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   AGENDA 
 

MEETING NOTIFICATION 
 

Wednesday, February 15, 2017 9:30 a.m. 
Arthur Kunz Library 

H. Lee Dennison Bldg. – 2nd Floor 
Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge 

 
All project materials can be found at: 

 
http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Departments/Planning/Boards/CouncilonEnvironmentalQuality 
 

Call to Order: 
 
 
Minutes:  
 

January 18, 2017 
 
 

Correspondence: 
 
 
Public Portion: 
 
 
Historic Trust Docket: 
 

 Director’s Report: 
 

Updates on Housing Program for Historic Trust Sites 
Updates on Historic Trust Custodial Agreements 
 

 

http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Departments/Planning/Boards/CouncilonEnvironmentalQuality.aspx


Project Review: 
Recommended Type I Actions: 

 
A. Proposed Final Scoping Document for the Suffolk County Wastewater Management 

Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater Sources 
 

B. Proposed Port Jefferson – Wading River Rails to Trails Pedestrian and Bicycle Path, CP 
5903, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Riverhead and the Village of Shoreham 
 

Project Review: 
Recommended Unlisted Actions: 
 

A. Proposed Improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District #7 - Medford, CP8194, Town 
of Brookhaven 
 

B. Proposed, Suffolk County Sewer District No. 22 Hauppauge Municipal Recharge 
Facilities Project, CP 8171, Town of Smithtown 

 
 
Project Review: 
Recommendations for LADS Report: 
 

A. Recommendations for Legislative Resolutions Laid on the Table February 7, 2017 
 
 
 
Other Business: 

 
 
 

CAC Concerns: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*CAC MEMBERS:  The above information has been forwarded to your local Legislators, Supervisors 
and DEC personnel.  Please check with them prior to the meeting to see if they have any comments or 
concerns regarding these projects that they would like brought to the CEQ’s attention.   
**CEQ MEMBERS:  PLEASE NOTIFY THIS OFFICE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE IF YOU WILL BE 
UNABLE TO ATTEND. 
***FOLLOWING THE MEETING PLEASE LEAVE BEHIND ALL PROJECT MATERIAL 
THAT YOU DO NOT WANT OR NEED AS WE CAN RECYCLE THESE MATERIALS LATER 
ON. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MINUTES 

 

 

DATE:  February 15, 2017 

TIME:  9:35 am – 11:18 am 

LOCATION:  Arthur Kunz Library 

 H. Lee Dennison Bldg. – 2
nd

 Floor 

Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, New York 

 

PRESENT: 

Larry Swanson, Chair 

Michael Kaufman, Vice Chair 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 

Frank De Rubeis 

Michael Doall 

Mary Ann Spencer 

Hon. Kara Hahn 

Hon. Al Krupski 

 

ABSENT: 

Eva Growney 

Thomas Gulbransen 

Constance Kepert 

 

CAC REPRESENTATIVES: 

None 

 

STAFF: 

Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner 

John Corral, Senior Planner 

Christine DeSalvo, Senior Clerk Typist 

 



GUESTS: 

Ben Wright, Principal Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works 

Jeff Dawson, Associate Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works 

Maria Nida, Assistant County Attorney, Suffolk County Attorney’s Office 

Ken Zegel, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Health 

Services 

Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of 

Economic Development and Planning, Division of Planning and Environment 

Dorian Dale, Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning 

Paul Lappano, Vice President, LKB 

Dan Gulizio, Peconic Bay Keeper 

Vincent Frigerid, PSEG 

Nanette Henry, CDM Smith 

Steve Normandin, NV5 

Rick Brand, Reporter, Newsday 

 

Minutes:  

 

Minutes for the January 18, 2017 CEQ meeting were reviewed and discussed. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to approve January 18, 2017 minutes as 

amended.  The motion was seconded by Mr. DeRubeis.  Motion carried. 

 

 

Correspondence: 

Mr. Swanson mentioned and passed around a letter he received indicating that on 

March 8
th

 and 9
th

 the New York State Central Pine Barrens Joint Planning and 

Policy Commission will hold a conference on Southern Pine Beatle in the 

Northeast Region. 

 

Mr. Corral noted that no other correspondence was received.   

 

Public Portion: 

None 

 

Historic Trust Docket:  

Director’s Report:   

 

There was not a Director’s Report but Mr. Swanson commented that he would 

like to continue the CEQ tradition to have one or two CEQ meetings at Historic 

Trust properties during the calendar year.  Mr. Swanson noted that he believes it 

is very important that the CEQ understand what the Historic Trust is and the 

wonderful historic properties that the County owns.   

 

 

Project Review: 



Recommended Type I Actions: 

 

A. Proposed Final Scoping Document for the Suffolk County Wastewater 

Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater 

Sources. 

 

Prior to the project presentation, Mr. Corral explained to the Council where the 

project was in the SEQRA process and what Scoping means based on the SEQRA 

regulations.    

 

Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of 

Health Services, gave a presentation on the Final Scoping Document for the 

Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program.  The presentation included an 

overview of the proposed action which involves the implementation of the 

Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan.   

 

After an extended discussion and questions on the Final Scoping Document the 

CEQ requested amendments to the Final Scoping Document.  These amendments 

included: 

 that the Final Scoping Document include an attachment that describes the 

Suffolk County Subwatersheds Management Plan   

 clarifying the language in the Water Quality Protection District section 

from “a water protection fee is proposed” to “will be discussed”  

 moving the “Purpose and Need” section of the Scoping document in front 

of the “Proposed Action” section of the Scoping document  

 clarify and expand the sections in the Final Scope regarding Land Use, 

Community Plans & Character and Cumulative Impacts  

   

A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend the amended Final Scoping 

Document to the Legislature for adoption subject to CEQ Chair’s review and 

approval of the CEQ’s requested amendments. The motion was seconded by Mr. 

De Rubeis.  Motion carried. 

 

B. Proposed Port Jefferson – Wading River Rails to Trails Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Path, CP 5903, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Riverhead and the Village of 

Shoreham 

 

Jeff Dawson, Associate Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public 

Works and Eileen Kelly and Steve Normandin from NV5, Technical Engineering 

and Consulting Services gave a presentation on the proposed project.  The 

proposed project involves a shared use pedestrian and bicycle path within an 

approximately ten mile long strip of abandoned Long Island Rail Road right-of-

way which is presently owned by the Long Island Power Authority (LIPA).  The 

shared use path will be designed to provide safe access and travel needs for 

bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 



A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification of the proposed 

project as a Type I Action with a Negative Declaration.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Doall.  Motion carried. 

 

Project Review: 

Recommended Unlisted Actions: 

 

A. Proposed Improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District #7 - Medford, CP8194, 

Town of Brookhaven 

 

Ben Wright, Principal Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public   

Works gave a presentation on the proposed project.  The proposed improvements 

to the Suffolk County Sewer District No. 7 – Medford would take place at the 

Woodside facility which is one of the two wastewater treatment plants in the 

Sewer District.  The proposed improvements will be in-kind replacement with a 

focus on the replacement of the denitrification filter system along with auxiliary 

equipment.  The proposed replacement system will replace an outdated system 

and provide the capacity to treat sewage from the potential development in North 

Bellport and the potential sewering of the Village of Bellport. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification of the proposed 

project as an Unlisted Action with a Negative Declaration.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. DeRubeis.  Motion carried. 

 

 

B. Proposed, Suffolk County Sewer District No. 22 Hauppauge Municipal Recharge 

Facilities Project, CP 8171, Town of Smithtown 

 

Ben Wright, Principal Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public 

Works and Paul Lappano, Vice President at the consulting engineering company 

Lockwood, Kessler & Bartlett, Inc. gave a presentation on the proposed project.  

The project proposes to abandon the Sewer District #22 wastewater treatment 

plant facility and pump the wastewater to Sewer District #18 for treatment in 

order to alleviate the poor recharge conditions at Sewer District No. 22’s 

wastewater treatment plant. The control building and emergency generator at 

Sewer District No. 22’s current wastewater treatment plant will remain active and 

supply power to the new pump station. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification of the proposed 

project as an Unlisted Action with a Negative Declaration.  The motion was 

seconded by Legislator Hahn.  Motion carried. 

 

 

 

 

 



Project Review: 

Recommendations for LADS Report: 

 

 Recommendations for Legislative Resolutions Laid on the Table February 7, 2017 

 

Mr. Kaufman made a motion to accept staff recommendations for the February  7, 

2017 Resolutions.  The motion was seconded by Mr. DeRubeis.  Motion carried.   

 

Other Business: 

 

None  

 

CAC Concerns: 

 

None  

 

Meeting Adjourned 



Public Health 
Prevent. Promoro. Pro«ot. 

Office of Ecology 
Division of Environmental Quality 

360 Yaphank Avenue, Yaphank, NY 11980 
Phone: 631.852.5750-- Fax: 631.852.5812 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 

COUNIY OF SUFFOLK 

(i 
STEVEN BELLONE 

SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

February 7, 2017 

JAMES L. TOMARKEN, MD, MPH, MBA, MSW 
COMMISSIONER 

Mr. john Corral 
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning 
H Lee Dennison Bldw'4" Floor 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway/POBox 6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788.0099 

Re: Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater 
Sources 

Dear Mr. Corral: 

Please find an electronic copy (.pdffile) attached of the Draft Final Scoping Document for the "Snffolk County 
Wastewater Management Program for the Mitigation ofNitrogen Impacts from Wastewater Sources" and all 
required attachments. We would appreciate it if you could put this on the schedule for the February 15, 2017 
meeting of the Council on Environmental Quality. 

Thank you for your continuing cooperation. If there are any questions, or additional materials are required, please 
feel free to contact me at (631) 852.5809. 

~~ 
Kenneth Z@i,E 
Associate Public Health Engineer 

ku. 
Attachment. 
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FINAL SCOPING DOCUMENT 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the Reduction of Nitrogen Loading from 

Wastewater Sources 

Suffolk County, New York 

February 2017 

 

1.0 Introduction 
This Final Scoping Document has been prepared to initiate the environmental review process for 

the approval and implementation of the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP). 

The SC SWP will support the development of a County-wide wastewater management strategy 

through the establishment of ‘priority areas’ for nitrogen reduction, establishment of nitrogen load 

reduction goals for each priority area, and the development of a recommended wastewater upgrade 

strategy to meet nitrogen load reduction goals. Changes to the County Sanitary Code will enable the 

Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) to work with United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (USEPA), New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), 
Towns, Villages, residents, property owners and other stakeholders to implement the wastewater 

treatment technologies required to achieve the nitrogen reduction goals.  This document presents 

an outline of the Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) and identifies the information 

that will be collected and evaluated to assess the potential environmental impacts that could result 

from implementation of the recommendations provided in the SC SWP. 

This Scoping Document includes a: 

 Description of the Proposed Action,  

 An outline of the GEIS, which will address potentially significant environmental impacts of 

the proposed action and include preliminary identification of mitigating measures, 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, growth inducing, secondary and cumulative 

impacts, and 

 Public Comment that has been received on the Draft Scoping Document. 

The GEIS will be prepared using existing available data; no field studies or field data collection are 

anticipated.  Site-specific data collection may be required to complete a project specific, or study-

area specific draft/final EIS (D/FEIS).   

The SCDHS Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is the project proposer.  On August 31, 2016 

SCDHS DEQ notified interested and involved agencies of its intent to assume Lead Agency status 

and as such in accordance with Title 6 NYCRR Part 617.6(a) and (b) classify this proposed action as 

a Type I Action. No objections were received within 30 days of the mailing.  The Suffolk County 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) addressed this proposed project at their September 21, 

2016 meeting and the Suffolk County Legislature passed Resolution HSV #66-2016 at their October 

5, 2016 meeting, identifying the proposed action as a Type I action under SEQRA and initiating the 
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scoping process. SCDHS DEQ as Lead Agency status under the New York State Environmental 

Quality Review Act (SEQRA) is responsible for conducting the environmental review of this 

proposed action. The proposed action will undergo a coordinated environmental review whereby a 

SEQRA Draft GEIS will be prepared to comprehensively address requirements of both federal and 

state laws and regulations. 

Working together with the SCDHS, the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 

Planning and the Suffolk County Legislature, CEQ convened two Public Scoping Hearings to provide 

opportunity for public comment on the Draft Scoping Document.  The first Public Scoping Hearing 

was held on November 29, 2016 at the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) Education Center in 

Hauppauge, New York and the second Public Scoping Hearing was held on December 1, 2016 at the 
Suffolk County Community College Culinary Arts and Hospitality Center in Riverhead, New York.  In 

addition, the Draft Scoping Document was posted on both the Suffolk County Department of 

Economic Development and Planning and the SCDHS websites, and written comments were 

accepted through December 13, 2016. 

The Final Scope summarized in this document reflects the addition of the relevant issues that were 

identified during the public scoping process, including all comments received through December 

13, 2016, and also identifies issues that were identified that will not be included in the GEIS.  This 

Final Scope will be the basis for the GEIS.   

2.0  Proposed Action 
The Draft GEIS is being prepared to address the SEQRA requirements for the implementation of the 

SC SWP. The proposed action is for the implementation of the SC SWP which will support the 

development of a County-wide wastewater management strategy through the establishment of 

‘priority areas’ for nitrogen reduction, establishment of nitrogen load reduction goals for each 
priority area, and a development of a recommended wastewater upgrade strategy to meet nitrogen 

load reduction goals. Changes to the County’s Sanitary Code will be required to implement the 

recommendations provided in the SC SWP. There are expected to be six major recommendations 

within the SC SWP as follows: 

1.  Recommended Wastewater Management Strategy 
The SC SWP will be used by the County to support the development of a County-wide wastewater 

management strategy. The SC SWP will: 

 Evaluate nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface water; 
 Evaluate surface water sensitivity; 
 Establish tiered priority area boundaries for nitrogen reduction; 
 Establish nitrogen load reduction goals for each priority area; and, 
 Evaluate cost and benefits of wastewater management alternatives based primarily upon the 

following treatment methods: 

 Innovative/alternative onsite wastewater treatment systems (I/A OWTS); 
 Clustered/decentralized (“Appendix A”) systems; and, 
 Sewage Treatment Plants (STPs) to include only currently proposed projects. 
 

A description of the three treatment methods is provided below. Using these three treatment 

methods and the results and recommendations of the SC SWP, Suffolk County will work with 
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policymakers and stakeholders to develop final recommended actions and establish a final 

recommended wastewater management strategy to reduce nitrogen within the priority areas of the 

County. The approach will be completed in phases to focus resources at the County’s highest 

priority areas first (as defined in the SC SWP) and will consider activities that will prompt 

wastewater treatment upgrades under various scenarios including the following potential trigger 

points: 

 Cesspool failure; 
 New construction; 
 Reconstruction; 
 Property transfer; 
 Grandfathered residential sites with legacy cesspools; 
 Grandfathered residential sites with lot sizes below current Sanitary Code requirements; 
 Grandfathered Other Than Single Family Residential sites including grandfathered SPDES and 

failed denitrification system sites;  

 Large capacity cesspools, and  

 Phased upgrades homes and businesses with conventional septic systems within the tiered 
priority area boundaries defined in the SC SWP. 

 
Implementation of the scenarios identified above will require modification to Article V (General 

Sanitation) and Article VI (Realty Subdivisions, Developments and Other Construction Projects) of 

the Suffolk County Sanitary Code.  Finally, Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) programs used for 

sanitary density transfer (including both as-of-right and non-as-of-right) will be evaluated based on 

the recommendations in the SC SWP. It should be noted that the proposed action and associated 

GEIS under the current environmental review will not be an all-inclusive/exhaustive evaluation of 

all TDR programs in Suffolk County; however, it will identify preliminary environmental concerns 

for individual programs based upon sanitary density transfer and identify the need for subsequent 

detailed TDR program reviews. 

2. Water Quality Protection District and Responsible Management Entity 
A Water Quality Protection District and Responsible Management Entity (RME) will be established 

to provide the administrative and financial structure for Suffolk County to protect the County’s 

ground and surface water resources from further impacts from nitrogen loading associated with 

septic systems and cesspools.  The RME will oversee and manage the installation and long-term 

operation and maintenance of I/A OWTS. The SCDHS Office of Wastewater Management will serve 

as the RME. 

A water quality protection fee is proposed that would be used to: 

 Provide a funding mechanism, such as low interest loans or grants, for the replacement of 
existing on-site systems by I/A OWTS as identified in the SC SWP; 

 Provide a funding mechanism, such as low interest loans, grants, or a combination for 
clustered/decentralized systems; 

 Provide a funding mechanism, such as low interest loans, grants, or a combination, to provide 
enhanced nitrogen removal at Town and Village-owned wastewater treatment systems; 

 Provide a funding mechanism to support the installation of new advanced STPs and/or 
expansion of STPs within priority areas; and 

 Provide a funding mechanism for the RME. 
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3. Innovative/Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 

I/A OWTS consist of individual onsite advanced nitrogen removal wastewater treatment units as 

currently defined in Article XIX of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code. 

It is anticipated that up to 360,000 existing residential onsite sanitary systems will eventually be 

converted to I/A OWTS using a phased approach. The details of the final proposed approach are 

anticipated to be developed by Suffolk County policymakers and stakeholders with guidance 

provided from the recommendations in the SC SWP. The use of I/A OWTS is expected to be 

expanded to Other Than Single Family Residential properties that meet the allowable flow/design 

limitations of approved technologies. 

As described previously, modification of Articles V and VI of the Sanitary Code will be required to 

define the conditions under which upgrade of existing cesspools or septic systems will be required.  

It should be noted that the adoption of Article XIX and associated I/A OWTS Construction Standards 
(both Residential and Commercial [i.e., Other than Residential]) has already undergone SEQRA 

environmental review. 

4. Clustered/Decentralized Systems 
Clustered/decentralized systems include small, pre-packaged STPs as defined in Appendix A of the 

Construction Standards for Sewage Disposal Systems Other Than Single Family Residences (e.g., the 

Commercial Standards) and Article VI of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code. The use of Appendix A 

systems is currently limited to design flows up to 15,000 gallons per day (gpd).  

Clustered/decentralized systems may be required and/or cost-beneficial at locations where I/A 

OWTS and STPs are not technically feasible or cost effective such as at mobile home parks, new 

housing developments, and grandfathered sites.  Modifications to Appendix A of the Commercial 

Standards and Article VI of the Sanitary Code are proposed to expand the application of 

clustered/decentralized systems in Suffolk County.  Modifications currently under consideration 

include: 

 Modification to allow treatment of flows up to 30,000 gpd; 
 Modification of Appendix A to reduce required separation distances; 
 Evaluation of the approval process to streamline retrofits (e.g., SCDHS approval only 

[proposed requirement] versus SCDHS and SCDPW approval [current requirement]); and, 
 Development and implementation of site-specific treatment standards for grandfathered 

sites with Appendix A systems.  Site-specific treatment standards would conform with the 
proposed nitrogen limits for the priority areas defined by the SC SWP. 
 

5. Sewage Treatment Plants 
New STPs and/or the expansion of existing STPs will be completed within priority wastewater 

treatment areas for enhanced nitrogen removal. STPs will be implemented in accordance with 

existing sewer studies completed by Suffolk County and Town/Village studies to the extent 

information is readily available.  Individual STP and/or related sewer infrastructure projects would 

require supplemental SEQRA environmental review. 
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6. Advanced Wastewater Treatment Pilot Areas 
Pilot tests will be completed by Suffolk County under a variety of geographic, land use, and 
demographic conditions to confirm the effectiveness of the proposed wastewater management 

nitrogen reduction approaches described herein.  Pilot testing will be completed for I/A OWTS and 

clustered/decentralized systems. Pilot test areas under consideration by the County include, but 

are not limited to: 

 Sites with grandfathered flows that predate Article VI of the Sanitary Code or include failed 
sulfur denitrification systems (residential and commercial); 

 Residential properties including lots with: 

o Small lot size 
o High groundwater table 
o Poor soils 

 Commercial properties (various use); 
 New York State and Suffolk County owned parks; 
 Other New York State, Suffolk County or other municipally owned properties including 

parks, libraries or schools; 
 Mobile home parks; and, 
 Seasonal population locations. 

In addition to the above, Suffolk County anticipates the installation of voluntary I/A OWTS at 

residential properties located throughout the County.  An estimate of the number of voluntary 

installations anticipated over the next few years is currently under development.  

The project area addressed by the GEIS is county-wide within the borders of Suffolk County.  

3.0 Purpose and Need 
In Suffolk County, approximately 75 percent of homes are unsewered and discharge sanitary 

wastewater containing nitrogen to the underlying groundwater that provides both the only source 

of potable supply for County residents, and baseflow to the County’s surface water features.   For 

decades, the presence of elevated levels of nitrogen in groundwater has been of concern due to the 

potential health impacts associated with methemoglobinemia (blue baby syndrome).  Nitrogen 

contamination associated with discharge of sanitary wastewater has been studied and documented 

in the Long Island Comprehensive Waste Treatment Management Plan (208 Plan, 1978), the 

1987 Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan  and the 2015 Suffolk 

County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan.  Article 6 of the Suffolk County 

Sanitary Code was enacted primarily to protect public health by limiting nitrogen loading from 

sanitary wastewater discharges to maintain groundwater nitrogen concentrations to levels of less 

than 4 mg/L in Groundwater Management Zones III, V and VI and to less than 6 mg/L everywhere 
else throughout the County.   However, Article 6 did not consider the density or sanitary 

wastewater treatment levels necessary to protect downgradient groundwater-fed surface waters.  

Nitrogen concentrations associated with the eutrophic conditions that can trigger harmful algal 

blooms are generally significantly lower than the 10 mg/L drinking water maximum contaminant 

level (MCL) that is protective of human health.  
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Nitrogen conveyed to discharge in coastal receiving waters via groundwater baseflow has been 

linked to a number of issues in Suffolk County including fish kills due to hypoxic episodes, harmful 

algal blooms, and loss of eelgrass along shorelines. The impacts to the coastal communities of 

Suffolk County from SuperStorm Sandy in 2012 underscored the connection between nitrogen in 

groundwater baseflow discharging to surface water resources, loss of wetlands, and damage to 

ecosystem health.  Reduction in nitrogen loading is anticipated to support wetlands restoration and 
improve storm and flood protection and coastal resiliency provided by healthy wetlands. The 

County, recognizing the need for immediate action, updated the draft Suffolk County 

Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan to include new chapters focusing on 

wastewater management, estuary programs, coastal resources, and alternative management and 

funding mechanisms.  

The County found that approximately 80 percent of the unsewered residential properties fall within 

areas to be considered high priority for nitrogen removal based on at least one of the following: 

 Close proximity to public supply wells or surface water bodies,  
 Located in an area developed at higher density than permitted by Article 6 of the County’s 

Sanitary Code and/or  
 Located in an area with depth to groundwater less than ten feet below ground surface.  
 

In accordance with Suffolk County’s Reclaim Our Water initiative and the Long Island Nitrogen 

Action Plan (LINAP), Suffolk County is pursuing proactive measures to reduce nitrogen pollution to 

the County’s waters. The SC SWP will be prepared to provide early action recommendations for 

nitrogen load reduction goals and a recommended wastewater management strategy for priority 

subwatersheds within Suffolk County. The SC SWP will be used to establish first order nitrogen load 
reduction goals generated based on the need for water quality improvements for County surface 

water, drinking water and groundwater resources. The SC SWP will be an integrated, holistic 

approach to delineating the County’s subwatersheds based on a common platform of assumptions 

and boundary conditions. In concert with the SC SWP, modifications will be made to the Suffolk 

County Sanitary Code and Construction Standards to support the implementation of the SC SWP. 

Additionally, the County is pursuing the establishment of a County-wide Water Quality Protection 

District to facilitate financing options for the implementation of the SC SWP.  

Ultimately the SC SWP aims to protect and restore both groundwater quality and the coastal 

ecosystems of Suffolk County by implementing a County-wide wastewater plan targeting the 

reduction of nitrogen loading from wastewater sources by using a combination of sewering, 

cluster/decentralized wastewater treatment, and I/A OWTS.  

