-023
FW-024
FW-025
FW-026
FW-027
FW-028
FW-029
FW-030
FW-031
FW-032
FW-033
FW-034
FW-035

RED OAK
HEMLOCK
RED MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
AMERICAN BEECH
RED MAPLE
RED MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
RED MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
BLACK CHERRY
PIN OAK
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SILVER MAPLE
RED MAPLE
PIN OAK
SUGAR MAPLE
RED MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
WHITE PINE
WHITE PINE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
RED MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE

27"
23"
25"
36"
19"
14"
14"
30"
11"
13"
15"
22"
18"
28"
17"
18"
19"
19"
30"
32"
33"
25"
23"
28"
29"
21"
29"
29"
24"
25"
28"
32"
26"
26"
19"

LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
CRITICAL
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
CRITICAL
LOW
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
CRITICAL

PRUNE
ASSESS
REMOVE
PRUNE
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
ASSESS
PRUNE
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
REMOVE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
ASSESS
PRUNE
PRUNE
ASSESS
REMOVE
PRUNE
ASSESS
PRUNE
ASSESS
ASSESS
REMOVE
REMOVE

154
153
152
119
145
149
151
146
147
148
165
155
144
143
140
141
139
138
131
115
117
116
110
109
108
121
125
126
NONE
123
124
128
127
129
130

SPLIT
DECAY
DECAY
DEAD (SP)
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DEAD
DEAD
DEACAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECLINE
ROOTS
DECLINE
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DEADWOOD (SP)
DEADWOOD (SP)
DECAY
DEADWOOD (SP)
DEAD (SP)
DECAY
DECAY
DEADWOOD/BLDG
DECLINE
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
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PLANT SCHEDULE
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Race Course Tree Inventory
ID#

SPECIES

SIZE (DBH)

RISK LEVEL

ACTION/PHASE

RISK ASSESSMENT
TAG #

COMMENT

RC-001
RC-002
RC-003
RC-004
RC-005
RC-006
RC-007
RC-008
RC-009
RC-010
RC-011
RC-012
RC-013
RC-014
RC-015
RC-016
RC-017
RC-018
RC-019
RC-020
RC-021
RC-022
RC-023
RC-024
RC-025
RC-026
RC-027
RC-028
RC-029
RC-030
RC-031

SUGAR MAPLE
WHITE PINE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
RED MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
RED MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
NORWAY MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE
SUGAR MAPLE

18"
20"
27"
23"
30"
24"
24"
16"
14"
23"
19"
14"
18"
20"
13"
25"
19"
18"
12"
16"
26"
18"
13"
18"
18"
16"
24"
16"
30"
24"
24"

LOW
LOW
CRITICAL
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW

ASSESS
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
ASSESS
PRUNE
PRUNE
ASSESS
ASSESS
REMOVE
REMOVE
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
REMOVE
ASSESS
REMOVE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE
ASSESS
PRUNE
PRUNE
ASSESS
ASSESS
ASSESS
PRUNE
PRUNE
PRUNE

136
135
133
132
NONE
NONE
NONE
273
274
291
256
275
216
276
217
214
215
NONE
NONE
NONE
271
NONE
212
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE

DECLINE
DECAY
DECAY
DEAD
CANKER/ROT (SP)
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECLINE
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
DECAY
CANKER
(SP)
CANKER
DEADWOOD
DEADWOOD
DEADWOOD
DEAD
DEADWOOD
DECLINE
DEADWOOD
(SP)
DEAD
DEAD
DEAD
DEADWOOD (SP)
CANKER
DEADWOOD/UTILITY (SP)
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Appendix:
NYRA Saratoga Frontside Redevelopment Plans (drawing only)
Saratoga Racecourse Study Area Regions Map; AKRF Environmental and Planning Consultants
Saratoga Racecourse Tree Risk Assessment, Urban Forestry LLC, May 2012
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Executive Summary
Introduction
This document reports the results of a tree risk assessment of the trees on the grounds of the
Saratoga Racecourse executed at the request of the New York Racing Association. The
important role of the trees in the Racecourse's appeal to visitors was stressed in the landscape
assessment portion of the recent Frontside Redevelopment Study (April, 2011), where their
declining condition was discussed as well. The extent of that decline is evident in the results
presented here, where perhaps 10% of the total number of trees need priority maintenance work
now. Many more will need it in the next decade or two.
Procedure
• Tree risk assessment was completed in spring 2012 using industry-defined methods.
• Grounds were divided into “Frontside” (grandstand and parking area south of Union
Avenue) and Backside (remaining grounds and stable areas north and south of Union
Avenue).
• Requirements to be on priority maintenance action list: adequate size to pose threat,
likely target, and visible serious defect.
• Frontside trees were assessed with a “Basic method” employing a detailed examination of
the tree and site. Backside trees near high use buildings along Union Avenue, as well as trees
fronting Nelson and East Avenues, were evaluated with the same procedure.
• Remaining Backside tree assessments were made with a “Simple visual method,” where
needs are identified from a slow moving vehicle followed by minimal individual tree
inspections on foot.
• All trees requiring maintenance action were tagged with a numbered aluminum tag at about
6-7' off the ground. In addition, GPS locations were recorded with a Qstarz 818XT unit with
a nominal accuracy of 10 ft.
• GPS locations were imported into Google Earth ® to provide general orientation maps for
approximate tree location.
• Risk levels were assigned as follows:
o Basic Method: the ISA BMP on Risk Assessment. 1
o Simple Visual: the standard simplified system. 2