4.0 Generic Environmental Impact Statement Outline 
The Draft GEIS will evaluate the potential broad environmental issues resulting from 
implementation of the recommendations provided in the SC SWP. The GEIS will include discussions 

of the long-term environmental benefits, economic costs and benefits, and short-term construction-

related impacts associated with implementing the SC SWP recommendations. Site/parcel specific 

impacts such as change in individual lot development potential, zoning restrictions and demands on 

utility services will not be included in the GEIS as they are considered to be “site specific” and 

would be subject to supplemental SEQRA review.  
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The sections that will be included in the GEIS as specified in 6 NYCRR Part 617.10 are outlined 

below. The list of relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the implementation of the 

proposed action are those identified as potential project impacts in Part 2 of the Full Environmental 

Assessment Form. 

1.0 Executive Summary – The Executive Summary will provide a succinct summary of the GEIS 

including the project description, major findings of the environmental analysis, mitigation 

recommendations, and topics requiring further site-specific study and assessment prior to 

implementation. 

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action, Purpose and Need – The Description of the Proposed 

Action, Purpose and Need will provide a concise description of the SC SWP including the 

County’s proposed wastewater management strategy for the reduction of nitrogen loading 

from wastewater and associated changes to Suffolk County’s Sanitary Code including its 

purpose, public need and benefits, as well as social and economic considerations. 

3.0 Existing Environmental Setting –The baseline environmental setting of the County will be 

described. The most current readily available data sources will be used. Characterization of 

priority subwatersheds and groundwater quality will be based on the data collected and 

compiled in the SC SWP.  Existing data sources to provide information on the environmental 

setting may include: 

 US Census Data and Suffolk County Planning Department reports  

 Town/Village Land Use maps and Zoning maps  

 County/Town/Village comprehensive plans and planning documents  

 Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey  

 USGS Maps and available topographic surveys  

 Suffolk County Groundwater Model mappings 

 NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program consultation  

 NYSDEC Wetland Maps & National Wetland Inventory Maps (online)  

 NYSDEC Sea Level Rise Projections (online and reflected in proposed regulation 6NYCRR 
Part 490) 

 USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation System (online) 

 NYSDEC 303(d) list and related Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) documentation 

 FEMA floodplain mapping (online)  

 State and National Registers of Historic Places (online)  

 NYS OPRHP database (online)  

 Long Island Regional Economic Development Council’s Economic Development Plan for 

the Long Island Region 

 Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) databases 

 Aerial imagery 

 Long Island Commission on Aquifer Protection 

 Suffolk County Water Authority information, data, forecasts, etc. (SCWA data, etc.)  

 Relevant data from non-profits and institutions such as nitrogen load model and studies 

of nitrogen impacts on wetlands and seagrass 
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The existing data will be used to described the following features within the County: 

 Physical Environment  

 Land Use 

 Groundwater (including potable water supply) and Surface Water 

 Natural Environment (threatened and endangered species, critical habitat, wetlands, 

floodplains) 

 Historic and Archeological Resources 

 
 Social Environment  

 Noise/Odor 

 Human Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials)  

 Consistency with Community Plans and Character 

4.0 Potential Impacts of Proposed Action – A statement and evaluation of potential significant 

adverse environmental impacts and the reasonable likelihood of their occurrence due to the 

proposed action will be included in this section of the GEIS. Based on a preliminary review of 

the proposed action, it is anticipated that implementation of the SC SWP and required County 

Sanitary Code changes could result in potential impacts to the following environmental 

parameters: 

 Land Use, Community Plans & Character) 

The proposed action is an early action item that is consistent with the goals and objectives of 

LINAP.  The proposed action will be assessed as to its consistency with the following regional 

and county water protection programs.  

 Long Island Pine Barrens Protection Act 
 Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
 Special Groundwater Protection Area Plan 
 Long Island Sound Study 
 Peconic Estuary Program 
 South Shore Estuary Reserve 
 Suffolk County Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 - Framework for the Future 
 Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan 

 
There is no new development associated with this action, however, the implementation of 

this action may affect new development, zoning, and existing land uses. These site-specific 

changes would be subject to supplemental SEQRA environmental review(s). 

 Groundwater and Surface Water  

The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce nitrogen loading from onsite wastewater 

sources and thereby improve groundwater and surface water quality. This section will 

summarize the anticipated reductions in nitrogen loading to groundwater and to surface 

water bodies receiving groundwater baseflow as reported in the SC SWP.  Potential 
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groundwater impacts (e.g., reduction in nitrogen concentrations in the aquifer at public 

supply wells) will be assessed based on existing data and the analyses presented in the SC 

SWP.  The potential benefits resulting from implementation of the SC SWP and revision to the 

Sanitary Code, such as reduced nitrate loading, will be presented.  While the evaluation will 

focus upon nitrogen reduction, the potential presence/reduction of other wastewater 

constituents such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs) will also be 

acknowledged.  

Surface water impacts will include potential impacts from changes to groundwater baseflow 

and nitrogen loading.  The wetlands, streams, and other waterbodies located throughout 

Suffolk County will be listed in the GEIS. The potential impact associated with the 
implementation of the proposed action on these natural resources will be qualitatively 

evaluated.  An evaluation of the potential impacts of wastewater management on 

groundwater levels and stream baseflows will be completed for two alternatives (e.g., the 

recommended wastewater management alternative and a hypothetical County-wide 

alternative providing sanitary sewers to all currently developed parcels) using the existing 

groundwater model. Potential salt water intrusion as a result of proposed sanitary sewering 

projects will be qualitatively evaluated. Detailed evaluations of potential impacts on 

individual ecological communities and specific mitigation measures will not be addressed in 

the SC SWP DGEIS but may be required in future project-specific D/FEISs.  

The need to consider the impact of projected increases in sea level elevation with respect to 
development along the coast will be noted.  

 Natural Environment 

Because the implementation of treatment options may result in the removal or disturbance of 

vegetation and/or habitat, and habitat for threatened or endangered species exists 

throughout the County, the potential for impact to threatened and endangered species and 

critical habitat as well as significant natural communities and critical habitat within Suffolk 

County will be identified based on available data using online resources such as the NYSDEC 
Environmental Resource Mapper and US Fish and Wildlife Service Information, Planning, and 

Conservation System (USFWS iPaC).   

Floodplains or areas designated as 100-year and 500-year floodplain will be assessed for 

potential impact resulting from the SC SWP and associated code changes adopted as part of 
the proposed action. Reported results of the Sea, Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes 

(SLOSH) model from the National Hurricane Center may also be consulted to assess the 

potential for operational impacts during hurricanes. 

 Historic and Archaeological Resources 

Because construction of treatment systems would disturb soils, and become archaeological 

and historic resources are located throughout Suffolk County, the GEIS will contain a desktop 
assessment of potential impacts on historic and archaeological resources.  Potential for 

impact will be assessed based on known resources.  National Natural Landmarks such as the 

Orient State Park and Montauk State Park, historic districts and historical buildings and 
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archaeological resources are located within Suffolk County. This section will note potential 

impacts to historic and archaeological resources, however specific assessments as may be 

required by NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation for implementation of a 

specific component of the SC SWP will be subject to supplemental SEQRA review(s). 

 Noise/Odors 

Noise associated with operation of wastewater treatment systems will be identified. 

Wastewater treatment has been associated with the potential to emit odors that could be 

noticeable off site.  Potential odors resulting from implementation of the recommended 

wastewater management alternative will be addressed generally.    While no noise or odor 

data collection or studies will be conducted as part of this GEIS, noise and odor data available 

to characterize operating Appendix A, I/A OWTS or STPs available from Suffolk County or the 

Towns will be included.  

 Human Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials) 

Because of the breadth of the SC SWP, areas that may have been the subject of a remedial 

action or adjacent areas could be included. The GEIS will acknowledge that the County 

encompasses areas where contamination spills and remediation have previously occurred.  

Information from the USEPA Human Health Impact Assessment will be incorporated into the 
assessment.  New development is not part of the proposed action and an assessment of 

potential impacts would be  subject to supplemental SEQRA review. 

 Environmental Justice Assessment  

The potential for the proposed action to impact people or communities unequally due to race, 

color, national origin, or income will be evaluated. The benefits will also be summarized. The 

potential impact to Environmental Justice areas within the County will be incorporated into 

the economic assessment to implement the recommended wastewater management strategy.  

5.0 Short-term or Construction Impacts -  Construction-related impacts will be described in 

general in this section. Typical impacts related to construction that are identified in the EAF Part 2 

include temporary impacts to  

 Land, which may include excavation, vegetation removal, erosion/sediment control 

 Surface Water, which may include new or expansion of treatment facilities 

 Natural Environment, as ground disturbance would be required 

 Historic/Archeological Resources, as ground disturbance would be required 

 Noise, as construction equipment may produce sound levels above local code 

established limits 

 Human Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials), as construction may 

take place on parcels adjacent to land under remediation.   No risk assessment will be 
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included within the GEIS.  However, a summary of potential human health benefits 

associated with nitrogen reduction in groundwater and surface water will be included.  

Although no parcel-specific analyses will be completed, the potential need for modification to 

existing buildings and plumbing to facilitate installation of a new I/A OWTS or connection to an STP 

will be identified. Site-specific construction related impacts will be evaluated against the SEQRA 

triggers and may therefore be the subject of subsequent reviews under SEQRA.  

6.0 Cumulative Impacts –  A general overview of the cumulative impacts of SC SWP 

implementation on the environment, natural resources and cultural environment will be provided.  

This will include; 

 Water export/impact to water supply 
 Potential for growth inducement within the County 
 Energy Demand (Greenhouse Gas impact) 

 
Site-specific and/or municipality specific growth options will be subject to supplemental SEQRA 

review. 

7.0 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts -This section will summarize those impacts that cannot be 

avoided or adequately mitigated if the SC SWP strategies and Sanitary Code changes are 

implemented. 

8.0 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources  -This section will discuss those 

nonrenewable natural resources that will be used in the implementation of the SC SWP. Trade-offs 

between short-term losses and long-term benefits will be addressed qualitatively in this section. 

9.0 Mitigative Measures -Where significant project related impacts are identified based on the 

analysis conducted in the draft GEIS, measures to mitigate these potential impacts to the extent 

practicable will be suggested. This will include potential short-term construction as well as long-
term operational impacts.  For example, measures to reduce the potential for soil erosion during 

construction and traffic control measures (signage, flag persons, etc.) to avoid impacts on motorists 

and emergency vehicles will be identified. Potential operational mitigation measures would include 

I/A OWTS designs that incorporates good engineering practices and maintenance contracts and use 

of the RME to oversee design, construction, and operation of I/A OWTS. Those impacts that cannot 

be mitigated will be reviewed under “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.”  

Site specific mitigation measures will be the subject of supplemental SEQRA review. 

10.0 Alternatives Analysis – This section of the GEIS will include a description and evaluation of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that consider the goals and objectives of the County. 

The following alternatives will be evaluated in the Draft GEIS: 

 No Action Alternative: Continued use of septic systems and the patchwork of wastewater 

collection and treatment systems that currently exist within the County 

 County-wide centralized wastewater collection and treatment systems (expansion of existing 

sewer districts and/or establishment of new sewer districts) to treat wastewater from 

existing developed parcels 
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 Limiting nitrogen loading by increasing minimum lot sizes county-wide. 

 County purchase of ‘priority areas’ through the use of Open Space funding 

 Dual plumbing/dual water systems 

11.0 Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs) - The County’s use of TDRs if included as an 

implementation strategy in the SC SWP will be discussed in general terms.  Specific TDR Programs 

would be the subject of supplemental SEQRA review.  

12.0 Project/Site-Specific D/FEIS Requirements -There is no new development associated with 

the proposed action, however, the implementation of the proposed action may affect future 

development potential, demand for utilities, and existing land uses. Potential impacts to the natural 

or physical environment as well as utilities and community services due to site specific projects will 

be addressed by subsequent SEQRA review.  This section will provide a description of specific 

conditions or criteria under which a future action or actions that would require additional review 

under SEQR.  Example thresholds or criteria that would trigger supplemental or site-specific EISs to 

address site specific or municipality specific actions will be provided. 

List of References 

Glossary of Terms 

Technical Appendices: 

 SEQRA documentation including Positive Declaration and Final Scoping Document 

 Subwatershed Wastewater Plan, to be incorporated by reference 

 Subwatershed Wastewater Plan Project Task Reports 

 

5.0 SEQR Next Steps 
Preparation of the GEIS will begin, based upon the outline of the content and evaluations identified 

in this Final Scoping Document.    

6.0 Public Comments Received 
 Both verbal comments and written comments on the Draft Scoping Document were received.  
Transcripts of the public scoping meetings are included in this document as Appendix A.  Written 

comments that were received by December 13, 2016 are included in this document as Attachment 

B.    

Written comments were received from the following interested parties: 

 Friends of Georgica Pond, December 2, 2016 

 Peconic Baykeeper, December 12, 2016 

 The Nature Conservancy, December 12, 2016 
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 Town of Brookhaven, December 13, 2016 

 Central Pine Barrens, December 13, 2016 

The location within this Final Scoping Document where the response to each comment may be 

found has been indicated within each comment letter and Public Scoping Hearing transcript. 

6.1 Comments on the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP) 
Scope    
A number of public comments identified topics that will be evaluated in the Suffolk County 
Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP).  As such, they will become part of the Proposed Action.  

The SC SWP will be included in the GEIS as an Appendix. 

The following public comments will be incorporated into the scope of the GEIS in this manner: 

Central Pine Barrens 1(b):  Please explain the methodology used to “evaluate surface water 

sensitivity” and define the term “sensitivity” as it is used.   

Central Pine Barrens 1(c):  Please explain the methodology to be used in the plan to “evaluate 

nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface water.”  For example, will the plan examine the 

existing and build out development potential of all communities in the County to evaluate the 

expected nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface water resources?  What benchmark will be 

used to determine maximum nitrogen loading to water resources and what are the acceptable 

limits?  

Central Pine Barrens 1(d): Please elaborate on how and for whom the costs and benefits of 

wastewater management alternatives will be evaluated. Will the analysis of benefits be in regard to 

those that accrue to property owners, Towns and developers or benefits to that accrue to ecological 

and water resources or a combination thereof?  

Central Pine Barrens 2(a):  Please identify the timeframe for and the triggers that will require 

installation of an alternative treatment system and modifications to a property such as when new 

construction is proposed or in application to build an expansion of 50% or more of a structure.  

Please also identify the application phase(s) when it will be required, such as site plan review, 

subdivision review, Zoning Board of Appeals variance application, building permit phase, etc.  

Central Pine Barrens 2(b):  The installation of a new treatment system may require other 

potentially significant modifications to a property, other than the replacement of one system with 

another, including, but not limited to, plumbing and waste line realignment, rerouting and 

installation; shoring up structures; site disturbance; potential clearing on a property encumbered 
by covenants or easements and alterations to existing structures and property.  Costs to a property 

owner may be a limiting factor. Therefore, please identify funding mechanisms and compliance and 

enforcement staffing, fees, and fines to implement the plan (Note: A range of costs will be provided 

in the SC SWP along with an estimate of staffing.  Please see Section 6.2.2.) 
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Central Pine Barrens 3(c):  Please explain how the goals and objective of the plan are met if new 

or expanded STPs are not designed and constructed.  

Central Pine Barrens 5(a) “Groundwater and Surface water” Bullet 1:  This section discusses 

improving groundwater and surface water quality. Please identify how “improvement” will be 

measured and what standard or standards will be applied to measure improvements including, but 

not limited to, drinking water quality standards, ecological standards, recreational activity 

standards, etc. Are public water suppliers involved in the project to measure potential 

“improvement”, if applicable, to drinking water supplies?   

Central Pine Barrens 5(a) “Groundwater and Surface Water” Bullet 3: This section indicates the 

presence/reduction of other wastewater constituents such as pharmaceuticals and personal care 

products (PPCPs) will also be acknowledged. Please identify how PPCPs will be remedied and will 

new systems provide a remedy and to what extent, if any?  

Central Pine Barrens 5(a)” Groundwater and Surface Water” Bullet 4: The scope states “surface 

water impacts will include potential impacts from changes to “groundwater baseflow.” Please 

identify or define “groundwater baseflow” and how it is impacted /altered.  

Central Pine Barrens 5 (a) “Plants and Animals” Bullet 1: Please identify proximity and 

disturbance to wetlands and travel time. 

Central Pine Barrens 5(a) “Economics” Bullet 2: This section should describe in further detail the 

proposed “Water Quality District,” what it is, who is in it, where it is, how it will be funded, and 

compliance and enforcement procedures to be established in a Water Quality District  

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (i) Alternatives: “…. Please clarify that although separate public and 

private entities may own and manage facilities in the County, the SCDHS is the regulatory authority 

responsible for implementing the Sanitary Code for approval and compliance of facilities ….”    

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (iii) Alternatives: Prior to implementing requirements for 360,000 

properties to comply with new regulations, please consider a short-term alternative for voluntary 

participation or potentially new development including new residential subdivisions and 

commercial and industrial site plans. 

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (v):  In the potential alternative for the County to acquire land through 

open space funding in the defined “priority area” please consider referring to recent amendments 

to the Community Preservation Fund (CPF) that allow a percentage of funds to be used toward 

water quality improvement initiatives. Clarify if funds in the CPF would be available for use in this 

project. In addition, please consider a recommendation to or alternative for municipalities, 

including Towns and Villages in the County where a CPF does not exist, to explore and consider 

establishing a CPF to manage the acquisition of priority areas. This may provide a revenue source to 

acquire land in priority areas and minimize financial impacts to residents in priority areas.  

The Nature Conservancy, Proposed Action, Section 2 Grandfathering, seventh paragraph: 

Finally, the use of shallow, narrow drainfields should be included, in place of cesspits.  (Note: Use of 

shallow, narrow drainfields will be an alternative evaluated in the SC SWP, which will be included 

in the GEIS as an Appendix). 
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The Nature Conservancy, Advanced Wastewater Treatment Pilot Areas, Section 6: In this 

section, we recommend adding other somewhat novel approaches to nitrogen reduction, including 

but not limited to, water re-use, resource recovery from wastewater (e.g., efforts to use macro-algae 

as fertilizer), urine-diversion and composting toilets, botanical treatment projects, wetland 

restoration, and buffers along water bodies, especially at agricultural sites.  

The Nature Conservancy, Potential Impacts of Proposed Action, Fifth bullet:  "Economics" is 

outlined in unjustifiably narrow terms. Water quality undergirds Long Island's economy in many 

respects: some 40% of the island 's businesses are considered water-dependent-either freshwater 

or surface waters. Real estate values are influenced by water quality.  That means property tax 

revenues depend on water quality, as does the multi -billion-dollar tourist industry of Long Island. 
If water quality deteriorates further, all of these economic indices will suffer.  Accordingly, the costs 

of not acting to reduce nitrogen to necessary levels must be considered in addition to the "potential 

economic benefits" of improved water quality.  (Note: Economic benefits associated with 

installation, maintenance and monitoring of the new I/A OWTS will also be identified in the SWP 

based upon literature reported estimates.  The Economy sector of the USEPA 3VS model will 

estimate how changes in the water quality of coastal embayments will affect water-dependent 

elements of the local economy, including tourism and recreational and commercial fishing. 

Information from the USEPA Suffolk County 3VS model will be incorporated to the extent that it is 

available within the project timeframe.    Likewise, information regarding the potential cost/benefit 

to the septic industry and potential cost/benefit to property values in Suffolk County will be 

referenced from available resources being produced through Stony Brook University, to the extent 

that they are available within the project timeframe.  

Kevin McDonald, The Nature Conservancy, December 1st, verbal comment, page 43 of transcript: 

“…. Getting those targets with a measure of safety …” 

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 51 of transcript: “At below 10 

mg/L I think we need to flesh out the commercial vs residential input.”   

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 52 of transcript: “The science 

has to be de-coupled from the cost benefit analysis …  define the loading and the various scenarios, 

the various remedies.  Put aside the cost benefit and then ultimately bring that in obviously …”  

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 53 of transcript: “… Triggers 

for the upgrades; mandates, time of property transfer ….  And I think it should go a step further 

actually identifying what the reductions would be based on what the reasonable timeframes are.  

We probably have an idea of what the property transfer is …. What is that in Suffolk County and 

how quickly do we … achieve the goals in nitrogen reduction?”   

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 54 of transcript: “This may be 

an omission, perhaps not, sea level rise and coastal inundation.  That has to be factored into the 

analysis …”     

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, pages 54-55 of transcript: “What 

are the build-out scenarios? .... here’s our reduction … what does that mean for ultimate build out 

for potential increased density?”  
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Barbara Blass, December 1st, verbal comment, page 56 of transcript: “…. Each of the five east end 

towns has a loose plan where they have identified priority areas and projects which would be 

eligible to receive monies through the CPF.  And I’m just wondering how they are going to interface 

with your priority areas and just a general understanding of how it’s going to work together.”   

(Note: Suffolk County is making efforts to coordinate the SC SWP with Town CPF programs.)  

Friends of Georgica Pond, Our preliminary thinking is that we want to advocate for voluntary 

upgrade of septic systems (+/- 75) around the pond in the coming year and the look for 

partnerships with the Town CPF and County within critical areas of the watershed, especially the 

commercial district of Wainscott.   (Note: Suffolk County will continue to coordinate with the 

Friends of Georgica Pond to identify opportunities for aligning efforts; any projects that are aligned 

with the SC SWP objectives that are identified during SC SWP development will be included.) 

6.2 Issues Identified during Scoping that Have Not Been Incorporated into the 
Final Scope 
Not all of the comments that were received on the Draft Scoping Document can be fully addressed 

within the Scope of this GEIS, for a variety of reasons.  Some identify issues that are not within the 

control of the project sponsor (e.g., future growth and development), and some will be more 
appropriately considered by a D/FEIS for a specific project.  The comments that have not been 

incorporated into the final scope of the GEIS are identified in the following pages. 

6.2.1 Comments that Would Best be Addressed in a Project-Specific D/FEIS or 
Supplemental GEIS 

Central Pine Barrens 1(a): What impact, if any, will the Plan have on the Pine Barrens Credit 

(PBC) program, specifically the standards allowing redemption of PBCs to increase sanitary flow in 

a typical septic system? 

Central Pine Barrens 3(a):  Although this section states “New STPs and/or expansion of existing 

STPs will be completed … “it is not clear how facilities will be funded and where they will be sited. It 

is worth noting in the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Standard 5.3.3.1.2, 

Sewage treatment plant discharge states, “Where deemed practical by the County or State, sewage 
treatment plant discharge shall be outside and downgradient of the Central Pine Barrens.  

Denitrification systems that are approved by the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation of the Suffolk County Department of Health Services may be used in lieu of a sewage 

treatment plant.”  It would be helpful to review preliminary plans or assessments of potential new 

sewage treatment plants (STPs) or upgrades, if any, that are proposed to occur in the Central Pine 

Barrens region.   

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (ii):  The scope should identify alternatives and existing conditions and 

processes that may not be capturing opportunities for improvements and identify potential 

modifications in practices or review processes that could occur to improve environmental 

conditions.  Will the plan make recommendations to other involved agencies regarding zoning or 

changes to development standards that may improve conditions? Will the plan recommend changes 

that would require the retirement of Development Rights or Pine Barrens Credits or land 

preservation in instances of nonconforming subdivision or increases in land use density or 

intensity to offset potential environmental impacts?  
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Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 53 of transcript: 

“Grandfathering … ultimately the goal has to be to eliminate grandfathering …” (Note: Suffolk 

County is currently evaluating changes to Article 5 and 6 to address grandfathering.  Changes that 

fall outside of the project timeframe would be subject to supplemental GEIS.)  

6.2.2 Comments That Are Beyond the Scope of the SC SWP/GEIS 

Town of Brookhaven, Comment 1.  On page 2, Section 2.0, #1 Recommended Wastewater 

Management Strategy an additional point should be added that states: “Identify surface water 

numeric nutrient standard for nitrogen”.  The NYSDEC has this authority, and is in the process of 

developing numeric nutrient standards for New York surface waters.   

Town of Brookhaven Comment 2.  On page 2, Section 2.0 #1 There is a list indicating activities 

that will prompt wastewater treatment upgrades.  Consider adding a category of “Illegal Rental 

Properties”.  These properties often house a disproportionately large number of people and so may 

have substantially higher nitrogen loading than similarly sized non-rental properties.  There may be 

an opportunity to work with the Towns to require installation of I/A systems at these properties as 

part of legal settlements.  

Kevin McDonald, TNC, December 1st; verbal comment, page 42-43, transcript: “… ask them where 

they want to have growth centers and tell everybody up front … “ 

Central Pine Barrens 1(e):  The scope of the plan’s consideration of activities that will prompt 

wastewater treatment upgrades under various scenarios should include financial and other costs 

incurred by property owners, including the expenditure of time when properties are sold and 

purchased by new owners. The potential costs that will be passed onto new owners or included in 

sales should be assessed. A timeframe for compliance and enforcement provisions should be 

provided.  

Central Pine Barrens 2(b):  The installation of a new treatment system may require other 

potentially significant modifications to a property, other than the replacement of one system with 

another, including, but not limited to, plumbing and waste line realignment, rerouting and 

installation; shoring up structures; site disturbance; potential clearing on a property encumbered 
by covenants or easements and alterations to existing structures and property.  Costs to a property 

owner may be a limiting factor. Therefore, please identify funding mechanisms and compliance and 

enforcement staffing, fees, and fines to implement the plan.  (Note: Please see Section 6.1 as much of 

this comment will be addressed in the SC SWP.  Fees and Fines will not be determined in the SC 

SWP or GEIS.) 

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (iv):  An alternative that requires retirement of a development right, 

flow credit, or Pine Barrens Credit, in cases of substandard subdivisions, increases in density or 

land use intensity, should be considered prior to implementing regulations that require alternative 

treatment systems.  (Note: The intent of this comment as it relates to the scope of the GEIS is not 

clear) 

The Nature Conservancy: Proposed Action:  A project should be considered “proposed” if it has 

been seriously discussed, including for example, the proposed expansion of the Oakdale STP and 

Greenport STP.  (Note: STP projects that are proposed for incorporation into the SC WP do not 
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necessarily include “all” STP studies that have been proposed or discussed historically.  As an early 

action LI NAP element intended to build upon readily available data, the SC SWP will only consider 

STPs that have existing sufficient information that can be used for the SC SWP [for example, existing 

feasibility studies].  Note also that as identified in the Scoping Document, all STP projects will be 

subject to individual SEQRA review.)  

The Nature Conservancy, Proposed Action, Grandfathering, Paragraph 6: Regarding the phrase 

"failed denitrification system sites" requires elaboration in the bullet point “Grandfathered Other 

Than Single Family Residential sites including grandfathered SPDES and failed denitrification 

system sites.”  The GEIS should say where these sites are and how they have been measured.  (Note: 

Suffolk County is evaluating options for scanning existing Office of Wastewater Management 

records and indexing them to individual parcels. If this project comes to fruition the identification 

of grandfathered SPDES and failed denitrification system sites would be evaluated during the 

scanning and indexing process.) 

The Nature Conservancy – Existing Environmental Setting, Physical Environment:  – Add to 

bullet points: Sediment characteristics.  (Note: Sediment characteristics was not identified as a 

potential area of impact during EAF preparation). 

The Nature Conservancy – Alternatives Analysis:  As referenced in our introductory paragraph, 
the "no action alternative" does not really exist. It implies that if the County does not act, no one 

else will-and that is simply incorrect.  The County has already approved Section 19 of the sanitary 

code and has authorized new I/A technology, such that towns may require use of these systems, 

and individuals may install them voluntarily.  Further, the Long Island Nitrogen Action Plan will 

propose certain actions, if not require them, and the same can be said with the Long Island Sound 

and Peconic Estuary TMDLs. 

And additional TMDLs may be created in Suffolk County related to nitrogen on the basis of the 

State's compliance with the federal Clean Water Act.) Accordingly, "no action" is not really possible. 

The "no action" alternative here is no action of the sort proposed, or no additional action at this 

time, but what exactly does that mean?  No  subwatersheds delineated, no goals set, no amendment 

to Articles 5 and 6, no attempts at uniform implementation, etc.-or the undertaking of these tasks 

by other entities? The absence of active County involvement while others act is a separate 

alternative that must be addressed in the GEIS.  (Note: SEQRA requires consideration of the No 

Action alternative.  The No Action alternative will, however, recognize the potential roles of other 

stakeholders.) 

Peconic Baykeeper:  SEQRA mandates that a lead agency identify the relevant areas of 

environmental concern, take a “hard look” at any potential impacts and provide a reasoned 

elaboration for its conclusions. In the process, the lead agency is obligated to consider a variety of 

potential impacts including short-term, long-term, primary, secondary and cumulative impacts. 
Cumulative impacts include any potential impacts associated with “reasonably related” actions. In 

this case, there are a host of reasonably related actions that should be considered in conjunction 

with the GEIS for the subwatersheds wastewater plan. In addition to the County’s water resources 

management plan, this should include as a minimum the following: 
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Reclaim Our Waters Initiative - The Subwatersheds Study was described as a "sub-component" of 

the County Executive’s Reclaim Our Waters Initiative. As such, the potential impacts assessed in the 

GEIS should include all reasonably related actions contained within the broader policy document 

referred to as the Reclaim Our Waters Initiative.  

Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan - The County has recently released a 

“Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan” which has served as the foundation for 

initiatives like the Subwatersheds study. However, the Water Resources Management Plan has 

never been adopted by the County, nor have the potential environmental impacts of its 

recommendations been reviewed under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 

Resource management plans are defined as Type I Actions under SEQRA. As such, if the County’s 
water resources management plan is to be used to support amendments to the sanitary code or 

studies such as the subwatersheds wastewater plan, it should be analyzed under SEQRA in 

conjunction with the subwatersheds study. 

The Sanitary Code - Recent and ongoing updates to the Suffolk County Sanitary Code are a direct 
result of the information prepared and analyzed as a part of the comprehensive water resources 

management plan. Segmentation is inconsistent with SEQRA and the division of reasonably related 

actions like the update of the sanitary code, the release of the water resources management plan 

and the subwatersheds wastewater plan represents an impermissible segmentation of these 

reasonably related actions.  

Sewer Capacity Study - The County has previously prepared a sewer capacity study that analyzed 

the expansion of existing sewage treatment plants and the potential development of new systems. 

Sewer capacity and the permitting of innovative alternative on-site wastewater systems are also 

reasonably related actions to the subwatersheds study. Accordingly, the impacts of these plans 

should be considered in conjunction with the subwatersheds study.  

County Comprehensive Plan - The County recently adopted a new comprehensive plan. Land use 

plans are Type I Actions under SEQRA. Despite this fact, the County deemed the adoption of the 

plan a Type II Action. Since resource management is a necessary component of a properly prepared 

comprehensive plan, the recently released water resources management plan should be considered 

a component of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The potential environmental impacts of the 

comprehensive plan should be considered in conjunction with the GEIS for the subwatersheds 

study.  

County Regional Transportation and Development Plan - The County recently released a “Regional 

Transportation and Development Plan” which details infrastructure needs and potential economic 

development opportunities. This study, the comprehensive plan, the updates to the sanitary code 

and the sewer capacity study are all reasonably related actions under SEQRA. Accordingly, all 

associated potential impacts including cumulative impacts, should be considered at this time.  

Bergen Point Expansion - The County recently approved a 10 million gallon per day expansion of 

the Bergen Point STP. In addition, the County is currently considering a 7-mile main extension from 

the Bergen Point Plant to the project known as the Ronkonkoma Hub. This project also includes a 

second main for the connection of both existing and proposed development along Veterans 

Memorial Highway. These are also reasonably related actions under SEQRA, the cumulative impact 



20 
Note: this document has not been adopted by the Suffolk County Legislature and is therefore considered draft 

of which has never been assessed. Accordingly, the GEIS for the subwatersheds study should 

incorporate these actions as well.  

In summary, the County is in the process of expanding sewering, implementing innovative on-site 

wastewater systems and updating the sanitary code. All of these reasonably related actions will 

impact water resources throughout the County. The County has an obligation to assess the 

cumulative impact of these reasonably related actions and development-related impacts resulting 

from increased wastewater capacity. To date, it has failed to do so. The subwatersheds wastewater 

plan represents an opportunity to secure compliance with SEQRA. We recommend that the scope of 

the GEIS be expanded to consider the full range of potential environmental impacts consistent with 

SEQRA. 
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Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
Office of Ecology 
360 Yaphank Avenue, Suite 28 
Yaphank, NY 11980 
Ken.zegel@suffolkcountvny.gov 

December 13, 2016 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

I commend the County on moving ahead with the Suffolk County Subwatersheds 
Wastewater Plan. The Town agrees with the approach to SEQRA compliance of the 
completion of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement. Below please find comments 
on the Draft Scoping Document for the Generic Environmental Impact Statement being 
completed for the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. 

 

Comment 1. On page 2, Section 2.0, #1 Recommended Wastewater Management pj . 11-
Strategy an additional point should be added that states: "Identify surface water 
numeric nutrient standard for nitrogen". Numeric nutrient standards for surface waters 
vary depending on a variety of factors (freshwater, salt water, nutrient poor ecosystem). 
The NYSDEC is in the process of developing numeric nutrient standards for New York 
surface waters. 

Comment 2. On page 2, Section 2.0 #1 There is a list indicating activities that will '? . 3 1 :r 
prompt wastewater treatment upgrades. Consider adding a category of "Illegal Rental 
Properties". These properties often house a disproportionately large number of people 
and so may have substantially higher nitrogen loading than similarly sized non-rental 
properties. There may be an opportunity to work with the Towns to require installation 
of 1/A systems at these properties as part of legal settlements. 

Comment 3. On page 5, Section 3.0 Purpose and Need- Consider adding a sentence ?S · G, 
noting that reducing nitrogen loading is necessary to enhance coastal resiliency 
including storm and flood protection offered by marshes. 

Comment 4. On page 6, Section 4.0, #3 Existing Environmental Setting- consider P3· =r 
adding official New York State projections for sea level rise to the list of data sources to 
be consulted. l_ 

Planning, Environment and Land Management 
Tullio Bertoli, AICP, Commissioner 

Brenda Prusinowsld, AICP, Chief Deputy Commissioner 
One Independence Hill• Fanningville • NY 11738 • Phone (631) 451-6400 • Fax (631) 451-6419 

www.brookhaven.org 
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Comment 5. On page 7, Section 4.0, #4- Consider adding Long Island Regional 
Economic Development Council's Strategic Economic Development Plan for the Long 
Island Region to the list. In general this document makes a strong case for Long 
Island's economy being directly tied to maintaining high water quality. 

Comment 6. Page 8, Section 4.0 Item Plants and Animals- the potential for water f3 . 9 
tables to be affected by sewering should be identified. Data from Nassau County 
should be used to identify potential impacts to ecological communities from sewering. 
In addition the potential for salt water intrusion to the aquifer should be examined. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Graves Edward P. Romaine 
Chief Environmental Analyst Supervisor 

Planning, Environment and Land Management 
Tullio Bertoli, AICP, Commissioner 

Brenda Prusinowsld, AICP, Chief Deputy Commissioner 
One Independence Hill • Farmingville • NY 11738 • Phone (631) 451-6400 • Fax (63 1) 451-6419 

www. brookhaven.org 
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Via U.S. Mail and email to: ken.r.ege/@suffolkcowztwzv.gov 

December 13, 2016 

Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
Office of Ecology 
360 Yaphank Avenue, Suite 2B 
Yaphank, NY 11980 

Re: Draft Scope for the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

On November 14, 2016, the Central Pine Barrens Commission office received an email 
notification of the public hearings scheduled to receive comments on the Draft Scoping 
Document for the preparation of a Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement 
(DGEIS) for the County's Sub watersheds Wastewater Plan. 

Comments are offered on the Draft Scoping document dated November 2016 as they 
relate to the goals and objectives of the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan and Environmental Conservation Law Article 57. 

1. Section 2.0. Proposed Action. Subsection I. Recommended Wastewater 
Management Strategy. 

(a) What impact, if any, will the Plan have on the Pine Barrens Credit (PBC) p ~} I fD 
program, specifically the standards allowing the redemption of PBCs to increase 
sanitary flow treated in a typical septic system? 

(b) Please explain the methodology used to "evaluate surface water sensitivity," and f ~ · \3 
define the term "sensitivity" as it is used. 

(c) Please explain the methodology to be used in the plan to "evaluate nitrogen 
624 Old Riverhead Road loading to groundwater and surface water." For example, will the plan examine P5 · 13 
Westhampton Beach, NY the existing and build out development potential of all communities in the 

11978 County to evaluate the expected nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface 
water resources? What benchmark will be used to determine maximum nitrogen Phone(631)288-1079 

Fax (631) 288-1367 loading to water resources and what are the acceptable limits? 
www.pb.state.ny.us 

(d) Please elaborate on how and for whom the costs and benefits of wastewater f'5 · 13 
management alternatives will be evaluated. Will the analysis of benefits be in 
regard to those that accrue to property owners, Towns, and developers or benefits 
to that accrue to ecological and water resources or a combination thereof? 

I 



(e) The scope of the plan's consideration of activities that will prompt wastewater treatment 
upgrades under various scenarios should include financial and other costs incurred by 
property owners, including the expenditure of time when properties are sold and 
purchased by new owners. T he potential cost that will be passed on to new owners or 
included in sales should be assessed. A timeframe for compliance and enforcement 
provisions should be provided. 

2. Subsection 2. Water Quality Protection District and Responsible Management Entity. 

(a) Please identify the timeframe for and the triggers that will require installation of an 
alternative treatment system and modifications to a property, such as when new 
construction is proposed or in an application to build an expansion of 50% or more of a 
structure. Please also identify the application phase(s) when it will be required, such as 
site plan review, subdivision review, Zoning Board of Appeal variance application, 
building permit phase, etc. 

(b) The installation of a new treatment system may require other potentially significant 
modifications to a property, other than the replacement of one system with another, 
including, but not limited to, plumbing and waste line realignment, rerouting and 
installation; shoring up of structures; site disturbance; potential clearing on a property 
encumbered by covenants or easements and alterations to existing structures and 
property. Costs to a property owner may be a limiting factor. Therefore, please identify 
funding mechanisms and compliance and enforcement staffing, fees, and fines to 
implement the plan. 

3. Subsection S. Sewage Treatment Plants. 

(a) Although this section states "New STPs and/or expansion of existing STPs will be 
completed ... ," it is not clear how facilities will be funded and where they will be sited. It 
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is worth noting in the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Standard 
5.3.3.1.2, Sewage treatm~nt plant dischar~~ state.s, "Where deeme~ practic.~,L k~.the 
County or State, sewage treatment plant discharge shall be outside and downgradient of
the Central Pine Barrens. Denitrification systems that are approved by the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation or the Suffolk County Department of 
Health Services may be used in lieu of a sewage treatment plant." It would be helpful to
review preliminary plans or assessments of potential new sewage treatment plants (STPs
or upgrades, if any, that are proposed to occur in the Central Pine Barrens region. 

(b) Please examine the feasibility of and cost to develop a STP to connect existing properties
without increases in land use density or intensity. IT new or expanded STPs were 
developed with capacity to support increases in development beyond current zoning and 
health department standards and limitations it would defeat the purpose and goal of 
reducing nitrogen loading in water resources. 

(c) Please explain how the goals and objectives of the plan are met if new or expanded STPs
are not designed and constructed. 
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4. Part 3.0 Purpose and Need. 

Please identify the Long Island Commission on Aquifer Protection (LICAP) as another recen
initiative to review and assess groundwater quality and quantity in Long Island including 
Suffolk County. 

S. Part 4.0 Generic Environmental Impact Statement Outline 

(a) Subsection 4.0 Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action 

Land Use, Community Plans and Character 

This section identifies the Long Island Pine Barrens Protection Act. Please add the 
Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan to this section as well. 

Groundwater and Surface Water 

• This section discusses improving groundwater and surface water quality. Please 
identify how "improvement" will be measured and what standard or standards 
will be applied to measure improvement including, but not limited to, drinking 
water quality standards, ecological standards, recreational activity standards, etc. 
Are public water suppliers involved in the project to measure potential 
"improvement", if applicable, to drinking water supplies? 

• This section discusses assessing "groundwater impacts." Please identify the type
of impacts to which the plan is referring to and how the impacts will be alleviated
or mitigated. 

• This section indicates the potential presence/reduction of other wastewater 
constituents such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs) will 
also be acknowledged. Please identify how PPCPs will be remedied and will 
new systems provide a remedy and to what extent, if any? 

• The scope states "surface water impacts will include potential impacts from 
changes to groundwater baseflow." Please identify or define "groundwater 
baseflow" and how it is impacted and altered. 

Plants and Animals 

• Please identify proximity and disturbance to wetlands and travel time. 

• How and in what context will ecological habitats and species· be analyzed? Will 
they be impacted by installation, and to what extent? And if not, why study? Or 
are they studying to monitor how environment will improve after the system 
installation? 
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Historic and Archaeological Resources 

Please elaborate on the reasoning to include this section. Please identify specific 
elements or sites, if any, that may be examined and potentially impacted by the plan to 
give purpose for including this section. 

Noise and Odors 

Provide information and analysis on the levels of noise and odor from existing facilities 
to compare with the proposed facilities and indicate if the proposed facilities will 
improve noise and odor levels, worsen them or result in no change. 

Economics 

• The scope should refer to the results of the recent Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) conducted by the County and the U.S . Environmental Protection Agency
to examine various pathways and impacts of potential wastewater treatment and
code modifications. 

• This section should define in greater detail the proposed "Water Quality 
District," what it is, who is in it, where it is, how it will be funded, and 
compliance and enforcement procedures to be established in a Water Quality 
District. 

(b) Subsection 5. Short-term or Construction Impacts 

Please identify impacts that are expected to occur from new installations including 
redesign costs and assessment, reorientation of dwellings and facilities for pipes and 
other infrastructure to facilitate new systems and/or to connect to sewage treatment plan
where applicable. 

(c) Subsection /0.0 Alternatives 

i. The No Action Alternative refers to a "patchwork of wastewater collection and
treatment systems that currently exist within the County." The Suffolk County 
Department of Health Services regulates and approves sanitary wastewater 
treatment facilities and oversees their construction and installation and 
conformance to discharge standards. Although privately and publicly owned and 
operated plants, facilities, and sewer districts exist throughout the County, 
ultimately, systems are required to conform to State and Federal laws delegated 
to the County to implement standards and discharge concentrations. Therefore, 
please clarify that although separate public and private entities may own and 
manage facilities in the County, the SCDHS is the regulatory authority 
responsible for implementing the Sanitary Code for approval and compliance of 
facilities. It may also be the case or the scope may state that recently it has come 
to light that system designs are being examined to improve conditions, 
effectiveness, and protection of public health, safety, and environmental 
resources. 
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ii. The scope should identify alternatives and existing conditions and processes that 
may not be capturing opportunities for improvement and identify potential 
modifications in practices or review processes that could occur to improve 
environmental conditions. Will the plan make recommendations to other 
involved agencies regarding zoning or changes to development standards that 
may improve conditions? Will the plan recommend changes that would require 
the retirement of Development Rights or Pine Barrens Credits, or land 
preservation in instances of nonconforming subdivisions or increases in land use 
density or intensity to offset potential environmental impacts? 

iii. Prior to implementing requirements for 360,000 properties to comply with new 
regulations, please consider a shmt term alternative for voluntary participation or 
potentially entirely new development including new residential subdivisions and 
commercial and industrial site plans. 

iv. An alternative that requires retirement of a development right, flow credit, or 
Pine Barrens Credit, in cases of substandard subdivisions, increases in density or 
land use intensity, should be considered prior to implementing regulations that 
require alternative treatment systems. 

v. In the potential alternative for the County to acquire land through open space 
funding in the defined "priority area," please consider referring to recent 
amendments to the Community Preservation Fund (CPF) that allow a percentage 
of funds to be used toward water quality improvement initiatives. Clarify if funds 
in the CPF would be available for use in this project. In addition, please consider 
a recommendation to or alternative for municipalities, including Towns and 
Villages in the County where a CPF does not exist, to explore and consider 
establishing a CPF to manage the acquisition of priority areas . This may provide 
a revenue source to acquire land in priority areas and minimize financial impacts 
to residents in priority areas. 

(d) Subsection 12.0 Project/Site-Specific D/FE!S Requirements 

The DGEIS should develop thresholds for potential impacts that may trigger site specific 
SEQRA analyses. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Scope. If you have any questions, please do 
not hesitate to contact me at (631) 218-1192. 

Sincerely, 

--jk1~ 
Julie Hargrave 
Principal Environmental Planner 

p 5 . 1 S 

cc: John W. Pavacic, Executive Director, CPBJP & Policy Commission 
Judith Jakobsen, Policy and Planning Manager, CPBJP & Policy Commission 
John Milazzo, Counsel to the Commission 
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December -12l ·20 16 

Ken Zege\, PE, A§~{)ciate Ptibli.c Health Engineer 
SJrffqlk ¢oJm_ty D¢f>at1_m~nt oJ li~aHh_ ~~tvices, O_fftcc o_f Ecoipgy 
36_0 Yaj)halik Ave'nlle, Silite .2a 
Yaplran~; NY 1'1980 

The Draft Scoping Document for the pending Subwa.ter:;lwd.s Wastewater Plar1 GElS is 
corrtiJim!d ·evi~ence qf$uffqlk Co.unty'·s recognition that reduction ofniirog~n-Ioading to 
grouitd)\'{\t~r· l!hd ~ut'face watersJs ii~)JYel'atlve .for econor.it.i.c, publ,ic heaH!l, en~ir()nmental, 
and quality .of.life r'e.a:;p)t$. Tir'e Nattii·e Coiiserv~ncy l\pplim~l~ tbe inY!l$Hnetit$ th'lt Suffolk 
County has COI11lllitted to solviti_g,this. isstie. We appreciate the: \vor;k thalthat has .. goittdiltO 
prepar'iilg the Draft ~;'coping Document. This leller represents The Nature. Conservancy's 
coniitlents on the dra~ 499l1J!W.n'f; \ve {rop~ t!t'lf you \Viii 'incorporate these connnents 
c9ric~xn!ng tJre , di·~'ff .scoplng <J0·cuihe1it WeJook f.otW~rdto :cqt~thming o\1'1' coll4boxati've . 
efforts with Sttffolk Cottl)ty'a.s tliis wor~ cot~timtes to pi·pgr'e~s·. 

The: P.i:~ft .Sc~:ipiitg Doctnnent .(D~Q) st&tes t.hat ''CIHuige~ tQ ~he Co\mty Sahi!!It)' ~o_de ,viii 
enable the St!fl.'olk Couilty De.J?i'llttiieitt~f He.alth Sei'vice$ (SCDHS) tQ in.fPieilr'¢'1rrth~ 
wasiewater treatment technologies required to achie.ve tlte1ritrogenredtictior\ ~oals." 