1

Smiley et al. Best management Practices. Tree Risk Assessment. International Society of Arboriculture, 2011.
Matheny and Clark, A Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas. 2Nd ed. International
Society of Arboriculture, 1994. High risk: score of 9 and above (out of 12), Medium: 7-8, Low: 6 and below
2
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Results
• 295 trees were identified for priority maintenance action
◦ 47 High Risk: 43 remove, 4 prune
◦ 132 Moderate Risk: 108 remove, 24 prune
◦ 116 Low Risk: 81 remove, 35 prune
• Detailed records in Tables (Appendix I)
• Tree photos linked by timestamp to data files (both on CD)
Risk Management Recommendations
• Arboricultural maintenance should be scheduled based on risk ranking
o High risk removal and pruning should be completed as soon as budgets and time
permit
o Moderate risk removal and pruning should be completed next, or along with high
risk work if feasible
o Low risk work should be completed last. Monitoring and discretionary selection
of work may be appropriate for some trees
• Specification documents should be developed following ANSI A300 standards to bid,
guide and allow oversight of pruning and removal work
• Risk assessment policy should be developed to prescribe annual risk reassessment
o Policy also needed to define action and timeline once high risk trees are
identified.
o Important because of large population of large sized, over mature trees stand in
close proximity to athletes, buildings and clients
Cautions
• Current assessment is a “snapshot” of existing conditions and cannot describe or predict
all future risk
o Branch failure on white pine is common on older trees, but not predictable
o Some trees are in critical health but without predictable failure potential
• Decay and decline in large diameter maples is common but many trees are not currently
actionable; expect high priority maintenance work to continue in the future
• Absence of past tree maintenance contributing to elevated work level in risk survey
• List of risk trees is not a list of maintenance needs; considerable other routine
maintenance is needed on many trees
• Trees in middle of racecourse were not assessed. Similarly, trees outside NYRA's fence
in the municipal ROW were omitted.
• Current practice of paving over tree root systems is hastening the death of older trees.
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Additional Site and Management Considerations
• The requested work included only risk assessment; a general inventory would facilitate
future management and preventive maintenance, especially on the Frontside.
• Unusually deep and sandy soil conditions are permitting high amounts of vehicle and foot
traffic around trees with minimal apparent impact from root damage
• Recent construction activity is damaging some trees. Policy and protection methods for
trees during future construction is highly recommended
• A number of impressive heritage trees growing on property, providing unique feel to
campus
o Very large diameter oaks in good condition
o Many large diameter sugar maples, white and pitch pines in good condition
o A reasonable Preservation Policy on heritage trees would aid management
• Future planting plans should consider native tree species and increased diversity, as well
as the species-specific results of this risk assessment (e.g., avoid use of red and Norway
maples).
• Development of long-term maintenance and planting plans through comprehensive
management planning is a future goal for the site.
Maps
• A map of the area names that are used in the Tables follows below.
• Approximate tree locations are indicated on the maps in Appendix IV
◦ Blue icons indicate Basic method, red indicate Simple Visual
◦ Bright blue and bright red indicate high risk trees
• For maps with increased resolution, open the file in the Maps folder on the CD with
Google Earth® and follow directions sheet in the folder.
Disclaimer
• Urban Forest Analytics is not responsible for discovery or identification of hidden
conditions not contracted for, or conditions that would not normally be detected using the
agreed upon method(s).
• Further, results may not remain accurate after inspection due to changes in conditions,
passage of time, or variable deterioration of inspected material.
• Failures occurring during unusual weather events, including but not restricted to high
wind speeds or severe glazing, are not predictable.
• Urban Forest Analytics will not be held liable for work other than the contracted
assessment of the trees.