This .s!rpulp be rephra~ed. 1t i~ irltpott~lrt for the Coi_ritty tp ayknowlt~~g~ ihat it alone does 
not bear cithet' tlte full respoilsibility oi· full ability to ''"achieve the ilifrQ"geirre~\tctiql! goals" 
that will be necessary to ei1d 'the .scourge of himtiftil algae b.looins. a·r~d oiher w~t~i· qu~lity 
problems caused by excess nitrogen. -

Wliil~ acti911 by the Cptfn!)i is iie<;ess(lty "tO ;tch,ieve Hte tiltr•og¢lr ted~tctiolr goal.s,U it will 
not be sufficier1t! because 'i) the .needed i'eductioirs al'e .sCi great lha.t they exceecf th¢ 
reductions that. can be achieved through wastewater technology upgrades subje.ct to Coilnty 
ju.r!sdici!ort'(e;g., wastewatel•f·eductiolrs .by state and .fedeni·l ·entities not subject to the 
Cmiitty's juris.diction;. fett'iiizel' n!d.ucti.on:s 'by fartrtei·s; l~ndscaper$., homeowners, an~ 
bttsin~ss_e.s; w~ter retl~e p1'.9jects; \Vet)(u1ci t~s.to!'l\t!on; gr~at~r ~·~¢ ofbtiffers; 'N~ss&u Cm.tNY 
and.CT acti.ons; etc.); 1) for .the C.otmty's proposed te.c)uii))ogy 1ipgr:ades to b'e· ~ffept.ive, 
community ·anci s'takelmlder input and cooperation will be essentiai; and '3) whethet• 01' not. 
the Cotinty. ci'~.ate$ tli~ pl'opq!!ed.' ~l.t.~watet'~heds P)a11, tl_lere \Vlll b~ ·ii.ld~peirdent actions 
tak~ti by other governi"i1~1ital ¢.ntitie~ strch ~s Suf(<~lk'$ fet'rt9\'VI,s; e,speci·~Jiy ilo\v that five 
onhose fOWJiS have ~ll itidependen( SOlll;~e .. of.funding for\vat'et• q~.t~lity Ji'Qpi·ovemeil~ 
projects (the :Community Pt:eservation Fimd), not to mention EPA-driven efforts· such as 'the 
Lor.rg Xsla•Ji! Sound ~i)q peconic Estuary TMDLs·, 



.Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide public comments on th~se draft reports. Si.nce the d~ys ju~.t 
prj or to $alidy the 'Departlllept·of Jnteri01· staff frolll several agencies have done fantastic work ill both managing the 
park during challenging times, as we !I as compiliog a pool of mttlti-:agetiay iiloltiloring and assessment data tliat has 
been critical in this proc~ss. We thatik you fo.f· yQur efforts ~nd look forward to \voddng with yQt.-movlng forward. 

Wliile \Ve l'eaiize th.at ~he $c0pil~g Docuntent applies in the first instance to proposed Cot.mty a.ctioi)! it.i_s importatit 
to piace this a·ction i_n th~ l.n·a.~;~~e.r confext ·~ecause th~\~ cpntext_gives distinctive meaning to the alternatives that the 
GElS :jtmst address, Jmriping ahe.ac! tq that point, wl!ile 'the Cqullty 1i1:ay t~ke ''Ito ·~_ctio'lt;'' otl_t_et' governments and 
private entities certainly will .take action, which is a factual situation that irtust lie t~ken into account in the GEiS, 
Key rplcs the Cotulty can play are to inspire and coordinate othet· actions, make them more efficieitt, at\di'e.dtfc:C. 
<>onflicts aitlongj~iJi~dJ~tions that wot\ld present ~urdens for technology SUJ)pliers and maintenance pmvider~. 
busine:sses, atid hqmed\vners, Ther~ i_s re~tiy no s~ich t_hiilg·as ~ "nq acti\:m'~ altern~tive. It should more accut:ately 
be termed an "a.ction by otliers \Vitho\lt County l¢~d.ership" altet'iiative. . 

In sum, tl1e Jntroductioil should recognize that. County action is but a part of a comprehensive, multi-level11itrogen 
reducti9n effoi't that wjH go 011 iil s!)ine fomi whether or not the Cmmty creates the prop·osed Subwatersheds Pfan. 

Pl'Oposed Action, Section 2.0 
Recommended Wastewater Management Strategy. Section .1 

All of th"' <Uscussiqlj~ to da_te colwet't1i!lg tli~ llee_d fq_i· a Subwa~er~heds Plan haye stressed that it is part of a broad 
sh·ategy to bring about sigtiificant and 1i1eaningfulnitrogen red.u~tf6!1S tlH'O.ughtHit the Comity; pegh1hing with 
pt'iority zones. The ultimate_goal, 'however, is for the. use of 1/A 'technology iitcluding sl.rallow dt'aillfields to be. the 
oe.w !lOt:rn everywhere . . in . Suffolk-County. . The OSO and GElS should make this . .c1ear. 

While \ve understand •haUhe main foeti~ is oil the-three waste\v&t~r Jnan~ge!nent altenr~tives n!el)tiQned i!l this 
:section - '·'lnnovative/altermitive onsite \Vastewater treatmei1t .sy&tejns (J) A OWTS); Clust~r~c!/de_ce!ttt:aliz¢d 

1OQ , \ 

I .) 
- ("Appendix A") systems; and, Sewage Treatment Plants (STPs), to inClude 01ily ctlrrently proposed projects;" we 

11rge ~ ~road' .coitstruclion qf the."phrase ••currently proposed pmjects; ,; A:project should be considered "proposed" if 
it has 1>eei1 serio.usly discUssed, includlitg, fot· exanfple, -~he P•'<?flosed expnn~lon qfthe Oflkdale STP and Greenport 
STP. The~~ p.r~jepts _;;hould no~ lle subject to· a st:,parate :pm·c~~s ·lf'c_onditions allow them _tQ move fqlwnrd_. 

The seqtimtlJsts the f911owing ''scenarios": 
• Ce.sspciol ·faihtre; 
• New constructian_; 
• Property tratlsfei·; 
• Grand fathered residential sites with legacy cesspools; 
• (]ra,tdJathet·ed res_idential sites with lqt sizes ~elow current ~anitary Code re(Jtih'ements; 
• Cirandfathered Other Tltan Single Family Residential sites inCiuding-~rauMathere.d SPDES ~nd f.··!iled 

de.nitri_ti¢ation systein s~tes; ~nd, · 
• Phas_ed upgrades )Vithin tbe. t,iere_d p.riotity }trea bom.1ciari_es ~#i1'ed it'l tit~ SWP.; 

A few ~fdtese t:CJ'mswarmnt revision and definition. 

First, th~, pi·obleti) \Vitlt c~sspools is nqt "fail(!t'e." Cesspool~ oqnt1'ibut~ to hit_rogt,:n p_q11ution whetl~et· 0r not they 
.have technically "failed." Numerous scieJitj~ts, toWn gove.rfmlet)ts, an~ :cotinty do.~tl))t.ents ()ave i·¢cqgnized thi~ fact. 
Canventional septia systems are .. only·marginally bettei· than cesspools when it comes .to Jiitroge·n i·eductiou fi·om 
Wl)~tewater hiptits. tt js lnipQrt~nt fqi' the Gou!ity tQ 'ben s~rong voice on this key point, which.is often 
misunder~tood by the ll}edia alti:l. qthers. We ~s~ tl1aty'9~t t~plat:~ "ce);spool faihlr~" witl~ the folh;>W!i_tg hvq items: 
• Homes and businesses with cesspools 
• Hom~.s atid businesses with 9~nventimial septic sys!etns 

. . 
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i·eplacem~•il of"faiiing" systeh1s. All ces.sp(l~ls ai1d convcntioi1al !)eiJtlc Sy$.tem~ shmi)d be defined as stib$tandard 
with respect to nitrogei1 eniissioils. 

ini1ovative/Onsite Wastewater Treaiment ·systeins. Section 3 

We recon11i1elld the following changes:. 
• Replace 1'will iikeiy be'' with "is·expected to be~· in the following sentence:··"The use of.I/A OWTS will likely 

be eip~md,<;d tq Other Than Single Fa!nily ~csidential prop~rties th~t meet· the pllowable flow/designlimitati.ons 
of apj)rovcd technologies." 

• include discussion of shallow drah1fi"elds as a necessary compone11t ofl/A systems, with a variance being 
r(!qt)!J:ed h1 !he fu.hwe for a le.aclllng pool if a site i~ coi1ipieteiy iimitlng. Once standards are dmfted for 
·draii1fields, attention cait be given to isstJes such as setb~cks. 

Clustered/Decentralized Systems. Section 4 

As stated abov~. u~e ofthe phi·~s~ "grai1dfathe1'ed l?ites" is too Vague and sht>iJI.d be clal'ifie~ . Is the D$D referring 
to establishtileJtis "'hose flows \yere ·pi·evio\Jsly graitdfathered,·or It> ftihire. applic~nts foi· gra1idfathered flow? A11~, 
the questio11 whether to reqtiire .better nitrogen reduction treatmetit at grandfathered sites (past or futme) is a 
separat~ matter; Per the 2005 internal menio, the.C01mty already J1as the power to do that. 

Advanced Wastewatei· Treahnent Pilot At'e·as, Section 6 

in fhls section, we recommend adding other somewhat novel .approaches to nitrogen reductioti, itlcluding, but iiot 
finiited to, w~.ter i:e-~tse, i'eSotlrc~ re.cQVery ft;om wa.ste water (e.g, efforts to use macro algae as feJ1ilizeJ'), urine
divel'sioli ~~l~ c0mpo,sting tQilets, bOtanical tre·!)tt)l~tit projects, 'wetlan~ restoratioll, and bttffers along water 'bodies, 
espeCially at agricultural sites. There ·is po(etilhil to titilize wa,ste\v~tet' fot• irriMtion in a Way tl)at poth r~~ltwe.s 
ptlmpii1g of potable water and adds extra treaiment to waste watei·, thus r¢du.chig pollittioti. 

in the bull~t point.s, expand ''New York $tate and Suffolk G9~mty-owned par~s'' to ''state, county and othe1· 
tinmidpftlly owned p•:operti~s. itici~JdiJ)g parkS'j ·.~ecaus~ it is no~ 9tily parkS where tiier~ is the potential for the 
County to. work with oth¢1· JeveJs of govei:mi1ent, ~11d on p•'qpei'ties tl)at ai·e not"pi·ivate!y 6\viled. 
Also~ include reference to other taxable distl'icts and uses such as libraries, fire districts, schpol districts, etc. 

Purpose and Need, Scction.3.0 

There is a strong public health component to the nitrogen-J;~duction eff01t giveti that I) exce~s hitrogen is a ktlOWil 
direct cause of biue baby syndrome,_ ·2) cyanobacteria caused ·by excess nitrogen has been do.cumented to cause a 
variety of lm!ll~n health pro~ I ems from ralihe~ to respiratq1y pn)~lc;:ms to kidney failure io death, and 3) 
.cons.\Jillpt.ion Qf si1ellfish affected by toxic aig~e Cfln lead to sickn~ss. mid. even pm'alysis~ among ·other lle1Jlth 
problems. Research is ongoing into linkages·· betwe·en toxic algae, cancer; ·~11d mu.scular d~geiler11tive diseases. 

Accordingly, the Purpose and _Need s~ction should include public health. Fm1her, although mentioned at the bottom 
of page 7 an~ top oi)age 8, it is wQrth highiight~og ii1 Sec.tiOtt 3.0 that the goal. is als9 t<;> redt~~e ~ontamination of 
.drinking ai)CI Stirface Wate.t'sfrcim.othe•· constituent$ ofwastewatel·, s~tch as 'pa_thoge!lS, p)la~·J_nacet.tti¢als;an<.l 
personal care. products. 

GeneriC .Envh·<)nil1¢ntollliipad StntcJitcnt Outline, Se~ti~H! 4.0 

To the extent tl1at the issues mentioned in this section can be addressed in a general way, they:sho.tild be. It will 
h¢Jp foi"the public to·see tl~atthe County has ·c·ol}siq~red & variety offactors, wiih referei1ce being made-to the site
specific issues Hu~t .woulg need to l,le addres~ed j1i _s.upplemeii~~-1 SEQRA revie\ys, Tlie G~r~· c~uld dp ~ gbOd s~;i'vice 



( ._Grandfatherin~ 

We have~ npmber ofcomments rega-rding "grandfalhel'ing" or non-conforming, preexisting usages. Grandfathering 
is a ftizzy pc:mcept_ ilia_! sJ1ould be us~d i1iinimaliy an~ wl~li c~i:e. re·ople u~e the. woi-ci •<? )nean (jiffe_rent t!t_ipgs, st,ci1 
that clarity is e(l:tremely iiitpol'latH hi' the OBIS_. 

We st1ppo1t the County's proposal to eliminate grandfathering ofall kinds and reqtiire_ nitrogen~reducii1g_ techno]ogy 
for }Jrevi().tlsly grffndfa-thered properties. We undersim]d that t_here n)ay 1:!~ a gracttial proc~ss of narrowing the scope 
of gra'it~fathering fo1· cmi)inei'd!JJ pi'operii¢s in th~ process bf getting to CQI!lpiete ~lh!ti!t~tion of this ~nm~m~tic 
vari~nce ·ft·oin ctirrent staitdard~ aitd i·equirenients. -

The1:e are differellt tyjJes ofgraitdfathering as set forth in Articile 6;_ section 609(8), and there are fiu·ther variations 
when one h.tdl!de$ decisioils made thr.o~1gh the Vl)ri~nce prqc_ess. Residential "grandfath~ri_ng~1 differs n·o111 
c_oiluiterc_i~.l ·"gralldf!ltliering" in that 1110st i·esidential "grandfathel'ing" res tilts frqli) a pre, 19~). Jot. Ac~orqiligly, w~ 
do not see what is gaihed by referring to such rcside1ices ·as "Grandfathered residehfial sites with legacy c-esspools." 
Virtually all cesspools in-the County are "legacy;, in that they are not cmrently authorized unde1· the County"s 
wastewatei· stai!dal·~s; Why is the \vord "legacY'' needed m• usef~JI he_re? Jfthe C~\tilty. is c<;mcerned that equity 
shoold not reqtJire rephicelil<eit! of a i't~c-e•ltly jnst~lled cesspool (whi~h woul~ :qnly ~mve _been ~ll.owed as a 
replac~oieht-in-kind of ~!l older cesspool), tharcan be h5tndled with a ~e:pan\te pr_ovisio11. 

With respect to.comme1'ciai grandfathering1 lt is lmporlant to state whether the County is ref'erriitg to existing 
¢.omlfiercial estab)ishmems <?)lei'l\tlng wi!h Oows previottsly gr~ngfathereih or futui·~ applic;ants for gr(lndfaihere.d 
flo\v. The Cou.itl}' h~s- els~whe~·e J)i'bpo$ed to narrow and pbteiltially ¢1iminat.e th~ grandf~tlter~ng allp\v.ance. set 
forth in Article 6! and it shmild cons ide•' in the GElS the complete e_limimitiOI) of ~randfatherin~. - That, of coui·se, 
would apply ;prospectively, ·not retroactively. :However, the use .. of beiter technology or a .cluster system can be 
re_qt!lredb~th prospectiv~ly _for n_ny 1~ew)y ·gr~ndfat!wred ~1sage, ~nd n~troac~ively for any previoltsly grandfathered 
e~tal>.lishiilelit. We believe the C()t_illty'$. 4005 i!tt¢.1'1l !!l m~moralig~niJ 'QOI)teni_ilJg grandfftljle_ring m~.k~s ~iti~ Clear; 
and n.o ne,\v regtilations be)•ond t)te approvals the Cou_1ity has already &titho1'ized woilld be pecessai-y.....:though it i~ 
certaiiily prudeitt to docunienf lhe requirement and announce the policy clearly. 

Th~ phi'as_e'"faile(l 'de,ii!L'ificptiqn·system s_ites" requlr~s eiabor~tiqn in the bullet point ''Otmtd(atJtel'~-~ Qt_l_l~l' Th(.lll 
Single J1aluily'Residei1da·l sites jnpiudi11g grandfathei·e:d SPDe.s a_nd f~;iileq de_n_iti'ificalipi~ sy~le)ti ~ltes/' The ph'i'ase 
should be defined. The GElS sh6.hld say ,.Yhere these sites are and hmv they have b.een i~1easureg. 

There are other categ()ries that should ~e include~, such a.s ali existing non-resfdentiai establishments with cesspools 
-oi· 'conventiolial sepdc ~y~tems, and a'ls() ~he categoi·y of lat'ge~capadty c·es~pool~ which ihe Ef ~ !Ja~ consi_dered 
illeg_al for· c;~ver ten· ye_ai~s yet J~et~tain tl~rou$h6tlf lh¢ CQlll\ty. 

Finally,_ the use of shallow drainfields sliould be inchtded, 'in pface ofcesspits. 

water Quality Protection Dish·iet a1td Resp'oilsible Maitagement Entity; Section 2 

'For·the reasons stated above; the words '"failed" and :'legacy'?. shotdd be removed from the following bullet point: 
• P1'ovicte:!l fu11~_ing mech.~nisi_n, sti_ch. as low interest Jomis 01' graitts, foi· the l'ep.lacemem of J\')g~cy cesspo()ls or 

failed c.ot'tve•,fi.6nal sii1iiiili'y syste1ris by T/A OWTS;· 

1_'h~r~ js !1, diff~renc·e behye~nre_11_ctlve ~u~.9 .PI'O!l~tlve ppg•_-ades <?f cesspools and 
cotWe•itioil!)l ~eptic systeitJs. A "re!lctiv:e" app1'o~cll W()t\14. tell a h_O.it_l~Q\Yjtel' wii)1~ "_£;He9." systelJ) ,.... ~ither 
ce_sspo_ol or l!eptic-th:at s/he IJ~~·~t itistalUw IIA syM:em iilits place, A ·r!'o}lct!ve apP.to"'ch will 1naiidate t)pgra.d_es, 
perliaps iil ·priority areas at first, btit overtime becoming the 1iorm. -A ·crrundiitg ·nH~chaitistn" is ti¢cess!lry orily \vith 
respect to the·proacifve upgrades to .the extent that individual homeowners .cannot afford :the cost of-the upgrade. 
Pron_ctiv~ !Jpgt·a:~'es ar~ ~psqlutely n~cessa!~ if.ther~ri~ to be, !ll~rog~,n r~a.~lct!O!l at a scaly that Jnake$ a o).fferell~e to 
our gi·ouh<l.\vntel; f!hd. ·s_t~tfac·e i'VE!te_i·s-aiid r,mcling flssistanc¢ shoiild 11o.t be lim i~e(l to "Je&acy" cesspools, oi· 
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by givijli~ a g~i,eriill btttliile of\yhat is aWeady kt\Q\Vtl, the: poi\cy a_ct~ons. tluit logically tcsiJotid to the problems, and 
.the isSl!CS ana specific <]tiesti.O!lS t.hllf n¢¢d to .b~ rinsw¢r~Q h1 the ~.upplementai SEQRA pl'OCl(~S.es~ 

Existiltg Envhonmental Setting 

Add to the fit'st set ofbu)Je.t poinls: 
• Suffolk Cowity Water Authority information, data, forecasts, etc. 
o Releyallt (!a fa fh>th tioh-p!'ofit~ aWl ac.adetlli¢ i.nstitpd()ns; such a$ i1itrogei1-lqad lllQ~~~~ and studies of nitmgen 

impacts on wetlands and sea&~·ass 

Add to the "Pi1ysl~al Environment" bu.Het point~: 
o Water withdrawal f_i·om public and pi·ivate \\ielJs 
• S~<!iment characteristics 

Potential Impacts of Pi·oposed Action 

·Utl<ler "Land Use/' the list of "t'egiotial and county watqr protection progrmw>" shmi!d lngltt~le the Long Island 
CommitteefOJ' Aquifer Protection (LICAP) 

0 Ii1 the discussion of"Groundwater and Sur'race Water,'! we recommend making more· of the fact .that bettei' 
\vaste'~~ter u·eatnuit~t. of ti:itrogei} }Viii also. have ~eneftts by reducing pathogen's and other·contaminants. The 
extent to )vh!ch this is tme wili dept<n~ im th~ techitology and ~oiltatiiinant, but ·in gejlei'al ther~ should be IlH;ire 
awareness ihat several water quality gahis.cati be achi~yed through b~ttei~ \Vater cycle.~md. wastewater 
management. 

0 The -ihipilpts ofpll!l"iping watei· fh>)n 011~ s~tlnvatershep and <;iischarging it into iillOther st•bw.atershed may also be 
soinethitlg that 11eed.s to be .c<msidered. 

0 Regardi11g the sectioq entitled ·"H(unan Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials),'' the humm1 health 
impacts fire far greater th~)1 -.spliis; ~~ pQted above. The human health section should not be limited to 
"contaminant expostn:e/liaz.a.rdot!S 1iuit¢i'ials" l,mt shoi1ld ii1ch)(le the r~uige of dise?se~ from direct inges_tipil of 
niti·ogen to contact with toxic algae caused by excess nitrog~n, e.ither tlu'oi1gh I'ecrea.tional co11t~ct, shelifish *id 
fish consumption, 01' other means. 

• "Ec<moniics:' is ot!tliiled iflunJustifl;~J?ly harrow ternis; Wate1· qtiality uiidergirds L<)Jlg Island's economy in 
many respe.cts: sonic 40% of the islai1d's b.usinesses a.re considere$1 ~,;~iter-depeiident-eitliel' ti·¢~h\vater or 
surface waters. Real estate values are fnfluenced by water quality. Thilt means pi'<>pei'ty tax r~veni1~s depeild on 
\Vatel' qual.ity, n$ does the tilpltl-blllion-dollar tourist ii1dustry ·of Long Island. If wafer quality de.teriorates · 
further, ·au of these etonQmic :i!idlces wfll suffer. Accordingly, the cost~ of not acting to reduce nitrogen to 
ne~e~saj)"lev«.ls tiwst be c(jilsidereq in (ldditioii to the "pot~ntial e~6Jion1ic benefit$" ofimpi·ovep wat~r quality. 

In term~ of economic benefits, there should also be consideration given to the economic gains that vi ill arise fi'om a 
iliore profes~iolial.ited Wa!!tewater ind~tsti·y that is client-focu~ed m)d r~quires better maintenance and monitoring 
antl potentially pul)!ping. This new ir1dpsti-y Will ci·eat~ jobs fi·om design to pen11itting tQ install!it'io~l .<tt.ld 
maiutenance workers. 

Altematives Analysis 

As referenced h,1 oiii· introductory pa.ragrap_h; ti1e "llo acti.ori altemqtive;' ~ipes not i'e!Jily exj~t. )t. i!lipl_le$ that iftl1e 
County does not·act, no one.else will,...:_and tharis simply ii1cor;rect. The C61uity has already app_rov¢~ Scctior119 of 
the sanitary <;ode _l!tld has authoi'ized new J/A teclmoiogy, such that towns may i·equire use ofthese systetlis, aiid 
indivjdpals iliiJY in~t~ll them volit11tarily. Further·, the Loi1g Jslatld Nitrq'gyl.l Action Plmnvill propose Cel;!ain 
actior1s, if not i'equireJlteni, -all:d tl1~ same cail b~ $!lid whb the ~ong .1.slat1d S.m1nd ai)d Pec<>nic EstuatyTMDJ,.s. 
(And additio.nal TMDLs may be .crea(ed in. Suffolk C6\lilty reli\t~d to hi(i·(,)geri on the basis pfthe .$tate is t¢/lij.>liatlce 
with the federalCieanWateJ; Act.) Accordingly? ''no action" is not really p.ossiole. The "t1o actioh'' aliehJatfve hei·e 
i~ ~·ea:Uy · tio action of'tiie s·olt pi"()posed, 9.r Iio addlt!(ma'l a,tt.i()n at this time, but what exactly does that mean? No 

.
:



~ul>watershetls deliiwated, iio goals set, no ·ame11dment t9 Articles.~ aild 6, no attempts at IJniform implen1entation, 
etc;-ol' the ulldertaking ofth~se tasks by other entiti<is? The abse11Ce of active Couilty involveni¢111 While others 
act is a separate alternative that must be addressed in the GElS. 

In conclusion, The Natui·e Consetvancy offers its appreciation to Suffolk Comity for your le.adership in advancilig 
solutions to the islands water quality crisis. Moving forward, The Nature Conserva11cy is committed to as well as 
continue working with the county and others as these efforts progress; 

Since•·ely, 

Kevin McDonald 
Conservation Policy Advisor 
The Nature conservancy, Long Island Chapte'l" 

cc 
Petel' Scully 
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Taylor, Maryanne 

 From: Sara Davison <Sara@friendsofgeorgicapond.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 02, 2016 10:10 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken 

Subject: Wastewater Scoping Session 

Dear Ken, 
I learned a lot and was very impressed with the detail of your scoping session and document. Friends of Georgica Pond Foundation will 
submit brief written statements by Dec 13. At your suggestion, I will work with Bridget Fleming and Kim Shaw, to get all the Georgica 
Pond data to them for consideration in your planning. Our preliminary thinking is that we want to advocate for voluntary upgrade of 
septic systems (+/- 75) around the pond in the coming year and the look for partnerships with the Town CPF and County within critical 
areas of the watershed, especially the commercial district of Wainscott. 
Let me know if this makes sense! 
So nice to meet you. 

Sara Davison 
Executive Director 
Friends of Georgica Pond Foundation, Inc. 
"To preserve the Georgica Pond ecosystem for future generations through science-based, watershed-wide policy and restoration" 
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Taylor, Maryanne 

From: Dan Gulizio <dan@peconicbaykeeper.org> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 1:19 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken 
Cc: Taylor, Maryanne 
Subject: DRAFT Seeping Document - GEIS Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.tiff 

Ken, rg · 10 

Below please fmd public comments related to the County's recently released DRAFT Scoping Document associated with the Generic Environmental 
Impact Statement (GElS) for the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. Please incorporate these comments into the public record for the 
GElS. 

SEQRA mandates that a lead agency identify the relevant areas of environmental concern, take a "hard look" at any potential impacts and provide a 
reasoned elaboration for its conclusions. In the process, the lead agency is obligated to consider a variety of potential impacts including short-term, 
long-term, primary, secondary and cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts include any potential impacts associated with "reasonably related" 
actions. In this case, there are a host of reasonably related actions that should be considered in conjunction with the GElS for the subwatersheds 
wastewater plan. In addition to the County's water resources management plan, this should include as a minimum the following: 

• Reclaim Our Waters Initiative - The Subwatersheds Study was described as a "sub-component" of the County Executive's Reclaim Our 
Waters Initiative. As such, the potential impacts assessed in the GElS should include all reasonably related actions contained within the 
broader policy document referred to as the Reclaim Our Waters Initiative. 

• Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan - The County has recently released a "Comprehensive Water Resources Management 
Plan" which has served as the foundation for initiatives like the Subwatersheds study. However, the Water Resources Management Plan has 
never been adopted by the County, nor have the potential environmental impacts of its recommendations been reviewed under the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). Resource management plans are defined as Type I Actions under SEQRA. As such, if the 
County's water resources management plan is to be used to support amendments to the sanitary code or studies such as the sub watersheds 
wastewater plan, it should be analyzed under SEQRA in conjunction with the subwatersheds study. 
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• The Sanitary Code - Recent and ongoing updates to the Suffolk County Sanitary Code are a direct result of the information prepared and 
analyzed as a part of the comprehensive water resources management plan. Segmentation is inconsistent with SEQRA and the division of 
reasonably related actions like the update of the sanitary code, the release of the water resources management plan and the subwatersheds 
wastewater plan represents an impermissible segmentation of these reasonably related actions. 

• Sewer Capacity Study - The County has previously prepared a sewer capacity study that analyzed the expansion of existing sewage treatment 
plants and the potential development of new systems. Sewer capacity and the permitting of innovative alternative on-site wastewater systems 
are also reasonably related actions to the subwatersheds study. Accordingly, the impacts of these plans should be considered in conjunction 
with the subwatersheds study. 

• County Comprehensive Plan- The County recently adopted a new comprehensive plan. Land use plans are Type I Actions under SEQRA. 
Despite this fact, the County deemed the adoption of the plan a Type II Action. Since resource management is a necessary component of a 
properly prepared comprehensive plan, the recently released water resources management plan should be considered a component of the 
County's Comprehensive Plan. The potential environmental impacts of the comprehensive plan should be considered in conjunction with the 
GElS for the subwatersheds study. 

• County Regional Transportation and Development Plan - The County recently released a "Regional Transportation and Development Plan" 
which details infrastructure needs and potential economic development opportunities. This study, the comprehensive plan, the updates to the 
sanitary code and the sewer capacity study are all reasonably related actions under SEQRA. Accordingly, all associated potential impacts 
including cumulative impacts, should be considered at this time. 

• Bergen Point Expansion - The County recently approved a 10 million gallon per day expansion of the Bergen Point STP. In addition, the 
County is currently considering a 7-mile main extension from the Bergen Point Plant to the project known as the Ronkonkoma Hub. This 
project also includes a second main for the connection of both existing and proposed development along Veterans Memorial Highway. These 
are also reasonably related actions under SEQRA, the cumulative impact of which has never been assessed. Accordingly, the GElS for the 
subwatersheds study should incorporate these actions as well. 

In summary, the County is in the process of expanding sewering, implementing innovative on-site wastewater systems and updating the sanitary 
code. All of these reasonably related actions will impact water resources throughout the County. The County has an obligation to assess the 

2 



cumulative impact of these reasonably related actions and, in particular, development-related impacts resulting from increased wastewater capacity. 
To date, it has failed to do so. The subwatersheds wastewater plan represents an opportunity to secure compliance with SEQRA. We recommend that 
the scope of the GEIS be expanded to consider the full range of potential environmental impacts consistent with SEQRA. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. 

Sincerely, 
Dan Gulizio 

Your Clear Voice for Clean Water 
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2 concurrently. 

There's a 60 day review period with a 3 

public meeting in the middle at that end 4 

of next summer. Final GEIS will be 5 

prepared and posted. There will be an 6 

approximately 15 day comment period on the 7 

final document. And the finding statement 8 

will be prepared sometime next November. 9 

And with that, I think we are at up to 10 

11 public comments. 

MR. KAUFMAN: Okay. We're going to 12 

ask for the public scoping part of the 13 

presentation. I have two cards and one 14 

legislator, so maybe I'll give everybody a 15 

few more minutes. The first gentleman to 16 

be called up is Kevin McDonald from the 17 

Nature Conservancy. 18 

MR. MCDONALD: Kevin McDonald. I'm 19 

with the Nature Conservancy. We'll be 20 

submitting formal comments before the 21 

13th. A couple of general observations. 22 

Obviously we support the general strategy 23 

over sub-watershed by sub-watershed 24 

nitrogen reduction strategies. Before you 25 

..,., .. 
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2 can do that, you have to know, you know, 

3 what your load is, where they are corning 

4 from and your alternatives. So a couple 

5 of general comments. There is a fair 

6 amount of detail committed to the term 

7 grandfathering and the terms for legacy 

8 contamination. And in an effort to 

9 simplify this, it's the very existence of 

10 onsite base disposal systems and their 

11 current technology that is responsible for 

12 the problem we have. 

13 Making distinctions between all these 

14 technologies is probably a distinction 

15 without a difference. So, simplify this a 

16 little bit and just say all these things 

17 cause all these problems and now they need 

18 to be mitigated, that's one. The second 

19 is, I was pleased to see that the scoping 

20 document has a couple of areas where you 

21 will be doing existing conditions and 

22 potential build out. 

23 And the other thing I would ask you 

24 .consider in the context of your plan while 

25 you're doing this with the municipalities 
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2 is ask them where they want to have growth 

3 centers and tell everybody that up front 

4 so that everybody else going forward 

5 should assume that the zoning in their 

6 communities is in fact what it should be 

7 going forward and you can build a model 

8 for the present zoning that maybe there. 

9 I understand that ' s a loaded question to 

10 ask , but I think the public has a right to 

11 know that . 

12 And then a final major comment is for 

13 the, you know, the ecological standards 

14 that you have identified we fully support 

15 that . I know there ' s a series of 

16 different people having conversations 

17 about how to articulate that based on work 

18 in other parts of the county which is 

19 great. But getting those targets with a 

20 measure of safety or a measure -- an 

21 additional measure of safety in case you 

22 -- you can ' t measure right up to one pound 

23 per acre applied and be comfortable 

24 knowing that ' s right. So the EPA 

25 typically has an error bar that you need 

t'~ . 11-

P9 · 1':{ 



1 

2 to have in there to assure success and it 

3 would be great to have some discussion on 

4 that. 

5 And I wish you all well in your 

6 pursuit. This is really important. This 

7 is something the Peconic Estuary Program 

8 has been looking to do for a while. I 

9 understand this is being integrated and 

10 that's great. And I look forward to 

11 working with everybody here and the good 

12 product that we hope will be produced at 

13 the end of the day. Thank you. 

14 MR. KAUFMAN: Thank you, Kevin. We 

15 appreciate your comments. I have a Cy 

16 Consella (phonetic), Wainscott Citizens. 

17 MR. CONSELLA: I'm representing a 

18 number of residents from Wainscott. 

19 Wainscott has two important areas of 

20 environmental significance; namely, 

21 Georgica Pond and Wainscott Pond. You may 

22 have read a lot about Georgica Pond in the 

23 press over the last year or so. Sarah 

24 Davis, who is a colleague of mine that 

25 sits on the environmental subcommittee of 
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2 the Wainscott Citizens Advisory Committee, 

3 is also here. Sarah has been president of 

4 the Friends of Georgica Pond. 

5 Where we are in Wainscott, the 

6 cesspool system is incredibly important to 

7 us. Give you an idea, my home was built 

8 225 years ago and last year we had to 

9 replace our cesspool system. I don't 

10 believe it was built 225 years ago, it was 

11 probably built 100 years ago. But it was 

12 pretty close to collapse. Cost quite a 

13 bit of money for us to put in. And when 

14 we did it, we wanted to put in a nitrogen 

15 reducing system because we were fully 

16 aware of all the problems that were 

17 happening with nitrogen load in Wainscott 

18 an Georgica Pond, and also around the 

19 broader area, you know, the massive fish 

20 kills due to hypoxia, the turtles that 

21 have died through toxins, et cetera. 

22 So what we're talking about is 

23 incredibly important. I don't know 

24 whether any of you can see that map there, 

25 but that's water flow district of 
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2 Wainscott. There's Georgica Pond and 

3 that's Wainscott Pond there. 

4 There's a lot of fishing that goes 

5 on, especially crabbing, in Georgica Pond. 

6 The last two years Georgica Pond has been 

7 closed to that activity. When I first 

8 moved up to this part of the world 10 

9 years ago, we used to go fishing for white 

10 perch and ate it straight out of the pond, 

11 it was delicious, and the crabs of course, 

12 but you can't do that anymore due to 

13 saxitoxin. 

14 Wainscott Pond, the smaller pond here 

15 is a wildlife refuge. Nobody goes there, 

16 it's just given over to the birds and 

17 things. There are otters there, snapping 

18 turtles, terrapins, all sorts of migrating 

19 birds et cetera. All of that is at risk 

20 because there too much nitrogen in the 

21 system. But it's worst than that because 

22 there's also the evidence of cyanobacteria 

23 in the groundwater for the first time that 

24 I have known, first time that I think 

25 Dr. Gobler knows of as well. 
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So that's creating a new dynamic. We 2 

don't know whether that's a result from 3 

salt water intrusion or too much 4 

irrigation or to much phosphorus or 5 

whatever it results from. But what we do 6 

know is that we need to study it further 7 

to find out exactly what's happening in 8 

the pond, exactly the impact of what we're 9 

putting into the ponds. 10 

We use to have a saying in Australia 11 

where I grew up, don't shit in your own 12 

backyard. And I hate to say it, but 13 

that's what we're doing too much of. 14 

MR. KAUFMAN: I thought you were from 
15 

16 Brooklyn. 

MR. CONSELLA: We have got to think 17 

of a way to live in our environment in a 18 

more friendly way because there are more 19 

of us that live there. The only other -20 

I won't talk too much, but the only other 21 

thing that I'll bring to your attention is 22 

this graph here. I know you won't be able 23 

to read it but hopefully see some of the 24 

I just want to point out two lines 25 lines. 
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2 on this graph. 

3 You can see down at the bottom of 

4 this graph there's a red line down the 

5 bottom. That red line is the New York 

6 State DEC threshold for cyanobacteria in 

7 the water for recreational activities, 20 

8 parts, 20 micrograms per liter. This line 

9 here goes up to here. That's the 

10 cyanobacteria that's being detected in 

11 Wainscott Pond just this last summer. 

12 It's peaked at about 500 micrograms 

13 per liter which is 25 times the New York 

14 State DEC limit for recreational 

15 activities. What I was worried about and 

16 what Dr. Gobler and myself and Sarah's 

17 group have been working on, is trying to 

18 avoid a massive die off in the ponds, 

19 especially Wainscott Pond. 

20 Georgica Pond is suffering but I 

21 think it will come back. Wainscott Pond, 

22 I simply don't know what's going to happen 

23 next year. The wild life I believe is in 

24 a desperate state. Also the quality of 

25 our drinking water because the ground 
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water ponds are a lot of private wells. 2 

And whatever we doing to the surface, 3 

whatever all the residents are doing 4 

around the ponds, it makes its way into 5 

the private wells. 6 

MR. KAUFMAN: Sir, you time just 7 

8 about up. 

MR. CONSELLA: I would like to thank 9 

very much the Suffolk County Executive for 10 

taking this so seriously and putting 11 

together those plans. And if there's 12 

anything that we can do to help, we will. 13 

But we also need your help to solve the 14 

15 problem. 

MR. KAUFMAN: That's what we're here 16 

for. Okay. Legislature Al Krupski. I 17 

normally give everybody three minutes. 18 

You get 180 seconds. 19 

MR. KRUPSKI: Thank you. I just want 20 

to compliment everybody who is involved in 21 

this and putting it together. It's 22 

really, I think it's very comprehensive 23 

and it shows a lot of work and a lot of 24 

acknowledgement of the input that you have 25 
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2 received so far and I think that's really 

3 important. 

4 If you could add under Section, 

5 though, if I could suggest adding under 

6 Section Two, there's a place here where it 

7 says recommended wastewater management 

8 ~ · 3 strategy. And I think if you add erief A 
recon 

9 ~truction to that list I think it would 

10 be appropriate. Under cesspool failure, 

11 infrastructure, property transfer, I think 

12 that wouldn't be such a bad thing. 

13 And then just to urge you when you --

14 it does say using all the under existing 

15 environmental settings make sure that you 

16 P3 · ~ use the most current data. That's really 

17 important. I know there's a lot of 

18 reference to different modelling. But, 

19 you know, if you put bad information in 

20 the model, it's going to be very 

21 inaccurate and misleading. So it's really 

22 important to use the most recent testing 

23 .and data for that. Thank you. Thank you 

24 for your efforts though, it's a very nice 

25 draft. 
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2 MR . KAUFMAN: I have one more card 

3 unless anyone else has any other cards. I 

4 have a Mr. Kevin McCallister, Defend H20. 

5 MR. MCCALLISTER: Good evening, 

6 everyone. Let me start by saying I'm very 

7 pleased with the scope. I think it ' s 

8 extremely comprehensive. I know obviously 

9 the capability of the consultant on 

10 looking at the sub-watershed analysis. 

11 Very likely you have covered this and in 

12 looking at the scope document , I know you 

13 have. But I would like to fill in some 

14 blanks or at least emphasize a few points. 

15 The evaluation of the end loading, 

16 you have covered all the inputs , 

17 fertilizer, wastewater of course . I think 

18 it's important to look at various 

19 scenarios of the current conditions , what 

20 is that load? With Article 19 we have the 

21 striving for the 19 milligram per liter 

22 threshold . You know, what does that mean 

23 across the board? A below 10 milligram 

24 per liter, I think we need to flesh out 

25 the commercial input versus the 
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2 residential input. 

3 So , you know, to have all these 

4 scenarios laid out with respect to what 

5 the various loads. Surface water 

6 sensitivity, you have covered it but I am 

7 a strong proponent of numeric nutrient 

8 standards. I know that is State driven. 

9 Back iri 1987 there was an EPA directive to 

10 the states to move away from a narrative 

11 standard which is very subjective to a 

12 numeric standard . 

13 Unfortunately that i s not part of 

14 this. I realize that is a State directive 

15 that has to happen. We know what those 

16 numbers are . I bel i eve they need to be 

17 assigned and promulgated into law . 

18 Cost benefit analysis ; I know this 

19 factors into the IA systems, sewering, et 

20 cetera . But I do think that you really -

21 the science has to be at least init ially 

22 de- coupled from the cost benefit analysis. 

23 ,s-
You know , let ' s define the loading and the 

p~ . 
24 various scenarios , the various remedies. 

25 Put aside the cost benefit and then · · 
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2 ultimately bring that in obviously as 

3 we're developing policy and what the 

4 meaningful actions would be. 

5 Triggers for the upgrades; mandates, 

6 time of property transfer: You know, all 

7 these scenarios, of course, will be 

8 considered. And I think it should go a 

9 step further actually identifying what the 

10 reductions would be based on what the 

11 reasonable timelines are . We probably 

12 p~ . \5 have an idea of what the property transfer 

13 is. I recall some years ago and I don't 

14 know if it 's a national level, but every 

15 serve years was a property transfer. 

16 What is that in Suffolk County and 

17 how quickly do we, I guess, achieve the 

18 goals in nitrogen reduction? 

19 Grandfathering, you know, this lS ln my 

20 opinion a , you know, the 500 pound gorilla 

21 in the room. We really need to address 

22 it. I know it's being discussed. The 

23 County is examining it . But ultimately, 

24 you know, goal has to be to eliminate 

25 grandfathering to ensure that, again, we 
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2 are striving for the greatest reduction 

3 possible. 

4 This maybe an omission, perhaps not, 

5 sea level rise and coastal inundatio'n . 

6 That has to be factored in into these 
PS · \5 

7 areas. Using the various projections from 

8 the State , they have these in place. They 

9 have not been promulgated into law, 

10 there's been a delay unfortunately . But, 

11 you know, ultimately as we ' re dealing 

12 with , you know, particularly t hat zero to 

13 two year trave l time, what does mean in 20 

14 years does? 

1 5 It make sense to be really installing 

16 these various systems? What type of 

17 systems need to go into those zones? So I 

18 think that ' s a really important element 

19 that needs t o be incorporated. And l ast ly 

20 sewering. And I know that ' s , again, one 

21 of the strategies with IA systems. 

22 What are the build out scenarios? 

23 And I know , Maryanne, you did disclose 

24 that as part of it. But let ' s not look at 

25 a static system and say, well, we 
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incorporated s ewer district - in this 
2 

particular watershed, here ' s our 3 

r e duction . Wel l , what does what mean for 
4 

ultimate bu ild out for potent ial inc r eased 
5 

. d ensity? So that has to be factored in 
6 

when we are considering , you kn ow, what 
7 

the appropriate approach is for n itroge n 
8 

reduction in these various watersheds. 
9 

And las tly I would say an excellent 
1 0 

job, I ' m very pleased and I ' m p leased that 
11 

there is a tight timeline that t hi s is 
12 

moving a long and that ' s wonderful n ews . 
13 

And I realize there ' s, you know , a great 
14 

deal of work here , g r eat deal of expertise 
15 

is contributing t o this process and I ' m 
16 

very optimistic that, you know, when we 
17 

r each the final product we ' ll have a real 
18 

strategy to reclaim our waters . Thank 
19 

you . 20 

MR. KAUFMAN: Right u nde r the 
21 

deadline . Okay , anybody e lse ? 22 

MS . GLASS : My n ame is Barbara Blass , 
23 

B-L- A-S-S . I ' m a resident of J amesport 
24 

and I ' m much less technical . Just a very 
25 

( 
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2 brief comment , as you know, the five east 

3 end towns recently adopted the Community 

4 Preservation Fund and part of that 

5 amendment or an amendment to it, part of 

6 the amendment was an authorization to 

7 allow up to 20 percent for water quality 

8 improvement projects. And as a result of 

9 that, each of the Towns adopted their 

10 local l aw and part had to identify 

11 projects wi thin their towns a nd Action 

12 Plans for priority areas. And the project . 

13 themselves involved with nitrogen 

14 reduction. 

15 And I guess my comment is loosely 

16 related to consistency with local adopted 

17 plans. Each of the five east end towns 

18 has a loose plan-where they have 

19 P<3 . identified priority areas and projects lh 

20 which would be eligible to .receive monies 

21 through the CPF. And I'm just wondering 

22 how they are going to interface with your 

23 priority areas and just a general 

24 understanding of how it ' s going to work 

25 toget her. 
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MR. KAUFMAN: We can't answer that 2 

question at this point in time, but it is 3 

something that will be answered in the 4 

Scope when it's finally prepared after the 5 

Health Department and the consultant go 6 

over it and try and figure out the answer. 7 

MS. BLASS: Thank you so much. 8 

MR. KAUFMAN: Okay. Anybody else? 9 

Going once, going twice, sold. Okay. My 10 

duty now is to officially close the public 11 

scoping on behalf of the Council on 12 

Environmental Quality. And we're closed, 13 

we're finished. Thank you. Thank you 14 

everyone for coming. 15 

(Time noted: 7:04p.m.) 16 

oOo 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 57 



Page 58 

1 

2 CERTIFICATION 

3 

4 STATE OF NEW YORK 
ss 

5 COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

6 

7 I, JANICE L. ANTOS, a Shorthand Reporter 

8 and Notary Public within and for the State of New 

9 York, do hereby certify: 

10 THAT the foregoing transcript is a true 

11 and accurate transcript of my original stenographic 

12 notes. 

13 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 

14 hand this 3rd day of January, 2017. 

15 

16 

17 

18 JANICE L. ANTOS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



Page 1 of 20 
 

SUFFOLK COUNTY 
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRR Part 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

 
Part 1 – Environment and Setting 

 
Instructions: Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor.  Complete Part 1 based on information 
currently available.  If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to any item, please answer as 
thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, or is not 
reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to 
update or fully develop that information.  If a question is not applicable to the proposed project indicate with “N/A”. 
 
Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B.  In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial 
question that must be answered either “Yes” or “No”.  If the answer is “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow.  If 
the answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to the next question.  Section F allows the project sponsor to identify 
and attach any additional information.  Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the 
information contained in Part 1 is accurate and complete.  
 
A. Project and Sponsor Information 

 
Name of Action/Project: Port Jefferson - Wading River Rails to Trails Pedestrian and Bicycle Path  
(PIN 0758.16,  CP 5903) 
 
Project Location (specify Town, Village, Hamlet and attach general location map*): The project area comprises seven 
hamlets in the Town of Brookhaven, including Port Jefferson Station, Mount Sinai, Miller Place, Sound Beach, Rocky 
Point, Shoreham and East Shoreham as well as approximately 1,500 feet in Wading River in the Town of Riverhead.  
 
Street Address: Within Long Island Power Authority right-of-way, (runs parallel to and 200'-500' north of Route 25A) 
from Crystal Brook Hollow Road to Wading River Manorville Road. 
 
Name of Property or Waterway: Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) right-of-way 
 
 
* Maps of Property and Project: Attach relevant available maps including a location map (note: use road map, Hagstrom 
Atlas, USGS topography map, tax map or equivalent) and preliminary site plans showing orientation, scale, buildings, 
roads, landmarks, drainage systems, area to be altered by project, etc. 
 
Type of Project: New   Expansion  
 
Capital Program: Item # 5903  Date Adopted: 9/1/2015           Amount: $676,775 
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Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need/attach relevant design reports, plans, etc.): The project is 
located within a ten mile strip of abandoned Long Island Rail Road right-of-way presently owned by the Long Island 
Power Authority (LIPA), which utilizes it as an electrical distribution right-of-way.   The project includes the construction 
of a ten (10) foot wide shared use path within the existing LIPA right-of-way located north of Route 25A in the Towns of 
Brookhaven and Riverhead.  An approximately 950 foot section in Rocky Point will be on-road due to the lack of LIPA 
right-of-way.  The land as it currently exists, travels through areas of residential and commercial development and 
exhibits grass areas with moderate to heavy natural vegetation in most locations that serves to screen the path visually 
from surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
 This project will address the safe access and travel needs for bicyclists and pedestrians.  There is also a need to encourage 
and provide alternate modes of transportation for either daily commuting or accessing recreational facilities.  This multi-
use path will provide a non-motorized connection from Port Jefferson Station in the vicinity of the railroad station and the 
previously constructed "Setauket-Port Jefferson Station Greenway Trail" to Wading River.  This link will ultimately 
provide approximately 13.5 miles of a non-motorized alternative mode of transportation.  Currently, mobility in the area is 
largely limited to motorized transportation.  This project will greatly enhance the opportunities to improve mobility in the 
form of non-motorized transportation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Status: 
 Start Completion 
Proposal             
Study 09/2015 03/2017 
Preliminary Planning 03/2017 12/2017 
Final Plans: Specs 01/2018 12/2018 
Site Acquisition             
Construction 03/2019 12/2020 
Other             
 
Departments Involved: 
 Dept. Performing Design & 

Construction Initiating Dept. (if different) 

Name: Suffolk County Department of Public 
Works 

      

Street/PO: 335 Yaphank Avenue       
City, State: Yaphank, NY       
Zip: 11980       
Contact Person: Jeff Dawson, P.E.       
Business Phone: (631) 852-5325       
Email: jeffrey.dawson@suffolkcountyny.gov       

 
B. Government Approvals, Funding or Sponsorship 

(“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief and any other forms of financial assistance)  
 

Government Entity   If “Yes”: Identify Agency and 
Approval(s) Required 

Application Date 
(Actual or Projected) 

i. City Council, Town Board or 
Village Board of Trustees Yes  No              

ii. City, Town or Village Yes  No  Town of Brookhaven Highway 2018 
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Planning Board or 
Commission 

Work Permit; Town of Riverhead 
Highway Work Permit 

iii. City, Town or Village 
Zoning Board of Appeals Yes  No              

iv. Other local agencies 
 Yes  No              

v. County agencies 
 Yes  No  Suffolk County Legislature 

approval of local share 
2018 

vi. Regional agencies 
 Yes  No              

vii. State agencies 
 Yes  No  

New York State Department of 
Transportation Design 
Authorization 

2/28/2017 

viii. Federal agencies 
 Yes  No              

ix. Coastal Resources 
Is the project site within a Coastal Area or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland 
Waterway? 
 