Urban Forest Analytics

5

Saratoga Tree Risk Report

Map of Area Names Used in this Report

KEY
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Color outline

Area label

Yellow

Frontside

Red

Backside_S_Nelson

Orange

Backside_S_Union

Pink

Backside_N_Union

Green

Backside_N_West

Blue

Backside_N_East
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Appendix I: Result Tables
Result tables are presented by risk level (high, moderate, low), action (prune, remove) and tag
number.

HIGH RISK

(includes all trees, regardless of location or method)
REMOVE – High Risk

Tag
120
130
131
133
157
163
167
169
177
179
180
182
183
203
205
208
209
230
242
246
248
290
316
318
319
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
363
364
365

Area
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
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Species
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Silver maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Douglas fir
Red maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Black cherry
Norway maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Black locust
Sugar maple

Diam
28
19
30
27
22
36
35
30
25
33
23
27
26
24
47
45
27
22
31
24
36
17
28
34
31
29
30
34
43
47
49
24
38
19
33

7

Comment
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Crack
Decline
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decline
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Canker
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay

Method
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
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368
369
373
374
375
379
383
387

Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union

Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Black locust
White pine
Red maple
Red maple

30
23
35
51
16
30
26
36

Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay

SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV

PRUNE – High Risk
Tag
155
159
250
297

Area
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_N_East
Frontside
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Species
Pin oak
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple

Diam
22
34
34
40

8

Comment
Decay
Dead wood
Decay
Possible removal

Method
B
B
SV
B
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MODERATE RISK

(includes all trees, regardless of location or method)
REMOVE – Moderate Risk

Tag
129
147
149
160
162
168
172
174
181
184
186
201
207
210
213
215
216
217
218
220
221
222
223
224
226
227
228
229
231
233
234
235
236
237
239
240
241
244
249
251
255
256

Area
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_West
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Species
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
American elm
Douglas fir
Douglas fir
Douglas fir
Colorado blue spruce
Colorado blue spruce
Colorado blue spruce
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Black cherry
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple

9

Diam
26
11
14
43
29
28
30
33
28
26
25
42
37
44
18
19
18
13
31
22
34
26
31
22
11
24
13
13
12
10
13
14
13
23
18
21
19
23
22
32
23
19

Comment
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay
Roots
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Canker
Decay
Canker
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Dead
Dead
Dead
Dead
Dead
Dead
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decay
Canker
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay

Method
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
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257
258
259
266
267
277
283
291
292
299
301
302
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
317
321
322
323
331
332
333
335
336
337
339
340
341
344
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
356
358
359
360

Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_N_West
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
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Sugar maple
Black cherry
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
White pine
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
American elm
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Black cherry
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Pitch pine
White pine
Pitch pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple

29
26
13
23
22
18
25
23
15
16
41
45
21
54
20
25
28
33
22
45
19
12
22
23
23
20
25
34
26
22
36
27
12
27
30
32
29
35
24
33
30
13
30
26
27
17
20
36
10

Decay
Decay
Canker
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Roots
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Dead
Dead

SV
SV
SV
B
B
B
B
SV
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
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361
362
371
372
376
377
378
380
381
384
386
388
392
393
393
397
599
600

Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union

Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Boxelder
Boxelder
White pine
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
American elm
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Black oak

32
31
26
26
25
22
15
26
24
25
26
20
29
19
35
34
16
48

Dead
Crack
Decay
Decay
Roots
Roots
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Canker
Dead wood
Dead wood
Dead
Decay

SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
B
B
B
B
SV
SV

PRUNE – Moderate Risk
Tag
110
156
166
185
187
202
204
206
211
219
238
247
249
254
257
260
278
294
295
320
345
353
367

Area
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Backside_N_East
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Nelson

Urban Forest Analytics

Species
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Pitch pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Boxelder
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Black cherry
White oak
American elm
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple

Diam
23
35
44
33
41
23
29
35
30
18
36
28
31
28
35
26
58
33
35
24
25
41
21
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Comment
Possible removal
Possible removal
Cavity
Dead wood
Decline
Dead
Decline
Decay
Possible removal
Possible removal
Dead
Dead
Decay
Dead
Dead
Decay
Decay
Dead
Dead
Possible removal
Mulltiple dead
Possible removal
Dead

Method
B
B
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
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RAISE – Moderate Risk
Tag
252

Area
Backside_N_East

Species
Sugar maple

Diam
24

Comments
Dead

Method

S

Urban Forest Analytics
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LOW RISK

(includes all trees, regardless of location or method)

REMOVE – Low Risk
Tag
105
106
109
111
113
118
122
123
125
126
127
128
132
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
143
144
145
146
148
150
151
152
153
161
164
165
170
171
173
175
176
178
189
190
191

Area
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside

Urban Forest Analytics

Species
Pitch pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
White pine
White pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
White pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
American beech
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red maple
Red maple
Hemlock
Red maple
Norway maple
Black cherry
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Norway spruce

Diam
20
20
28
21
25
14
21
25
29
29
26
32
23
20
18
19
19
19
17
18
28
18
19
14
13
15
14
25
23
27
10
15
38
34
26
34
30
28
14
21
20
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Comment
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decline
Decay
Decline
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Decay
Decline
Decay
Decay
Decline
Decline
Roots
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Canker
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decline
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay

Method
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

Saratoga Tree Risk Report

192
193
194
195
196
197
200
225
232
243
263
264
265
268
269
270
272
273
274
275
276
279
281
282
284
285
286
287
288
289
293
298
300
303
315
334
343
382
390
398

Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_West
Backside_N_East
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_N_Union
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Norway maple
White pine
Norway spruce
White pine
Norway maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Red spruce
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Hemlock
Hemlock
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Norway maple
White pine
White pine
White pine
White pine
Pitch pine
Pitch pine
Pitch pine
Pitch pine
Sugar maple
White pine
Norway spruce
Sugar maple
White pine
Red maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple

21
23
22
22
34
23
24
27
12
24
23
25
19
10
15
10
10
16
14
14
20
32
20
17
19
17
20
20
15
18
25
24
14
58
15
23
30
24
30
24

14

Decay
Canker
Decay
Canker
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Possible removal
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead
Dead
Dead
Decay
Decay
Decline
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decline
Canker
Possible removal
Dead
Decline
Dead
Dead
Decay
Decline
Possible removal
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Decay
Dead wood

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
B
B
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PRUNE – Low Risk
Tag
101
102
103
104
107
108
112
114
115
116
117
119
121
124
154
158
198
199
271
296
357
391
394
214
338
354
355
366
385
389

Area
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Frontside
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_N_Union
Backside_N_Union
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Union
Backside_S_Union

Species
Sugar maple
White oak
White oak
White pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
White pine
Red maple
Sugar maple
Pin oak
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Red oak
Norway maple
Norway maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Black locust
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Norway maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Red maple
Sugar maple

Diameter
20
40
48
34
39
29
33
31
23
25
33
36
21
28
27
26
24
31
26
30
48
31
30
25
21
40
39
33
37
21

Comment
Possible removal
Over road
Dead
Possible removal
Dead
Dead
Decline
Dead
Decay
Dead
Decay
Dead
Dead
Decay
Split
Decay
Decay
Over road
Dead
Possible removal
Dead wood
Possible removal
Dead wood
Possible removal
Possible removal
Possible removal
Decay
Decay
Possible removal
Possible removal

Method
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV
SV

REDUCE – Low Risk
Tag
280

Area
Frontside

Species
Sugar maple

Diam
42

Comment
Crack

Method
B

Comment
Canker
Decline
Decline
Possible removal

Method
B
SV
B
B

MONITOR – Low Risk
Tag
188
212
261
262

Area
Frontside
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson
Backside_S_Nelson

Urban Forest Analytics

Species
White pine
Sugar maple
Sugar maple
Sugar maple

Diam
24
14
18
20
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Appendix II: Data dictionary
Description of field data collected (data files on CD).