If YES, 

Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local 
Waterfront Revitalization Program? Yes   No  

Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? Yes   No  
  

 

Yes   No  

 
C. Planning and Zoning 

 
C.1. Planning and Zoning Actions 
Will administrative or legislative adoption or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or 
regulation be the only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?               Yes   No  

C.2. Adopted Land Use Plans  
a. Do any municipally-adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include 

the site where the proposed action would be located?                                                                       
  

Yes  No        If Yes:  
Does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed 
action would be located?  
Yes  No                                                                                                                       
 

 

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (i.e. 
Greenway Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; 
watershed management plan; et. al)? 

Yes  No        
      If Yes, identify the plan(s): 

      
 

 

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal 
open space plan, or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan? 

Yes  No   
If Yes, identify the plan(s): 
      
 

 

C.3. Zoning 
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a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or 
ordinance? 

Yes  No  
 
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district? 
Town of Brookhaven A-1 Residence; Town of Riverhead Residence B-80; Village of Shoreham 
Residence B 
 

 

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? Yes  No  
c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? 

Yes  No  
 
If Yes, what is the proposed new zoning for the site? 
      
 

 

C.4. Existing Community Services 
a. In what school district is the project site located?  Comsewogue, Mount Sinai, Miller Place, Rocky Point and 

Shoreham-Wading River School Districts  
 
b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?  Suffolk County Police Department in the Town 

of Brookhaven; Riverhead Town Police in the Town of Riverhead 
 

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site? Port Jefferson, Mount Sinai, Miller 
Place, Rocky Point, Sound Beach, Shoreham and Wading River Fire Departments and Emergency Services 
 
d. What parks serve the project site?  Mount Sinai Schools & Athletic Fields, Rose Caracappa Recreation Center, 

Sylvan Avenue Park, Rolling Oaks Town Golf Course, Robert Miner Park, Joseph A. Edgar Intermediate School 
& Athletic Fields, Shoreham BMX, Robert L. Reid Recreational Center and the Shoreham-Wading River High 
School & Athletic Fields 

 
 
 
 
D. Project Details 

 
D.1. Proposed and Potential Development 
a. What is the general nature of the proposed action? (if mixed, include all components) 

 
Residential ; Industrial ; Commercial ; Recreational ; Other : Transportational 

b. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action:  38 acres 
c. Total acreage to be physically disturbed: 36 acres 
d. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned or controlled by the applicant or 

project sponsor:  134 acres 

e. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? 

Yes  No  

 
If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., 
acres, miles, housing units, square feet, etc.)? 
This project will expand upon the previously constructed Setauket  Greenway project, which is a 
3.5 mile long bikepath and will add 10 additional miles of bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
 

 

f. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? Yes  No   
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If Yes:  
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (if mixed, specify types) 

Residential ; Industrial ; Commercial ; Recreational ; Other        
 

ii.  
Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? Yes  No  
Number of lots proposed:       
Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes:         

 

g. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? 
 

If No, What is the anticipated period of construction? 
Construction is anticipated to last 20 months. 

 
If Yes: 
Total number of phases anticipated:       
 
Anticipated commencement date of phase I (including demolition):       
 
Anticipated completion date of final phase:       
 
Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies 
where progress of one phase may determine timing or duration of future phases:       
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

Yes  No  

h. Does the project include new residential uses? 
 

If Yes, show number of units proposed. 
 Single Family Two Family Three Family Multi-Family (4+) 
Initial Phase                         
At Completion                         

 

Yes  No  

i. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? 
 
If Yes:  

Total Number of Structures:       
 
Dimensions of largest proposed structure:       
 
Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled:       
 

 

Yes  No  
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j. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the 
impoundment of any liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon 
or other storage? 

 
If Yes: 

Purpose of the impoundment:       
 
If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: 
Ground Water ; Surface Water Streams ; Other  (specify):       
If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source:       
 
Approximate size of the proposed impoundment (include units): 
Volume:                            Surface area:       
Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure:       
 
Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, 
wood, concrete):       
 

 

Yes  No  

D.2. Project Operations 
a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining or dredging, during construction, 

operations or both? (Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or 
foundations where all excavated materials will remain onsite) 
 
If Yes: 

What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging?       
 
How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the 
site?  
Volume:                             Over what duration of time:       
Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, 
manage or dispose of them:       
 
 

 

Yes  No  

 
 
 

D.2.a (cont.) – only answer following if checked “Yes” above 
 
Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? 
If Yes, describe:       
 
What is the total area to be dredged or excavated?       
 
What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time?       
 
What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging?       
 
Will the excavation require blasting?       
 
Summarize site reclamation goals and plans:       
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b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or 
encroachment into any existing wetland, water body, shoreline, beach or adjacent area? 
 
If Yes: 

Identify the wetland or water body which would be affected (by name, water index number, 
wetland map number or geographic description):       
 
Describe how the proposed action would affect that water body or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, 
placement of structures or creation of channels, banks and shorelines.  Indicate extent of 
activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:       
 
Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? 
If Yes, describe:       
 
Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? 
 
If Yes: 

Area of vegetation proposed to be removed:       
 
Expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion:       
 
Purpose of proposed removal (e.g., beach clearing, invasive control, boat access):       
 
Proposed method of plant removal:       
 
If chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s):       
 
 

 

Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance:       
 
 

 

Yes  No  
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c. Will the proposed action use or create a new demand for water? 
 
If Yes: 

Total anticipated water usage/demand per day:       
 
Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? 
 
If Yes:  

Name of district/service area:       
 
Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal?  
Yes  No  
Is the project site in the existing district?  
Yes  No  
Is expansion of the district needed?  
Yes  No  
Do existing lines serve the project site? 
Yes  No  
 

 

Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? 
 
If Yes: 

Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project:       
 
Source(s) of supply for the district:       
 
 

 

Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site? 
 
If Yes: 

Applicant/sponsor for new district:       
 
Date application submitted or anticipated:       
 
Proposed source(s) of supply for new district:       
 
 

 

If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: 
      
If water supply will be from wells (public or private), what will be the maximum pumping 
capacity?       
 

 

Yes  No  
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d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? 
 

If Yes: 
Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day:       
 
Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, 
describe all components and approximate volumes or proportions of each):       
 
If sanitary wastewater identify proposed disinfection technology and treatment goals for 
the following: 
     Disinfection technology:       
     Nitrogen:       
     Phosphorus:       
     Total Suspended Soilds (TSS):       
     Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD):       
 
Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? 
 
If Yes: 

Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used:       
 
Name of district:       
 
Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project?  
Yes  No  
Is the project site in the existing district? 
Yes  No  
Is expansion of the district needed? 
Yes  No  
Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? 
Yes  No  
Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? 
 
If Yes: 

Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project:       
 
 

 

Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site? 
 
If Yes: 

Applicant/Sponsor for new district:       
 
Date application submitted or anticipated:       
 
What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge?       
 
 

 

If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the 
project, including specifying proposed receiving water (name and classification if surface 
discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans):       
 
Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste:       
 
 

 
 

Yes  No  
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e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new 

point sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) 
or non-point source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction? 

 
If Yes: 

How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel? 
Area of Impervious Surface: 12 acres 
Area of Parcel: 134 acres 
Describe types of new point sources: none 
 
Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management 
facility/structures, adjacent properties, groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface 
waters)? on-site stormwater management 
 

If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands:       
 
Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? 
Yes  No  
 

 

Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces use pervious materials or collect and re-use 
stormwater? 
Yes  No  
 

 

Yes  No  

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, 
including fuel combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations? 

 
If Yes, identify: 

Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles): 
      
Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, 
crushers):       
Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric 
generation):       
 

 

Yes  No  

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above) require a NY State Air Registration, Air 
Facility Permit or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit? 

 
If Yes: 

Is the project site located in an Air Quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically 
fails to meet ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year) 
Yes  No  
In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate: 

-       Tons/year (metric) of Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 
-       Tons/year (metric) of Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 
-       Tons/year (metric) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 
-       Tons/year (metric) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 
-       Tons/year (metric) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflorocarbons (HFCS) 
-       Tons/year (metric) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 

 
 

Yes  No  
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment 
plants, landfills, composting facilities)? 

 
If Yes: 

Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric):       
 
Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., 
combustion to generate heat or electricity, flaring):       
 

 

Yes  No  

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes 
such as quarry or landfill operations? 

 
If Yes, describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust): 

      
 

 

Yes  No  

j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate 
substantial new demand for transportation facilities or services? 

 
If Yes: 

When is the peak traffic expected? (check all that apply) 

Morning ; Evening ; Weekend ; Randomly  
between the hours of       to       

For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day:       
 
Parking spaces: 
Existing:       Proposed:       Net Increase/Decrease: 

      
Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? 
Yes  No  
If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or 
change in existing access, describe:       
Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within ½ mile of the proposed 
site? 
Yes  No  
Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of 
hybrid, electric or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
Yes  No  
Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for 
connections to existing pedestrian or bicycle routes? 
Yes  No  
 

 

Yes  No  

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional 
demand for energy? 

 
If Yes: 

Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action:       
 
Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site 
renewable, via grid/local utility or other):       
Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? 
Yes  No  
 

 

Yes  No  
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l. Hours of operation (Answer all items which apply) 
During Construction During Operations 

Monday-Friday: 7am to 4pm Monday-Friday:       
Saturday:       Saturday:       
Sunday:       Sunday:       
Holidays:       Holidays:       
  

 

N/A  

m. Does the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during 
construction, operation or both? 

 
If Yes: 

Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:       
 
Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or 
screen? 
Yes  No  Describe:       
 

 

Yes  No  

n. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? 
 
If Yes: 

Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest 
occupied structures:       
Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen? 
Yes  No  Describe:       
 

 

Yes  No  

o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? 
 

If Yes: 
Describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions and proximity to 
nearest occupied structures:       
 

 

Yes  No  

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (over 1,100 gallons) or chemical 
products (over 550 gallons)? 

 
If Yes: 

Product(s) to be stored:       
 
Volume(s):       per unit time:       (e.g., month, year) 
 
Generally describe proposed storage facilities:       
 
 

 

Yes  No  

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., 
herbicides, insecticides) during construction or operation? 

 
If Yes: 

Describe proposed treatment(s):       
 
Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? 
Yes  No  
 

 

Yes  No  
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r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the 
management or disposal of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)? 

 
If Yes: 

Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility: 
Construction:       tons per       (unit of time) 
Operation:       tons per       (unit of time) 
 

 

Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid 
disposal as solid waste: 

Construction:       
Operation:       
 

 

Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site: 
Construction:       
Operation:       

 

 
 

Yes  No  

s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management 
facility? 

 
If Yes: 

Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer 
station, composting, landfill or other disposal activities):       
Anticipated rate of disposal/processing: 

      tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or 
      tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment 
 

 

If landfill, anticipated site life:       years 
 

 

Yes  No  

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage or disposal of 
hazardous waste? 

 
If Yes: 

Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility:  
      
Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: 
      
Specify amount to be handled or generated:  
      tons/month 
Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: 
      
Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? 
Yes  No  
 
If Yes: 

Provide name and location of facility:       
 

If No: 
Describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous 
waste facility:       
 

 

 
 

Yes  No  
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u. Will proposed action adhere to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) or any 
other green building principals? 

 
If Yes: 

Describe proposed green building methods and attempted level of certification, if any:       
 

 

Yes  No  

v. Does the project sponsor propose the use of energy benchmarking to monitor and adjust project 
energy needs? 

 
If Yes, explain: 

      
 

 

Yes  No  

w. Will the proposed action use native plants for all landscaping needs? 
 

Identify species to be used and method of irrigation: 
To be determined 
 

 

Yes  No  

x. Does the proposed action promote local tourism? 
 

If Yes, explain: 
      
 

 

Yes  No  

 
E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action 
 
E.1. Land Uses on and Surrounding the Project Site 
a. Existing land uses (Check all uses the occur on, adjoining and near the project site): (include map) 

Urban  Industrial  Commercial  Residential  Rural  
Forest  Agriculture  Aquatic  Other  Specify: Utility Right-of-Way 
 

If mix of uses, generally describe:       
 

 

b. Land uses and cover types on the project site: 
Land Use or Cover Type Current 

Acreage 
Acreage After 

Project Completion 
Change 

(Acres +/-) 
Roads, buildings and other paved or impervious 
surfaces                   

Forested                   

Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural) 134 122 -9% 

Agricultural 
(includes active orchards, fields, greenhouse, etc.)                   

Surface water features 
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.)                   

Wetlands 
(freshwater or tidal)                   

Non-Vegetated 
(bare rock, earth or fill)                   

Other 
Describe:                         

TOTAL: 134 122 -9% 
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? 
 

If Yes, explain: 
       
 
 

 

Yes  No  

d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, 
hospitals, licensed day care centers or group homes) within 1,500 feet of the project site? 

 
If Yes, identify facilities: 

Mount Sinai Schools, Rose Caracappa Recreation Center, Robert L. Reid Recreational Center, 
Shoreham-Wading River Schools and the North Shore Public Library 
 
 

 

Yes  No  

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? 
 

If Yes: 
Dimensions of the dam and impoundment: 

- Dam height:       feet 
- Dam length:       feet 
- Surface area:       acres 
- Volume impounded:       gallons or acre-feet 

Dam’s existing hazard classification:       
 
Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:       
 
 

 

Yes  No  

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste 
management facility, or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used 
as a solid waste management facility? 

 
If Yes: 

Has the facility been formally closed? 
Yes  No  
If Yes, cite sources/documentation:       
Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management 
facility:       
Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: 
      
 

 

Yes  No  

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project 
site adjoin property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or 
dispose of hazardous waste? 
 
If Yes: 

Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when 
activities occurred:       
 

 

Yes  No  
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h. Has there been a reported contamination spill at the proposed project site or have any remedial 
actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site? 

 
If Yes: 

Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site 
Remediation database? (Check all that apply) 

 Yes – Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID number(s):       
 Yes – Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): 152031 
 Neither database 

If site has been subject to RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures: 
Remedial Action was completed in 2008 on adjacent parcel, see report in Attachment B. 
Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation 
database? Yes  No  
 
If Yes: 

DEC ID number(s):       
 

 

Describe current status of site(s):  
      
 

 

Yes  No  

E.1.h. (cont.) – only answer following if checked “Yes” above 
 
Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? 
 
If Yes: 

DEC site ID number(s):  
      
Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): 
      
Describe any use limitations: 
      
Describe any engineering controls: 
      
Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? Yes  No  
Explain:       
 

 

 
 

 

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site 
a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site:  

Approximately 1,000 feet 
b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? 

 
If Yes: 

What proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings?  
     % 
 

 

Yes  No  

c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: (include map) 
 

1. Riverhead Sandy Loam 25 % of site 
2. Haven Loam 21 % of site 
3. Riverhead and Haven 16 % of site 
4. Plymouth Loamy Sand 14 % of site 

  
 



Page 17 of 20 
 

d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site?  
Approximately 100 feet 
 

e. Drainage status of project site soils: 
 

1.  Well Drained      % of site 
2.  Moderately Well Drained 100 % of site 
3. Poorly Drained      % of site 

  
 

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: (include topographic map) 
 

1.  0-10% 99 % of site 
2.  11-15% 01 % of site 
3.  16% or greater       % of site 

  
 

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? 
 
If Yes, describe: 

      
 
 

 

Yes  No  

h. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, 
rivers, ponds or lakes)? Yes  No  

i. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? 
 Yes  No  

If Yes to either E.2.h or E.2.i, continue.  If No, skip to E.2.m 
j. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any 

federal, state or local agency? (include map) Yes  No  

k. For each identified wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information: 
 

Streams: Name:       Classification:       
Lakes or Ponds: Name:       Classification:       
Wetlands: Name:       Approx. Size:       
Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC):       
   

 

l. Are any of the above waterbodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-
impaired waterbodies?  

 
If Yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: 

      
 

 

Yes  No  

m. Is the project site in a designated floodway? Yes  No  
n. Is the project site in the 100 year floodplain? Yes  No  
o. Is the project site in the 500 year floodplain? Yes  No  
p. Is the project site located over or immediately adjoining a primary, principal or sole source aquifer? 

 
If Yes: 

Name of aquifer: Nassau-Suffolk Sole Source Acquifer 
Source of information: NYSDEC 
 

 

Yes  No  
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q. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site: 
typical backyard species             
                  
   

 

r. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? 
 

If Yes: 
Describe the habitat/community (composition, function and basis for designation: 
Coastal Oak-Heath Forest 
Source(s) of description or evaluation: 
NYSDEC 
Extent of community/habitat: 

- Currently: Many acres 
- Following completion of project as proposed: Same acres 
- Gain or loss (indicate + or –): 0 acres  

 
 

Yes  No  

s. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or 
NYS as endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an 
endangered or threatened species? 

 
If Yes: 

Species and listing (endangered or threatened): Northern Long-eared Bat (Threatened) 
Nature of use of site by the species (e.g., resident, seasonal, transient): Transient 
 

 

Yes  No  

t. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species 
of special concern? 

 
If Yes: 

Species and listing: Plants: Stiff Tick-trefoil, Little-leaf Tick-trefoil, Velvety Bush-clover, Early 
Frostweed 
Nature of use of site by the species (e.g., resident, seasonal, transient): resident 
 

 

Yes  No  

u. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shellfishing? 
 

If Yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: 
      
 

 

Yes  No  

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site 
a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant 

to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304? 
 
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: 

      
 

 

Yes  No  

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? 
 

If Yes: 
Acreage(s) on project site:       
Source(s) of soil rating(s):       
 

 

Yes  No  
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c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to a registered National 
Natural Landmark? 

 
If Yes: 

Nature of the natural landmark:  
 Biological Community;  Geological Feature 

Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate 
size/extent:       
 

 

Yes  No  

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area, including 
Special Groundwater Protection Areas? 

 
If Yes: 

CEA name: Central Suffolk Pine Barrens, SGPA 
Basis for designation: Benefit to human health & protect drinking water.  Protect groundwater. 
Designating agency and date: Agency: Suffolk County, 2-10-88; Long Island Regional Planning, 
3-19-93 
 

 

Yes  No  

e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archeological site, or 
district which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for 
inclusion on the State or National Register of Historic Places? 

 
If Yes: 

Nature of historic/archaeological resource: 
  Archaeological Site;  Historic Building or district 
Name:       
Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:       
 

 

Yes  No  

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site 
inventory? 

Yes  No  

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? 
 
If Yes: 

Describe possible resource(s):       
Basis for identification:       
 

 

Yes  No  

h. Would the project site be visible from any officially designated and publicly assessable federal, 
state or local scenic or aesthetic resource? 

 
If Yes: 

Identify resource:       
Nature of, or basis for designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state 
historic trail or scenic byway, etc.):       
Distance between project and resource:       
 

 

Yes  No  



1. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and 
Recreational Rivers Program 6 NYCRR Part 666? 

If Yes: 
YesONo~ Identify the name of the river and its designation: 

Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6 NYCRR Part 666? 
Yes0No0 

F. Additional Information 
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project. 
If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those 
impacts plus any measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

G. Verification 
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge. 

Applicant/Sponsor Name: -:r~-\ ~ (.~ ""~""' 0 \? .

·:#flA= 
VQ, ., r  

s;~
Date: I jOA \'1-

 Ass 0 C..\&.. t<.. c'J'i' 
G "~ \'t\w 

P7-
Title:
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRR Part 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

 
Part 2 – Identification of Potential Project Impacts 

 
Instructions: Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency.  It is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential 
resources that could be affected by a proposed project or action.  We recognize that the lead agency’s reviewer(s) will not 
necessarily be environmental professionals.  So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment 
process by providing a series of questions that can be answered using the information found in Part 1.  To further assist 
the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the 
information needed to answer the Part 2 question.  When Part 2 is completed, the lead agency will have identified the 
relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity. 
 
Tips for completing Part 2: 

 _______________________________ Review all of the information provided in Part 1. 
 _______________________________ Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF 

Workbook. 
 _______________________________ Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2. 
 _______________________________ If you answer “YES” to a numbered question, please complete all the 

questions that follow in that section. 
 _______________________________ If you answer “NO” to a numbered question, move on to the next 

numbered section. 
 _______________________________ Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact. 
 _______________________________ Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a 

question should result in the reviewing agency checking the box “Moderate to large impact may occur.” 
 _______________________________ The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis. 
 _______________________________ If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help 

to review the sub-questions for the general question and consult the workbook. 
 _______________________________ When answering a question consider all components of the proposed 

activity, that is, the “whole action.” 
 _______________________________ Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as 

direct impacts. 
 _______________________________ Answer the question in a reasonable manner considering the scale and 

context of the project. 
1. _________________________________ Impact on Land 

The proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration 
of the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part 1.D.1) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-h.  If “NO”, move on to Section 2. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

involve construction on land where depth to water table is less than 3 feet. E.2.d   

b. _________________________________ The proposed actin may 
involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. E.2.f   

c. _________________________________ The proposed actin may 
involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or generally 
within 5 feet of existing ground surface. 

E.2.a   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons of natural D.2.a   
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material. 
e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

involve construction that continues for more than one year or in multiple 
phases. 

D.1.g   

f. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or 
vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides). 

D.2.e 
D.2.q   

g. _________________________________ The proposed action is, or 
may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. B.ix   

h. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

  
2. _________________________________ Impact on Geological 

Features 
The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or 
inhibit access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, 
dunes, minerals, fossils, caves). (See Part 1.E.2.g) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-c.  If “NO”, move on to Section 3. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ Identify the specific land 

form(s):       
 

E.2.g   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a registered National 
Natural Landmark.  
Specific feature:       

E.3.c   

c. _________________________________ Other impacts:          
 

3. _________________________________ Impact on Surface Water 
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface 
water bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes).  
(See Part 1.D.2 & E.2.h) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-l.  If “NO”, move on to Section 4. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

create a new water body 
D.1.j  
D.2.b   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or more than a 10 acre 
increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water. 

D.2.b   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from a wetland or 
water body.   

D.2.a   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or tidal wetland, or 
in the bed or banks of any other water body. 

E.2.h 
E.2.i   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion, runoff or by 

D.2.a 
D.2.h   
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disturbing bottom sediments. 
f. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal of water 
from surface water. 

D.2.c   

g. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge of wastewater 
to surface water(s). 

D.2.d   

h. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of stormwater discharge 
that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving water bodies. 

D.2.e   

i. __________________________________ The proposed action may 
affect the water quality of any water bodies within or downstream of the 
site of the proposed action. 

E.2.h – E.2.l   

j. __________________________________ The proposed action may 
involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or around any water 
body. 

D.2.q 
E.2.h – E.2.l   

k. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
require the construction of new, or expansion of existing, wastewater 
treatment facilities. 

D.1.a 
D.2.d   

l. __________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

  
 

4. _________________________________ Impact on Groundwater 
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of groundwater, or 
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to groundwater or an 
aquifer. (See Part 1.D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-h.  If “NO”, move on to Section 5. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

require new water supply wells, or create additional demand on supplies 
from existing water supply wells. 