Basic
*Time Stamp-Time data was recorded
*ID- Unique number assigned to record
*Tag- Number on the aluminum tag installed in each tree in the field
*Species- Common name identified to species
*Diameter-Diameter in inches measured at 4.5 feet off the ground
*Latitude/Longitude-unique latitude and longitude coordinates recorded by GPS logger
*Area- General location of the tree on the grounds
PicTime- time picture was taken approximately corresponding to time stamp on each photo
linking data to photo of the tree in the field
Ratio- percentage of total tree height with live branches in 20% categories
Opacity – percentage of light blocked by live crown in 20% categories
Vitality – percentage of live crown that is free recent mortality of branches with fine twigs
Part evaluated – tree part specifically assessed for risk of failure
*Size of part – size of the tree part assessed for risk
*Defect – severity of structural defect on the part assessed for risk
Load – exposure of the tree crown relative to protection by adjacent trees and structures
Action – recommended arboricultural maintenance action where remove = remove tree; prune =
prune tree; raise = raise the lower crown by pruning; reduce = lower the upper crown (or shorten
a branch) by pruning; monitor = monitor closely for changes in health or existing defects.
*Value/Target – relative target value (cars, buildings, people/athletes)
Comment1 – appropriate comments on the tree regarding type of defect or alternative
management options
Comment2 – additional comments \

Simple
Asterisked fields under Basic

Urban Forest Analytics
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Appendix III: CD contents

CD contents
• Final Report
• Maps
• Field data
• Field photos
• Powerpoint® Presentation of Results

Urban Forest Analytics

17

Saratoga Tree Risk Report

Appendix IV: Tree Location Maps by Tag Number
Frontside

Urban Forest Analytics
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Backside_S_Nelson

Urban Forest Analytics

19

Saratoga Tree Risk Report

Backside_S_Union

Urban Forest Analytics
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Backside_N_Union

Urban Forest Analytics
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Backside_N_East

Urban Forest Analytics
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Backside_N_West

Urban Forest Analytics
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Appendix I
Letter from City of Saratoga Springs re:
Adams Street Pump Station

Appendix J
Comments on DGEIS

Comments are Included on the Attached CD

Appendix K
Letter of Resolution

Letter of Resolution between FOB, OGS, NYRA and OPRHP
regarding the Saratoga Race Course Redevelopment Project
LETTER OF RESOLUTION
AMONG
THE FRANCHISE OVERSIGHT BOARD,
THE NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF GENERAL SERVICES,
THE NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF PARKS, RECREATION AND HISTORIC
PRESERVATION,
AND
THE NEW YORK RACING ASSOCIATION
REGARDING
THE SARATOGA RACE COURSE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
SARATOGA SPRINGS, SARATOGA COUNTY

WHEREAS, the Saratoga Race Course Redevelopment Project (the Project) consists of
proposed improvements to the Saratoga Race Course in Saratoga Springs, Saratoga
County, New York (Saratoga) to respond to changes in global racing and sustain racing
at the Project Site which includes the entirety of the Race Course property. The Project
includes both specific planned elements and conceptual improvements that may be
implemented in the future;
WHEREAS, the goal of this Letter of Resolution (LOR) is to formally integrate the Office
of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) into the design, redevelopment
and capital planning processes for the Project, to maintain and emphasize the historic
character of the Race Course and to avoid impacts to any historic and/or cultural place
or property as defined in Section 14.09 of the Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law (PRHPL) (the historic property or properties);
WHEREAS, the Project is being undertaken by the New York Racing Association
(NYRA), with the Franchise Oversight Board (FOB) serving as the lead agency under
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). FOB is also representing the
People of the State of New York as owner of the Race Course. FOB is responsible to
oversee, monitor and review the operations of NYRA;
WHEREAS, the New York State Office of General Services (OGS) is the designated
construction permitting and code compliance agency for state owned buildings to
facilitate compliance with the New York State Uniform Fire Prevention and Building
Code (Building Code), and acts as FOB's agent to ensure technical and regulatory
reviews are conducted on projects as requested by NYRA and approved by the FOB;
WHEREAS, The Project is subject to review under the New York State Historic
Preservation Act (SHPA) (Section 14.09 of the Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law) (Section 14.09), which applies when State agencies are planning,
approving, funding or undertaking projects that “may cause any change, beneficial or
adverse, in the quality of any historic, architectural, archaeological or cultural property”
that is listed on or eligible for listing on the State and/or National Registers of Historic
Places (S/NR).
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WHEREAS, the Project is also subject to review under the Racing, Pari-Mutuel
Wagering and Breeding Law (§212.7,8[a][i] and [b]), which contains provisions for
considering impacts to historic properties (including preparation of an inventory of
buildings and landscape features at Saratoga), and deferring to OPRHP’s advice on
adverse impacts to historic properties, in particular from capital plans and expenditures;
WHEREAS, a Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) has been
prepared, and consultation with OPRHP has been undertaken under Section 14.09 to
evaluate the potential for the Project to adversely or beneficially change historic
properties,
WHEREAS, as noted above the “Project Site” includes the entirety of the Saratoga
Race Course property, which consists of two geographic areas commonly referred to as
the Frontside and the Backstretch (see Attachment A);
WHEREAS, pursuant to SHPA (Section 14.09), a “Project Impact Area” (PIA) was
delineated for the historic properties analysis in coordination with OPRHP to take into
account the potential for direct and indirect effects on historic properties as a result of
the Project. The PIA extends variably from 800 to 1,000 feet from the Project Site (see
Attachment A);
WHEREAS, the entire Saratoga Race Course is a contributing element within the S/NRlisted Union Avenue Historic District;
WHEREAS, 176 buildings and the historic landscape of the Race Course on the Project
Site have been identified as “contributing features,” i.e. features that contribute to the
historic nature of the Race Course (see Attachment B);
WHEREAS, multiple historic properties were identified within the PIA but outside the
Project Site (see Attachment A);
WHEREAS, the Project is intended to have an overall beneficial impact on historic
properties by preserving, restoring and upgrading structures and facilities to conform to
modern building and fire Code requirements while maintaining the historic character of
the Race Course as a whole;
WHEREAS, up
altered through
However, these
implemented in
properties;

to 52 buildings of the 176 contributing features may be physically
Project actions such as rehabilitation, renovation, and restoration.
alterations shall be designed, approved, funded, constructed and
consultation with OPRHP so as not to adversely impact historic

WHEREAS, Saratoga Race Course Cultural Resources Inventory, Phase I: Cultural
Landscape Inventory & Architectural Resource Inventory of Backstretch Structures
(September 2010) and Draft Phase II: Cultural Landscape Inventory & Architectural
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Resource Inventory of the Frontside and Back Yard (December 2010) (see Attachment
G) as supplemented by further studies contained in the FGEIS have identified
architectural and landscape sensitive areas;
WHEREAS, a Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study (May 2014) prepared for
the Project identified 17 archaeologically sensitive areas within the Project Site (see
Attachment H). The Study indicated that eight of these sensitive areas could be
impacted by proposed Project elements;
WHEREAS, the purpose of this LOR is to ensure that:
1. Physical changes to the PIA (alteration of contributing features; new construction;
and alteration of non-contributing buildings) shall not be approved, funded or
constructed until OPRHP reviews and provides recommendations to avoid or
mitigate adverse impacts to historic properties;
2. If contributing buildings may be impacted by the Project, appropriate measures
will be undertaken, in consultation with OPRHP, to avoid, minimize, and/or
mitigate the impacts;
3. If significant archaeological resources are identified that would be impacted by
the Project, appropriate measures are undertaken, in consultation with OPRHP,
to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate such impacts before and during construction,
and;
4. Protocols are developed to avoid and/or address inadvertent construction-related
damage to historic properties;
NOW, THEREFORE, as referenced in the FGEIS and in accordance with Section
14.09, FOB, OGS, NYRA and OPRHP agree that the Project may proceed subject to
the Stipulations specified below:
STIPULATIONS
1.

Physical Alterations to Contributing Buildings: In order to avoid or mitigate
adverse impacts to historic properties, alterations to contributing buildings and
structures shall be conducted in a manner that is compatible with and respects
the architectural and historic significance of the resources and in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. NYRA shall adopt a
Maintenance Plan that outlines guidelines for design and materials and design
guidelines for site amenities to ensure a uniform and consistent approach to
alterations on the Project Site. Unless the alteration is in a category that is
exempt from review (as listed in Attachment C), interior and exterior design plans
shall be developed in consultation with OPRHP and submitted at the preliminary
(35%) and pre-final (75%) completion stages for OPRHP comment. OGS shall
not issue construction permits or code compliance certificates under the Building
Code until it receives documentation of OPRHP consultation. Additionally, any
material changes between the pre-final (75%) completion stage plans and final
design plans shall also be submitted to OPRHP for review before finalizing.
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2.