D.2.c   

b. _________________________________ Water supply demand from 
the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable withdrawal capacity 
rate of the local supply or aquifer.      Cite Source:       

D.2.c   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and sewer 
services.   

D.1.a 
D.2.c – D.2.d   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater. 

D.2.d 
E.2.p   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in the construction of water supply wells in locations where 
groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated. 

D.2.c 
E.1.f – E.1.h   

f. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products over ground 
water or an aquifer. 

D.2.p 
E.2.p   

g. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100 feet of 
potable drinking water or irrigation sources. 

D.2.q 
E.2.h – E.2.l 

E.2.p 
D.2.c 
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h. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
5. _________________________________ Impact on Flooding 

The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to 
flooding. (See Part 1.E.2) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-g.  If “NO”, move on to Section 6. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

result in development in a designated floodway. E.2.m   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in development within a 100 year floodplain. E.2.n   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in development within a 500 year floodplain. E.2.o   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in, or require, modification of existing drainage patterns. 

D.2.b 
D.2.e   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. 

D.2.b 
E.2.m – E.2.o   

f. __________________________________ If there is a dam located on 
the site of the proposed action, the dam has failed to meet one or more 
safety criteria on its most recent inspection. 

E.1.e   

g. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
 

6. _________________________________ Impact on Air 
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source. 
(See Part 1.D.2.f, D.2.h, D.2.g) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-f.  If “NO”, move on to Section 7. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ If the proposed action 

requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may also emit one 
or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels:           

 

   

i. ____________________________________ More than 1000 tons/year of 
carbon dioxide (CO2) D.2.g   

ii. ____________________________________ More than 3.5 tons/year of 
nitrous oxide (N20) D.2.g   

iii. ____________________________________ More than 1000 tons/year of 
carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs) D.2.g   

iv. ____________________________________ More than .045 tons/year of 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) D.2.g   

v. ____________________________________ More than 1000 tons/year of 
carbon dioxide equivalent of  hydrochloroflurocarbons (HCFCs) emissions D.2.g   

vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane D.2.h   
b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designated hazardous air 
pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous 

D.2.g   
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air pollutants. 
c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce 

an emissions rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or 
may include a heat source capable of producing more than 10 million 
BTU=s per hour. 

D.2.f 
D.3.g   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
reach 50% of any two or more of the thresholds in “a” through “c”, above. 

D.1.i 
D.2.k   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1 ton of refuse 
per hour. 

D.2.s   

f. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
7. _________________________________ Impact on Plants and 

Animals 
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. 
(See Part 1.E.2.q – E.2.u) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-j.  If “NO”, move on to Section 8. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any threatened or 
endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal 
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site. 

E.2.s   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by any rare, 
threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the 
federal government. 

E.2.s   

c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of 
individuals, of any species of special concern or conservation need, as 
listed by New York State or the Federal government, that use the site, or 
are found on, over, or near the site. 

E.2.t   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by any species of 
special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or the 
Federal government. 

E.2.t   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural Landmark to 
support the biological community it was established to protect.   

E.3.c   

f. __________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any portion of a 
designated significant natural community.     
Source:       

E.2.r   

g. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or over-wintering 
habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site. 

E.2.q   

h. _________________________________ The proposed action requires 
the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, grassland or any other 
regionally or locally important habitat.   Habitat type & information 
source:       

E.1.b   

i. __________________________________ Proposed action 
(commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of D.2.q   
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herbicides or pesticides. 
j. __________________________________ Other impacts:       

    

 
8. _________________________________ Impact on Agricultural 

Resources 
The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. 
(See Part 1.E.3.a & E.3.b) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-h.  If “NO”, move on to Section 9. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land 
Classification System.    

E.2.c 
E.3.b   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land (includes 
cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc.). 

E.1.a 
E.1.b   

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the 
soil profile of active agricultural land.   E.3.b   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, either more 
than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District or more than 10 acres 
if not within an Agricultural District. 

E.1.b 
E.3.a   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land management system. 

E.1.a 
E.1.b   

f. __________________________________ The proposed action may 
result, directly or indirectly, in increased development potential or 
pressure on farmland. 

C.2.c, C.3 
D.2.c, D.2.d   

g. _________________________________ The proposed project is not 
consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland Protection Plan. C.2.c   

h. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
 
 
 

9. _________________________________ Impact on Aesthetic 
Resources 
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in 
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project 
and a scenic or aesthetic resource. (See Part 1.E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-g and complete Appendix B - Visual EAF 
Addendum.  If “NO”, move on to Section 10. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ Proposed action may be 

visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local scenic or 
aesthetic resource.   

E.3.h   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may C.2.b   
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result in the obstruction, elimination or significant screening of one or 
more officially designated scenic views.   

E.3.h 

c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage 
points:   
 

   

i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons)      E.3.h   
ii. Year round E.3.h   

d. _________________________________ The situation or activity in 
which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed action is:  
 

E.3.h   

i.  Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work  E.2.u   
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities E.1.c   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and appreciation of the 
designated aesthetic resource. 

E.3.h   

f. __________________________________ There are similar projects 
visible within the following distance of the proposed project: D.1.a 

D.1.h 
D.1.i 
E.1.a 

  

0 – ½ mile   
½ – 3 mile   
3 – 5 mile   
5+ mile   

g. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
10. ________________________________ Impact on Historic and 

Archeological Resources 
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to an historic or 
archaeological resource. (See Part 1.E.3.e, E.3.f, E.3.g) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-e.  If “NO”, move on to Section 11. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, any 
buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been 
nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the 
State or National Register of Historic Places. 

E.3.e   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, an area 
designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory. 

E.3.f   

c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially 
contiguous to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO 
inventory.  
Source:       

E.3.g   

d. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

e. _________________________________ If any of the above (a-d) are 
answered “Yes”, continue with the following questions to help support 
conclusions in Part 3: 

   

    
i. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part of 

the site or property. E.3.e – E.3g   
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ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting or 
integrity. 

E.1.a, E.1.b 
E.3.e – E.3.g   

iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which 
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting. 

C2, C3 
E.3.g, E.3.h   

 
11. ________________________________ Impact on Open Space and 

Recreation 
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a 
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted 
municipal open space plan.  (See Part 1.C.2.c, E.1.c, E.2.u) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-e.  If “NO”, move on to Section 12. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ecosystem services”, 
provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater 
storage, nutrient cycling, and wildlife habitat.   

D.2.e, E.1.b 
E.2.h – E.2.l 
E.2.q – E.2.t 

  

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. 

C.2.a, C.2.c 
E.1.c, E.2.u   

c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in 
an area with few such resources.   

C.2.a, C.2.c 
E.1.c, E.2.u   

d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by 
the community as an open space resource. C.2.c, E.1.c   

e. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
12. ________________________________ Impact on Critical 

Environmental Areas 
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical 
environmental area (CEA).  (See Part 1.E.3.d) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-c.  If “NO”, move on to Section 13. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or characteristic which 
was the basis for designation of the CEA. 

E.3.d   

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the 
resource or characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA. E.3.d   

c. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
13. ________________________________ Impact on Transportation 

The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation 
systems.  (See Part 1.D.2.j) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-f.  If “NO”, move on to Section 14. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ Projected traffic increase D.2.j   



Page 9 of 11 
 

may exceed capacity of existing road network.   
b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or more vehicles. D.2.j   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action will 
degrade existing transit access. D.2.j   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action will 
degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. D.2.j   

e. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people 
or goods. D.2.j   

f. __________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
14. ________________________________ Impact on Energy 

The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of 
energy (See Part 1.D.2.k) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-e.  If “NO”, move on to Section 15. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action will 

require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation. D.2.k   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action will 
require the creation or extension of an energy transmission or supply 
system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a 
commercial or industrial use. 

D.1.h 
D.1.i 
D.2.k 

  

c. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity. D.2.k   

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 
100,000 square feet of building area when completed. D.1.i   

e. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
15. ________________________________ Impact on Noise, Odor and 

Light 
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors or outdoor 
lighting (See Part 1.D.2.m, D.2.n, D.2.o) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-f.  If “NO”, move on to Section 16. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

produce sound above noise levels established by local regulation. D.2.m   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence, hospital, school, 
licensed day care center, or nursing home. 

D.2.m 
E.1.d   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. D.2.o   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in light shining onto adjoining properties. D.2.n   

e. The proposed action may result in lighting that creates sky-glow brighter 
than existing-area conditions. 

D.2.n 
E.1.a   
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f. __________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
16. ________________________________ Impact on Human Health 

The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure 
to new or existing sources of contaminants (See Part 1.D.2.q, E.1.d, E.1.f, 
E.1.g, E.1.h) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-m.  If “NO”, move on to Section 17. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action is 

located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day care center, 
group home, nursing home or retirement community. 

E.1.d   

b. _________________________________ The site of the proposed 
action is currently undergoing remediation. E.1.g, E.1.h   

c. _________________________________ There is a completed 
emergency spill remediation or a completed environmental site 
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action. 

E.1.g 
E.1.h   

d. _________________________________ The site of  the action is 
subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the property (e.g. 
easement, deed restriction) 

E.1.g 
E.1.h   

e. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
affect institutional control measures that were put in place to ensure that 
the site remains protective of the environment and human health. 

E.1.g 
E.1.h   

f. __________________________________ The proposed action has 
adequate control measures in place to ensure that future generation, 
treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the 
environment and human health. 

D.2.t   

g. _________________________________ The proposed action 
involves construction or modification of a solid waste management 
facility. 

D.2.q 
E.1.f   

h. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste. 

D.2.q 
E.1.f   

i. __________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of solid waste. 

D.2.r 
D.2.s   

j. __________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of a site used 
for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. 

E.1.f – E.1.h   

k. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill site to adjacent 
off site structures. 

E.1.f 
E.1.g   

l. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate 
from the project site. 

D.2.r, D.2.s 
E.1.f   

m. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
17. ________________________________ Consistency with 

Community Plans 
The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans. 
(See Part 1.C.1, C.2, C.3) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-h.  If “NO”, move on to Section 18. 

YES     NO  
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 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action’s land 

use components may be different from, or in sharp contrast to, current 
surrounding land use pattern(s). 

C.2, C.3, D.1.a, 
E.1.a, E.1.b   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action will 
cause the permanent population of the city, town or village in which the 
project is located to grow by more than 5%.   

C.2   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action is 
inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. C.2, C.3   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action is 
inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use plans. C.2   

e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development 
that is not supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing 
infrastructure. 

C.3 
D.1.e, D.1.f, 
D.1.h, E.1.b  

  

f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density 
development that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. 

C.4, D.2.c, 
D.2.d, D.2.j   

g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., 
residential or commercial development not included in the proposed 
action) 

C.2.a   

h. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
    

 
18. ________________________________ Consistency with 

Community Character 
The proposed action is inconsistent with the existing community character 
(See Part 1.C.2, C.3, D.2, E.3) 
If “YES”, answer questions a-g.  If “NO”, move on to Part 3. 

YES     NO  

 Relevant 
Part 1 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 
impact 

may occur 
a. _________________________________ The proposed action may 

replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas of historic 
importance to the community. 

E.3.e, E.3.f, 
E.3.g   

b. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
create a demand for additional community services (e.g. schools, police 
and fire) 

C.4   

c. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where there is a 
shortage of such housing. 

C.2, C.3,D.1.h, 
D.1.i, E.1.a   

d. _________________________________ The proposed action may 
interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized or designated 
public resources. 

C.2, E.3   

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural 
scale and character. C.2, C.3   

f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural 
landscape. 

C.2, C.3, 
E.1.a, E.1.b, 
E.2.g – E.2.l 

  

g. _________________________________ Other impacts:       
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRR Part 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

 
Part 3 – Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts  

and 
Determination of Significance 

 
Part 3 provides the reasons in support of the determination of significance.  The lead agency must complete Part 3 for 
every question in Part 2 where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to 
explain why a particular element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental 
impact.   
 
Based on the analysis in Part 3, the lead agency must decide whether to require an environmental impact statement to 
further assess the proposed action or whether available information is sufficient for the lead agency to conclude that the 
proposed action will not have a significant adverse environmental impact.  By completing the certification on the next 
page, the lead agency can complete its determination of significance. 
 
Reasons Supporting This Determination:  
To complete this section:  

* _______________________________ Identify the impact based on the Part 2 responses and describe its 
magnitude.  Magnitude considers factors such as severity, size or extent of an impact.  

* _______________________________ Assess the importance of the impact.  Importance relates to the 
geographic scope, duration, probability of the impact occurring, number of people affected by the impact and any 
additional environmental consequences if the impact were to occur.  

* _______________________________ The assessment should take into consideration any design element or 
project changes.   

* _______________________________ Repeat this process for each Part 2 question where the impact has been 
identified as potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to explain why a particular element of the 
proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact.  

* _______________________________ Provide the reason(s) why the impact may, or will not, result in a 
significant adverse environmental impact  

* _______________________________ For Conditional Negative Declarations identify the specific condition(s) 
imposed that will modify the proposed action so that no significant adverse environmental impacts will result.  

* _______________________________ Attach additional sheets, as needed. 
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Determination of Significance 
Type 1 and Unlisted Actions 

   
SEQR Status: Type I  Unlisted  
    
Identify portions of EAF completed for this project: Part 1  Part 2  Part 3  
 
Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF, as noted, plus this additional support information 
      
and considering both the magnitude and importance of each identified potential impact, it is the conclusion of Suffolk 
County Department of Public Works as lead agency that: 
 

 A. This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, an environmental 
impact statement need not be prepared.  Accordingly, this negative declaration is issued. 
 

 B. Although this project could have a significant adverse impact on the environment, that impact will be avoided or 
substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which will be required by the lead agency: 
       
There will, therefore, be no significant adverse impacts from the project as conditioned, and therefore, this conditioned 
negative declaration is issued.  A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 
NYCRR 617.7(d)). 
 

 C. This Project may result in one or more significant adverse impacts on the environment, and an environmental impact 
statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or 
reduce those impacts.  Accordingly, this positive declaration is issued. 
 
Name of Action: Port Jefferson - Wading River Rails to Trails Pedestrian and Bicycle Path 
Name of Lead Agency: Suffolk County Department of Public Works 
Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: William Hillman, P.E. 
Title of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: Chief Engineer 
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: Date:       

 
Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer) 
 

Date:       

For Further Information: 
Contact Person: Jeff Dawson, P.E. 
Address: 335 Yaphank Avenue, Yaphank, NY 11980 
Telephone Number: (631)852-5325 
Email: jeffrey.dawson@suffolkcountyny.gov 
 
For Type 1 Actions and Conditioned Negative Declarations, a copy of this Notice is sent to: 
Chief Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be principally located (Town/City/Village) 
Other involved agencies (if any) 
Applicant (if any) 
Environmental Notice Bulletin:  http://www.dec.ny.gov/enb/enb.html   
 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/enb/enb.html
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

 
Appendix A 

Suffolk County Historic Trust 
 

Application for Determination of Appropriateness for Alteration to  
Suffolk County Historic Trust Landmark or Site 

 
1. APPLICANT 

Agency: N/A  
Contact Person:        
Address:       
Telephone:        
 

2. PROPERTY 
Structure Name:       
Location:        
Historic Trust Status:  Designated;  Eligible 
Use Category:       
Current Use:       
Proposed Use:       
Is the structure listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places?  Yes;  No 
 

3. PROPOSED WORK 
Scope of Work:       
Reason for Work:       
Architect/Engineer:       
Contractor:       
Construction Schedule:       
 

4. FUNDING 
Estimated Cost of Project:       
Source(s) of Funding:       
 

5. PROPERTY HISTORY 
Date of Original Construction:       
Original Architect/Builder:       
History of Use:       
History of Alterations:       
 

6. SUBMISSIONS (check all that apply) 
 Map  Specifications  Samples 
 Drawings  Environmental Assessment Form  Other:       
 HP-1 Form  Photographs  

 
7. RELATED INFORMATION AND COMMENT: 

      
 
 

The Suffolk County Historic Trust is hereby requested to review the scope of work proposed for the above mentioned 
landmark structure, owned by the County of Suffolk, New York, to determine the appropriateness of design and/or use as 
regulated by the Suffolk County Charter.  Design review guidelines have been made available for reference and it is 
understood that submission or approval of this application does not relieve applicant’s responsibility for securing any and 
all other permits and approvals as required by law. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

 
Appendix B 

Visual EAF Addendum 
 
 
This form may be used to provide additional information relating to Question 9 of Part 1 of the Full Environmental 
Assessment Form  

 
 

VISIBILITY  

 
Distance Between 

Project and Resource (in miles) 
1. Would the project be visible from: 0 - ¼ ¼ - ½ ½ -3 3-5 5+ 

a. A parcel of land which is dedicated to and available to the 
public for the use, enjoyment and appreciation of natural or 
man-made scenic qualities 

     

b. An overlook or parcel of land dedicated to public 
observation, enjoyment and appreciation of natural or man-
made scenic qualities 

     

c. A site or structure listed on the National or State Registers 
of Historic Places      

d. State Parks      
e. The State Forest Preserve      
f. National Wildlife Refuges and State Game Refuges      
g. National Natural Landmarks and other outstanding natural 

features      

h. National Park Service lands      
i. Rivers designated as National or State Wild, Scenic or 

Recreational      

j. Any transportation corridor of high exposure, such as part 
of the Interstate System or Amtrak       

k. A governmentally established or designated interstate or 
inter-county foot trail, or one formally proposed for 
establishment or designation 

     

l. A site, area, lake, reservoir or highway designated as scenic      
m. Municipal park or designated open space      
n. County road      
o. State road      
p. Local road      

 

 
 
2. Is the visibility of the project seasonal? (i.e., screened by summer foliage but visible during other seasons) 

 Yes           No 
 
3. Are any of the resources checked in question 1 used by the public during the time of year during which the project will be visible? 

 Yes           No 
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING VISUAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
4. From each item checked in question 1, check those which generally describe the surrounding environment. 

    
 Within 
 ¼ mile* 1 mile* 
Essentially undeveloped   
Forested   
Agricultural   
Suburban Residential   
Industrial   
Commercial   
Urban   
River, Lake, Pond   
Cliffs, Overlooks   
Designated Open Space   
Flat   
Hilly   
Mountainous   
Other:         

 

NOTE: Add attachments as needed.   
   

 
5. Are there visually similar projects within*: 

½ mile:   Yes        No 1 mile:   Yes        No 2 miles:   Yes        No 3 miles:   Yes        No 
 

* Distance from project site is provided for assistance.  Substitute other distances as appropriate. 
 

EXPOSURE 
 

6. The annual number of viewers likely to observe the proposed project is: 300 
NOTE: When user data is unavailable or unknown, use best estimate. 

 
CONTEXT 
 
7. The situation or activity in which the viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed action is: 

    Frequency  
      Holidays/  

Activity Daily Weekly Weekends Seasonally 
Travel to and from work      Weekends 
Involved in recreational activities     
Routine travel by residents     
At a residence     
At worksite     
Other:           
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ATTACHMENT A 
Location Map 



 
PIN 0758.16 Port Jefferson to Wading River Rails to Trails 

Location Map 
Crystal Brook Hollow Rd, Mt Sinai to Wading River Manor Rd, Wading River 

Length = 10 miles 
 

 Indicates Trail Route (LIPA Right-of-Way) 

 

 

 

 



 

 
                                                                                                                                           
  

 

 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
New York State Department of Conservation  

Environmental Site Remediation Database Search 
Details 



12/21/201 6 Environmental Site Remediation Database Search 

WYORK Department of 
JEOF 
ORTUNITY Environmental 

Conservation 

Site Remediation Database Search 

Site Record 

Administrative Information 
Site Name: Peerless Photo Products 
Site Code: 1520
Program: State 
Classification : 04
EPA ID Number: 

Location 
DEC Region: 1 
Address: 4 Randall Road 
City:Shoreham Zip: 11786 
County: Suffolk 
Latitude: 40.94869551 
Longitude: -72.89814374 
Site Type: DUMP STRUCTURE LAGOON 
Estimated Size: 16.54 Acres 

Institutional And Engineering Controls 
Control Type: 
Environmental Easement 

Site Owner(s) and Operator(s) 
Current Owner Name: AGFA CORPORATION 
Current Owner(s) Address: 100 CHALLENGER ROAD 

RIDGEFIELD PARK,NJ, 07660 
Current Owner Name: FRIENDS OF SCIENCE EAST, INC. 
Current Owner(s) Address: P.O. BOX 552 

SHOREHAM,NY, 11786 
Owner(s) during disposal: AGFA 
Owner(s) during disposal: AGFA CORPORATION 
Owner(s) during disposal: AGFA CORPORATION 
Current On-Site Operator: AGFA CORPORATION 
Stated Operator(s) Address: 100 CHALLENGER ROAD 

RIDGEFIELD PARK,NJ 07660 

Hazardous Waste Disposal Period 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/derexternal/haz/details.cfm?pageid=3 

31 
Superfund Program 
 

Environmental 
Details 

1/3 



12/21/2016 Environmental Site Remediation Database Search 

From: 1939 To: unknown 

Site Description 
Peerless Photo Products site is located on approximately 16.54 acres in the Village of Shoreham, 

Suffolk County. The site is bounded to the south by NYS Route 25 A, to the west by Randall Road, to 

the north by a Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) Right-of-Way (containing high-voltage lines) and 

residential properties, and to the east by Tesla Street and residential properties. The site is located in 

a predominantly residential area. The site consists of four large buildings and a few small structures 

surrounded by former parking areas and roadways. Approximately 70% of the property is covered by 

buildings, asphalt paving or concrete slabs. The site was originally developed in 1903 when Nikola 

Tesla constructed a building that served as his residence and a laboratory. He also constructed a 

radio tower on the southeastern corner of the site which was demolished in 1917-1918. The octagonal 

base of the tower contained a shafUpit extending to the ground water which may have been used until 

1973 for the disposal of unknown materials. The area inside the foundation walls is now level. The 

Tesla Tower Base is approximately 90 feet in diameter. Peerless Photo Products Inc. began 

operations at the site in 1939 and manufacturing activities discontinued in 1987. Primary operations at 

this facility included production and coating of photographic emulsions. From 1939 until 1969, 

Peerless Photo Products disposed of untreated process water into an 800 feet long by 25 feet wide 

recharge basins, referred to as the North Recharge Basins located along the north side of the 

property. The process water contained heavy metals such as silver, cadmium, lead and other 

compounds. In 1979, an industrial wastewater treatment plant was constructed and a State Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit was issued to discharge treated effluent into the North 

Recharge Basins. An Interim Remedial Measure (IRM) to remove contaminated soils/sediments was 

completed in 1997. A Remedial Investigation /Feasibility Study(RI/FS) was completed in 2004 and a 

Record of Decision (ROD) was issued in June 2004. The Remedial Design was completed in 2005. 

The selected remedy was implemented and Remedial Action was completed in 2008. A Site 

Management Plan (SMP) has been approved. Institutional Controls in the form of an environmental 

easement has been impposed on the property in 2009. The groundwater monitoring continues in 

accordance with the SMP. The site is currently vacant. The site has been purchased by the Tesla 

Society in 2013 and is being developed as a historical and educational site dedicated to Nikola Tesla. 

The Department reviews annual Periodic Review Report(PRR)and IC/EC certification. The 2015-2016 

annual PRR report and IC/EC certification was accepted by the Department. 

Contaminants of Concern {Including Materials Disposed) 
Contaminant Name/Type 
chromium 
cadmium 

Site Environmental Assessment 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfm x/extapps/derexternal/haz/detai ls.cfm?pageid=3 2/3 



12121/2016 Environmental Site Remediation Database Search 

Remediation at the site is complete. Prior to remediation, the primary contaminants of concern were 

cadmium and silver in soil and groundwater. 

Site Health Assessment 
Contact with contamination on the site is not expected because fencing and 24-hour surveillance 

prevent trespassing. The surrounding community is served by a public water supply so drinking 

contaminated groundwater is not likely. 