Physical Alterations to the Historic Landscape: In order to avoid adverse
impacts to the historic landscape of the Race Course, which has been identified
as a contributing feature, alterations to the landscape shall be designed and
implemented to minimize harm to the historic Race Course landscape while
achieving the Project goals. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural
Landscapes shall be referenced to guide the design of alterations and
rehabilitation of landscape features. Where existing landscape features would be
replaced with new landscape features, alternatives shall be considered and new
landscape features shall be designed in a manner that is compatible with and
respects the architectural and historic significance of the historic Race Course
landscape. Removal, planting, and other management of trees on the Race
Course’s Backstretch shall comply with the Tree Management Plan for the
Backstretch (The LA Group: September 2014) (see Attachments D-1 and 2). Any
plans for tree plantings or removals on the Backstretch that do not comply with
the recommendations of the Tree Management Plan shall be submitted to
OPRHP by NYRA for review. Removal, planting, and other management of trees
on the Race Course’s Frontside shall comply with the Tree Management Plan for
the Frontside (The LA Group: February 2016) (see Attachment D-3). Any plans
for tree plantings or removals on the Frontside that do not comply with the
recommendations of the Tree Management Plan shall be submitted to OPRHP
by NYRA for review. The design of new tree plantings schemes shall be informed
by historic precedents for each area of the Race Course, as discussed in the
FGEIS. Unless the alterations to the landscape are in a category that is exempt
from review (as listed in Attachment C), landscape plans shall be developed in
consultation with OPRHP and submitted at the preliminary (35%) and pre-final
(75%) completion stages for OPRHP comment. OGS shall not issue construction
permits or code compliance certificates until it receives documentation of
consultation with OPRHP. Where OGS construction permits or compliance
certificates are not required, NYRA shall consider and implement to the
maximum extent practicable any OPRHP comments received on plans for tree
plantings, removals or alterations to the landscape. OPRHP may request and
NYRA shall provide OPRHP the opportunity to review the final design plans.
Additionally, any material changes between the (75%) completion stage plans
and the final design plans shall be submitted to OPRHP for prior review before
finalizing.

3.

New construction and alteration of Non-Contributing Buildings within the
Historic Race Course Setting: In order to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts to
historic properties, the design of new buildings or structures and exterior
alteration of existing non-contributing buildings or structures shall be conducted
in manner that is compatible with and respects the historic character of the Race
Course. The OPRHP “Guide to Compatible New Construction,” (see Attachment
E) shall be used as a basis for considering sensitive design in the historic
landscape. Unless new construction is in a category that is exempt from review
(as listed in Attachment C), design plans for new buildings and structures shall
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be developed in consultation with OPRHP and submitted at the preliminary
(35%) and pre-final (75%) completion stages for OPRHP comment. OGS shall
not issue construction permits or code compliance certificates until it receives
documentation of consultation with OPRHP.
OPRHP may request the
opportunity to review the final designs. Additionally, any material changes
between the (75%) completion stage plans and the final design plans shall be
submitted to OPRHP for prior review before finalizing. Alteration of the interior of
non-contributing buildings shall not be subject to OPRHP review.
4.

Local Consultation Comments: The Saratoga Springs Preservation Foundation
(Foundation) shall be provided with a 30 calendar-day period within which to
review and comment on the preliminary design plan submissions (35%
completion stage) for the physical changes identified in Stipulations 1, 2, and 3
prior to submission to OPRHP. Any written comments received during this period
from the Foundation shall be included with the preliminary design plan
submissions (35% completion stage) that are submitted to OPRHP for the
physical changes identified in Stipulations 1, 2, and 3. OPRHP shall give the
Foundation comments due consideration in its review.

5.

Construction Protection Plan: A Construction Protection Plan (CPP) shall be
prepared that will describe the construction procedures of the Project in the
vicinity of historic properties and measures that shall be taken to avoid
inadvertent construction impacts and a draft CPP shall accompany the
preliminary design plans (35%) identified in Stipulations 1, 2, and 3. The final
CPP shall be submitted to OPRHP for review and approval prior to
implementation. An outline for the CPP has been attached (see Attachment F) to
demonstrate how the CPP will set forth measures to avoid construction-related
damage to any historic properties within 100 feet of Project construction
activities.

6.

Sensitive Archaeological Resources: As design for the Project and/or its
component projects is advanced, consultation with OPRHP shall be conducted to
review whether proposed construction may have an adverse impact on potential
archaeological resources for those portions of the Project Site that have been
identified as potentially archaeologically sensitive in the Phase IA Archaeological
Documentary Study (May 2014) (see Attachment H). This consultation shall
evaluate if potential resources can be avoided and attempt to identify ways to
accomplish avoidance. In the event that archaeologically sensitive areas cannot
be avoided, specific Phase IB and/or Phase II testing methods, and if necessary,
mitigation measures shall be developed in consultation with OPRHP and
implemented as early as possible in order to avoid undue delays during
construction. Unanticipated archaeological discoveries occur when potentially
significant archaeological deposits are encountered during construction in
locations not anticipated by the Archaeological Documentary Study for the
Project. Prior to Project construction FOB and/or NYRA shall provide information
to excavation and construction personnel to make them aware of Project
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archaeological issues and protocols. If any unanticipated archaeological
discoveries occur during construction, FOB and/or NYRA shall engage a
qualified archaeologist and shall consult with OPRHP. In consultation with
OPRHP, FOB and/or NYRA shall determine the significance of the discovery and
shall identify and implement an appropriate method of avoidance, minimization,
and/or mitigation in an expeditious manner. OGS shall not issue construction
permits or code compliance certificates until documentation of OPRHP
consultation is provided.
7.

Building Code Compliance: OGS shall not issue construction permits,
demolition permits or code compliance certificates until it receives documentation
of consultation with OPRHP, as applicable. For non-exempt activities, if
construction activities or Project plans change such that the Project may newly
impact a historic property FOB and/or NYRA shall consult with OPRHP to
determine the appropriate course of action. If any conceptual or other information
in the FGEIS regarding potential impacts to a historic property or historic
properties changes or is updated with specific plans for funding, development or
construction affecting such historic properties, then FOB and/or NYRA shall
consult with OPRHP regarding the information prior to seeking construction
permits, demolition permits or code compliance certificates related to the affected
historic resource.

8.

Amendment and Notice: FOB and/or NYRA shall periodically review this LOR
as follows: at least three years after the date it is signed by the last signatory and
every three years thereafter. The LOR shall remain in effect until the Stipulations
have been met. Any party to this LOR may propose to FOB and/or NYRA that the
LOR be amended, whereupon FOB and/or NYRA shall consult with OGS and
OPRHP to consider and approve the amendment. Any amendment must be
agreed upon in writing by all parties to the LOR. Prior to approving any
substantive amendment of the LOR, notice of the proposed amendment shall be
published in the Environmental Notice Bulletin (ENB) and the public shall be
afforded a thirty-day public comment period.
The following staffs are the primary contacts for the parties:
FOB contact:
Steven Lowenstein
Secretary & Administrative Officer
1 Broadway Center, Schenectady, NY 12305
steven.lowenstein@gaming.ny.gov
518-388-1947
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NYRA contact:
William McCarthy
Associate Counsel
110-00 Rockaway Blvd, Jamaica, NY 11417
WMcCarthy@nyrainc.com
718-659-2387
OGS contact:
Agency Code Compliance Manager
35th Floor, Corning Tower, ESP, Albany, NY 12242
anthony.nuciforo@ogs.ny.gov518-474-0337
OPRHP contact:
Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation or her designee
Peebles Island State Park, P.O. Box 189 Waterford, NY 12188-0189
Ruth.Pierpont@parks.ny.gov
518-268-2171

9.

Counterparts; Electronic Signatures; Successors or Assigns: This LOR
consists of eleven pages plus Attachments A-H. It shall be signed and
acknowledged in four original counterparts and shall take effect on the date it is
signed by the last signatory. The counterparts (including counterparts delivered
to the other parties by facsimile, e-mail or other electronic means) taken together
shall form one legal instrument. A manually or electronically signed copy of this
LOR delivered by facsimile, e-mail or other means of electronic transmission
shall be deemed to have the same legal effect as delivery of an original signed
copy of the LOR. FOB and/or NYRA shall ensure that this LOR is complied with
by their successors or assigns.

10.

List of Attachments:
Attachment A: Project site map showing PIA, Frontside & Backstretch
Attachment B: Contributing Resources
Attachment C: Maintenance and Construction Activities Exempt from Review
Attachment D: Tree Management Plan
Attachment E: Guide to Compatible New Construction
Attachment F: Draft Construction Protection Plan
Attachment G: Saratoga Race Course Cultural Resources Inventory, Phase I and II
Attachment H: Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study

Signature Pages Follow

7

Letter of Resolution
Attachments A-H

Attachments A-H to the Letter of Resolution are Included on the Attached CD