For more Information: E-mail Us 

I Refine This Search I 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/derexternal/haz/details.cfm?pageid=3 3/3 



DARNELL TYSON, P.E. 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. 
COMMISSIONER 

MEMORANDUM 

THOMAS G. VAUGHN 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

TO: Gloria Russo, Chairperson 
Council on EnvirOiunental Quality 

FROM: Ben Wright, P.E., Principal Civil Engineer ~ 

SUBJECT: SD #7- Medford, CP 8194 

DATE: January 19,2017 

Attached is a short EAF for the referenced sewer district. The facility was constructed in 
the mid 1970's and although modifications and upgrades have been performed in the past, there 
is the need to replace an outdated system and provide capacity for the potential development of 
North Bellport and the sewering of the Village of Bellport. All work would be confined to 
replacement in-kind of the facilities on the WWTP site. The adopted capital budget includes 
$1.75 million to address these problems. The infrastructure includes replacement of the 
denitrification filters and auxiliary equipment. 

BW:ni 
Attachment 
cc: John Donovan, P.E., Chief Engineer 

Boris Rukovets, P.E., DPW Special Projects Supervisor 
Doug Haussel, Director of Operations & Maintenance 
John Corral, Planner 

H:\SANITATION\Sewer~districts\sd07 - Medford\bw 1-19-17 sd7 -Medford CP 8194 CEQ memo to GRusso.doc 

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY I AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 

335 YAPHANK A VENUE • YAPHANK, N.Y.11980 • 
(631) 852-4010 

FAX (631) 852-4150 



SUFFOLK COUNTY 
SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRR Part 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

Instructions: The applicant or project sponsor is responsible for the completion of Part 1. Responses become part of the 
application for approval or funding, are subject to public review and may be subject to further verification. Complete Part 
1 based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to any 
item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current available information. 

Complete all items in Part 1. You may also provide any additional information which you believe will be needed by or 
useful to the lead agency; attach additional pages as necessary to supplement any item. 

Part 1 -Project and Sponsor Information 

Name of Action/Project: Improvements ofSD #7- Medford (Woodside Plant) 

Project Location (include map): SD #7W WWTP, Harrison Avenue, offCR 101, South of Woodside Avenue 

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose, intent and the environmental resources that may be affected): 
See attached description 

Name of Applicant/Project Sponsor: Suffolk County DPW Email: 
ben.wright(ll)suffolkcountyny.gov 
Telephone #: 631-852-4184 

Address: 335 Yaphank Avenue 

City/P.O.: Yaphank I State: NY Zip Code: 11980 

1. Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, local law, 
ordinance, administrative rule or regulation? 

Yes~ NoD 
If Yes, attach a narrative description of the intent of the proposed action and the environmental 
resources that may be affected in the municipality and proceed to Part 2. If No, continue to question 2. 

2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other 
governmental agency? 

YesO No~ If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval: 

I I 

3a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action: N/A 

3b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed: N/A 

3c. Total acreage (project site and contiguous properties) owned or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor: 2.5 
acres 

4. Check all1and uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action: 
DUrban 0 Forest 0 Parkland 0 Agriculture 0 Rural (non-

agriculture) 
0 Industrial 0Aquatic 0 Commercial 0 Residential (suburban) 1:2J Other: 

--

Page 1 of3 



Sa. Is the proposed action a permitted use under the zoning regulations? YesD NoON/A~ 
5b. Is the proposed action consistent with an adopted comprehensive plan? YesD NoON/A~ 
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the predominant character of the existing built or 

Yes~ NoD N/AD natural landscape? 
7. Is the site of the proposed action located in, or adjoining a state listed Critical 

Environmental Area (CEA)? 

YesD No~ If Yes, identify CEA: 

I 
. 

I 
8a. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels? 

YesD No~ 

8b. Are public transportation services available at or near the site of the proposed action? 
YesD No~ 

8c. Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near the site of the 
YesD No~ proposed action? 

9. Does the proposed action meet or exceed the state energy code requirements? 

If the proposed action will exceed requirements, describe design features and 
YesD NoD N!A~ technologies: 

I I 
I 0. Will the proposed action connect to an existing public/private water supply? 

If Yes, does the existing system have capacity to provide service? 
YesD NoD 

YesD NoD N/A~ 

If No, describe method for Eroviding Eotable water: 

I I 
II. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities? 

If Yes, does the existing system have capacity to provide service? 
Yes0No0 

YesD NoD N/A~ 

If No, describe method for Eroviding wastewater treatment: 

I I 
12a. Does the site contain a structure that is listed on either the State or National Register of 

Historic Places or dedicated to the Suffolk County Historic Trust? YesD No~ 

12b. Is the proposed action located in an archeological sensitive area? YesD No~ 

13a. Does any portion ofthe site of the proposed action, or lands adjoining the proposed 
action, contain wetlands or other waterbodies regulated by a federal, state or local 

YesO No~ agency? 
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13b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any existing wetland or YesD No~ 
waterbody? 

If Yes, identify the wetland or waterbody and extent of alterations in square feet or 
acres: 

l I 

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site (check all that apply): 
D Shoreline D Forest D Agricultural/grasslands D Early/mid-successional 
D Wetland Ei Urban ~Suburban 
15. Does the site of the proposed action contain any species of animal or associated habitats, 

YesD No~ listed by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered? 
16. Is the prqject site located in the 100 year flood plain? YesD No~ 
17. Will the proposed action create storm water discharge, either from point or non-point 

sources? 

If Yes, 
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties? 

YesD NoD 

YesD No~ b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff 
and storm drains)? 
Yes D NoD 

If Yes, describe: 

I I 

18. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that result in the 
impoundment of water or other liquids (e.g. retention pond, waste lagoon, darn)? 

YesD No~ If Yes, exElain size and Eurpose: 

I I 
19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active 

or closed solid waste management facility? 

YesD No~ If Yes, describe: 

I I 

20. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the subject of 
remediation (ongoing or completed) for hazardous waste? 

YesD No~ If Yes, describe: 
I I 

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF 
MY KNOWLEDGE 

Applicant/Sponsor Name: Ben Wright Date: 1/19/17 

Signature: ~t-v-J1"'- -1--4-
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6NYCRRPart617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

P ar t2 - I mpac tA ssessmen t (T 0 b ecomp1e ltdb e y L ea dA gency ) 
No, or small impact Moderate to large

may occur impact may occur
I. Will the proposed action create a material conflict with an adopted [8:1 

land use plan or zoning regulations? D 
2. Will the proposed action result in a change in the use or intensity [8:1 

of use of! and? D 
3. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of the [8:1 

existing community? D 
4. Will the proposed action have an impact on the environmental 

characteristics that caused the establishment of a Critical [8:1 D 
Environmental Area (CEA)? 

5. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change in the existing 
level of traffic or affect existing infrastructure for mass transit, [8:1 D 
biking or walkway? 

6. Will the proposed action cause an increase in the use of energy and 
fail to incorporate reasonably available energy conservation or [8:1 D 
renewable energy opportunities? 

7. Will the proposed action impact existing public/private water [8:1 
supplies? D 

8. Will the proposed action impact existing public/private wastewater [8:1 
treatment utilities? D 

9. Will the proposed action impair the character or quality of 
important historic, archaeological, architectural or aesthetic [8:1 .D 
resources? 

10. Will the proposed action result in an adverse change to natural 
resources (e.g., wetlands, waterbodies, groundwater, air quality, [8:1 D 
flora and fauna)? 

II. Will the proposed action result in an increase in the potential for [8:1 
erosion, flooding or drainage problems? D 

12. Will the proposed action create a hazard to environmental [8:1 
resources or human health? D 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRRPart 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

Part 3 - Determination of Significance 
The Lead Agency is responsible for the completion of Part 3. For every question in Part 2 that was answered "moderate 
to large impact may occur", or if there is a need to explain why a particular element of the proposed action may or will not 
result in a significant adverse environmental impact, please complete Part 3. Part 3 should, in sufficient detail, identifY the 
impact, including any measures or design elements that have been included by the project sponsor to avoid or reduce 
impacts. Part 3 should also explain how the lead agency determined that the impact may or will not be significant. Each 
potential impact should be assessed considering its setting, probability of occurring, duration, irreversibility, geographic 
scope and magnitude. Also consider the potential for short-term, long-term and cumulative impacts. Attach additional 
pages as necessary. 

0 Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting 
documentation that the proposed action may result in one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts and 
an environmental impact statement is required. (Positive Declaration) 

0 Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above, and any supporting 
documentation that the proposed action will not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts. (Negative 
Declaration) 

Name of Lead Agency Date 

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer 

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature ofPreparer (if different from Responsible Officer) 
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"Attachments" 

Sewer District No. 7 

CP 8194- WWTP Improvements 

Description and Map 



Capital Project 8194 

Improvements to SD # 7- Medford 

Suffolk County Sewer District No. 7 (S.C.S.D. 7)- Medford has two wastewater 

treatment plants and the Woodside facility requires improvement and expansion. 

The Woodside facility is a 0.4 mgd nitrogen removal plant located on Harrison 

Avenue, off CR 101 south of Woodside Avenue. The adopted 2017 Capital 

Program and budget includes $1.75 million in construction funds for the work 

with the focus on the denitrification filter system replacement along with auxiliary 

equipment. The replacement system will provide the capacity to treat sewage 

from the potential development in North Bellport and sewering of the Village of 

Bellport. All work is in-kind replacement in the same foot-print of the system to 

be replaced. 

The process of securing funding will be initiated with a public hearing supported 

by a report, a findings resolution and an appropriating resolution. 





DARNELL TYSON, P.E. 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. 
COMMISSIONER 

MEMORANDUM 

THOMAS G. VAUGHN 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

TO: Gl ori a Russo , Chairperson 
Council on Environmental Quality 

FROM: Ben Wright, P.E . , Principal Ci vi l Engineer 

SUBJECT: SCSD #22 -Hauppauge Municipal 
Recha~ge Facilities CP 8171 

DATE: January 30 , 2017 ·~ 

Please find attached 15 copies of the full Environmental 
Assessment Form for the referenced proj ect . The project involves 
const ru c t ion of approximately 6 , 700 linear feet of force main 
connectin g the was tewater treatment plant a t the County Center North 
Complex in Hauppauge (Sewer District No. 22) to the sewer system of 
Sewer District No . 18 - Hauppauge Industrial at t he intersection of 
Marcus Avenue and New Highway. The project is to abandon the SD #22 
faci l ity and discharge raw wastewater to be treated at SD #18 . 

We would appreciate the project being placed on the February 
15th agenda of CEQ . 

Thank you for y our assistance. 

BW/ni 
Attachment 
cc: John Corral, Planner CEQ 

Paul Lappano, P.E ., LKB 
John Donovan , P.E. , Chief Engineer 

H: \SANITATION\Sewer-districts \sd22 - Hauppauge Municipal \bwl-30-17 sd22 Hauppauge Industrial CP 8171 
memo to GRusso.doc 

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 

335 YAPHANK AVENUE • YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 • 
(631) 852-4010 

FAX (631) 852-4150 



SUFFOLK COUNTY 
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRR Part 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

Part 1- Environment and Setting 

Instructions: Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Complete Part 1 based on information 
currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to any item, please answer as 
thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, or is not 
reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to 
update or fully develop that information. If a question is not applicable to the proposed project indicate with "N/A". 

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial 
question that must be answered either "Yes" or "No". If the answer is "Yes", complete the sub-questions that follow. If 
the answer to the initial question is "No", proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify 
and attach any additional information. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the 
information contained in Part 1 is accurate and complete. 

A. Project and Sponsor Information 

Name of Action/Project: Suffolk County Sewer District No. 22 Hauppauge Municipal Recharge Facilities Capital 
Project Number 8171 

Project Location (specify Town, Village, Hamlet and attach ~nerallocation map*): Town of Smithtown from County Center 
building along roadways to the intersection of New Highway and arcus Avenue 

Street Address: Suffolk County Center Offices, 725 Veterans Highway, Smithtown, NY 11787 

Name of Property or Waterway: Suffolk County Center Offices 

* Maps of Property and Project: Attach relevant available maps including a location map (note: use road map, Hagstrom 
Atlas, USGS topography map, tax map or equivalent) and preliminary site plans showing orientation, scale, buildings, 
roads, landmarks, drainage systems, area to be altered by project, etc. 

Type of Project: New~ Expansion 0 

Capital Program: Item# CP8171 Date Adopted: Dec 2016 Amount: $ 3 Million 

BriefDescriP,tion of Proposed Action (include purpose or need/attach relevant design reQorts, plans, etc.): The sewage 
treatment facility for SCSD #22 is located on the east side of the County Center property, north of Veterans Highway. The 200,0"00 
gpd facility and pump station discharges treated sewage into four recharge beds located on site. The recharge beds are hampered by a 
high water table and limited soul percolation. To aleviate the poor recharge conditions the sewage treat~ent facility is being 
deactivated and a new below grade pump station and forcemain will be constructed to convey sewage to SCSD #18. The control 
building and emergency generator will remain active and supply power to the new pump station. 
The approximalty 6,700 foot forcemain which includes cleanouts and air release valves, will proceed west from the sewage treatment 
plant, south along North Drive, West along County Center Road, South on Old Willets Path, West along the North side of Veterans 
Highway, cross Veterans Highway at New Highway and continue south on New Highway to the intersection of New Highway and 
Marcus Avenue. The forcemain will discharge to the manhole at the intersection of Marcus and New Highway. The work will be 
performed on the grounds of the existing sewage treatment facility, in or along roadways, and all these areas that have previously 
been disturbed. The forcemain trenching and covering will proceed in phases and it is anticipated that no more then .02 acres will be 
disturbed, covered, and asp halted on each day. A project location map is provided as Attachment 1. 
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Project Status: 
St art c omp1e If wn 

Proposal 
Study 
Preliminary Planning 
Final Plans: Specs 8/2016 4/2017est 
Site Acquisition 
Construction 
Other 

Departments Involved: 
Dept. Performing Design & 

Initiating Dept. (if different) 
Construction 

Name: SCDPW Sanitation Division 
Street/PO: 335 Yaphank Avenue 

City, State: Yaphank NY 

Zip: 11980 

Contact Person: John C. Donovan, Chief Engineer 

Business Phone: 631 -852-4010 

Email: john.donovan@suffolkcountyny.gov 

B. Government Approvals, Funding or Sponsorship 
("Funding" includes grants, loans, tax relief and any other forms of financial assistance) 

If "Yes": Identify Agency and Application Date 
Government Entity 

Approval(s) Required (Actual or Projected) 
i. City Council, Town Board or Town of Smithtown road opening 1

Yes 1]1 / 18 projected 
No D Village Board ofTrustees permit and easement 

ii. City, Town or Village 
Planning Board or Yes D No Qg 
Commission 

iii. City, Town.or Village .. . .. .. .. . . 

Yes D No[29 
··' 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
iv. Other local agencies 

YesD No IK] 
:,c c.t.l..l V. County agencies 

Yes [XI No D 

vi. Regional agencies 
Yes D No IX] 

,.. 
vii. State agencies 

.._ " '-''-' .._ lUI ) Cli.Nl~):; UIIU~l -"<<;; 'tJ 't 0<. 

Yes [iJ No D NYSDEC for modifications to SPDEC 
..l :hi. -•1. ..l 

lr' viii. Federal agencies .r: r 

Yes D No IX] 

ix. Coastal Resources 
Is the project site within a Coastal Area or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland 
Waterway? 

If YES, Yes D No [X] 
Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local 

Yes D No 0 
Waterfront Revitalization Program? 
Is the project s ite within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? Yes[] No[] 
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C. Planning and Zoning 

C.l. Plannin2 and Zoning Actions 
Will administrative or legislative adoption or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or 

YesD No[3 
regulation be the only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed? 
C.2. Adopted Land Use Plans 
a. Do any municipally-adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include 

the site where the proposed action would be located? Town of Smithtown draft comprehensive 
plan dated February 2015. 
If Yes: 

Yes~No O 
Does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed 
action would be located? 
Yes D No IKJ 

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (i.e. 
Greenway Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; 
watershed management plan; et. a!)? 

Yes 0 No [!I 
If Yes, identi~ the Qlan(s): 

I I 
c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal 

open space plan, or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan? 

Yes 0No Qg If Yes, identify the Qlan(s): 

I I 
C.3. Zoning 
a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or 

ordinance? 

YesOONo If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including an)'_ applicable overlay district? D 
l Predominatly Residential/ slight industrial at intersection of Marcus and New Highway I 

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? Yes 0No Q9 
c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? 

If Yes, what is the ~ro~osed new zoning for the site? Yes 0 No IKJ 
I I 

C.4. Existing Community Services 
a. In what school district is the project site located? Hauppauge 

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site? Suffolk County Police, Smithtown Public Saftey 

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site? Hauppauge Volunteer Fire Department, 

Central Islip/ Hauppauge Volunteer Ambulance Corps 
d. What parks serve the project site? Bill Richards Park and Blydenburgh County Park, both of which are in Hauppauge. 

Page 3 of 19 



D. Project Details 

D.l. Proposed and Potential Development 
a. What is the general nature of the proposed action? (if mixed, include all components) 

Municipal sewage pumping station and 

Residential 0; Industrial 0 ; Commercial 0 ; Recreationa!O; Other [XI: forcemain 

b. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action: .92 acres 
c. Total acreage to be physically disturbed: .92 acres 
d. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned or controlled by the applicant or 

.3 acres project sponsor: 
e. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? 

If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., 
Yes [K]No O 

acres, miles, housing units, square feet, etc.)? 
Aooroximately 6 700 feet of forcemain, a pump station and appurtenances added to SCSD #22 J 

f. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? 

If Yes: 
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (if mixed, specify types) 

Residential 0 ; Industrial 0 ; Commercial 0 ; Recreational 0 ; Other 0 
Yes 0 No [!! 

ii. 
Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? YesONo[] 
Number of Jots proposed: 
Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes: 

g. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? 

If No, What is the anticipated period of construction? 
4/2019 to 2/2020 I 

If Yes: 
,..-·- ~- -· .. ··--

Total number o f ph
-

ases anticipated: 
-.--~·-.-

Anticipated commencement date of phase I (including demolition): 

Anticipated completion date of final phase: Yes ONo 0 
Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies 
where progress of one phase may determine timing or duration of future phases: 
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h. Does the project include new residential uses? 

If Yes, show number ofunitspro_posed. 
Single Family Two Family Three Family Multi-Famil)' (4-j-) Yes ONo~ 

Initial Phase 
At Completion 

i. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? 

If Yes: 
Total Number of Structures:All structures are below grade. l pump station and appurteneces, manholes 

for 2 air relief valves and l cleanouts 
Yes !K] No 0 

Dimensions of largest proposed structure: 10 foot diameter wet well predominatly below grade 

Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: o 

j. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the 
impoundment of any liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon 
or other storage? 

If Yes: 
Purpose of the impoundment: 

If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: 
Ground Water 0; Surface Water Streams 0 ; Other 0 (specify): 
If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source: Yes O No~ 

Approximate size of the proposed impoundment (include units): 
Volume: Surface area: 
Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: 

Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, roc . ... 
wood, concrete): ·- - --

D.2. Project Operations 
a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining or dredging, during construction, 

operations or both? (Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or 
foundations where all excavated materials will remain onsite) 

If Yes: 
What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? 

YesONo~ How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the 
site? 
Volume: Over what duration of time: 
Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, 
manage or dispose of them: 
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D.2.a (cont.)- only answer followine; if checked "Yes" above 

Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? 
If Yes, describe: 

What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? 

What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? 

What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? 

Will the excavation require blasting? 

Summarize site reclamation goals and plans: 

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or 
encroachment into any existing wetland, water body, shoreline, beach or adjacent area? 

If Yes: 
Identify the wetland or water body which would be affected (by name, water index number, 
wetland map number or geographic description): 

Describe how the proposed action would affect that water body or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, 
placement of structures or creation of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of 
activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres: 

Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? 
IfYes, describe: 

Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? 
Yes 0 No 0 

.If Yes: . . . 
Area of vegetation proposed to be removed: 

Expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after proj ect completion: 

Purpose of proposed removal (e.g., beach clearing, invasive control, boat access): 

Proposed method of plant removal: 

If chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): 

Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: 

Page 6 of19 



c. Will the proposed action use or create a new demand for water? 

If Yes: 
Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: 

Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? 

If Yes: 
Name of district/service area: 

Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? 
Yes 0 No 0 
Is the proj ect site in the existing district? 
Yes O No D 
Is expansion of the district needed? 
Yes O No D 
Do existing lines serve the project site? 
Yes 0 No 0 

Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? 

Yes 0 NoQ9 If Yes: 
Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: 

Source(s) of supply for the district: 

Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site? 

If Yes: 
Applicant/sponsor for new district: 

Date application submitted or anticipated: 

Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: 

If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: 

If water supply will be from wells (public or private), what will be the maximutn pumping 
capacity? 
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d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? 

If Yes: 
Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: 

Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, 
describe all components and approximate volumes or proportions of each): 

If sanitary wastewater identify proposed disinfection technology and treatment goals for 
the following: 

Disinfection technology: 
Nitrogen: 
Phosphorus: 
Total Suspended Soilds (TSS): 
Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD): 

Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? 

If Yes : 
Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: 

Name of district: 

Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? 
YesONo D 
Is the project site in the existing district? 
Yes O NoD 

Yes 0No0 Is expansion of the district needed? 
Yes ONoD 
Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? 
Yes ONoD 
Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? 

If Yes: 
~ Describe extens ions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: I 
Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site? 

If Yes: 
Applicant/Sponsor for new district: 

Date application submitted or anticipated: 

What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? 

If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the 
project, including specifying proposed receiving water (name and classification if surface 
discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans): 

Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: 
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e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new 
point sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of storm water) 
or non-point source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction? 

If Yes: 
How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel? 
Area oflmpervious Surface: 
Area of Parcel: 
Describe types of new point sources: 

Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management 
facility/structures, adjacent properties, groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface Yes0No0 
waters)? 

If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: 

Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? 
Yes 0No0 

Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces use pervious materials or collect and re-use 
storm water? 
Yes0No0 

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, 
including fuel combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations? 

If Yes, identify: 
Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles): 

Payloader, excavators, trucks during construction Yes [&] No 0 
Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, 
crushers): 
Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric 
generation): 

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above) require a NY State Air Registration, Air 
Facility Permit or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit? 

If Yes: 
Is the project site located in an Air Quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically 
fails to meet ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year) 
YesO No 0 
In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate: YesONo ~ 

- Tons/year (metric) of Carbon Dioxide (C02) 

- Tons/year (metric) ofNitrous Oxide (N20) 
- Tons/year (metric) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 
- Tons/year (metric) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 

- Tons/year (metric) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent ofHydroflorocarbons (HFCS) 
- Tons/year (metric) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment 
plants, landfills, composting facilities)? 

If Yes: 
Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): Yes O No ~ 

Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., 
combustion to generate heat or electricity, flaring): 

I. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes 
such as quarry or landfill operations? 

Yes 0 No 0 If Yes, describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust): 

j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate 
substantial new demand for transportation facilities or services? 

If Yes: 
When is the peak traffic expected? (check all that apply) 

Randomly O Morning 0 ; Evening 0 ; Weekend 0 ; 
between the hours of to 

For commercial activities only, proj ected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: 

Parking spaces: 
Existing: Proposed: Net Increase/Decrease: 

Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? 
Yes 0 No IX] Yes O No D 

If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or 
change in existing access, describe: 
Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within Y2 mile of the proposed 
site? • · 
Yes 0 No 0 
Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of 
hybrid, electric or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
Yes O No D 
Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for 
connections to existing pedestrian or bicycle routes? 
Yes 0 No 0 

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional 
demand for energy? 

If Yes: 
Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: 

Yes 0 No [!! 
Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g. , on-site combustion, on-site 
renewable, via grid/local utility or other): 
Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? 
Yes O No D 
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I. Hours of operation (Answer all items which apph) 
During Construction During Operations 

Monday-Friday: 8AMto4PM Monday-Friday: 24hrs/day 
Saturday: Saturday: 24hrs/day N/A O 
Sunday: Sunday: 24hrs/dav 
Holidays: Holidays: 24hrs/dav 

m. Does the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during 
construction, operation or both? 

If Yes: 
Provide details including sources, time of day and duration: 

YesONo~ 

Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or 
screen? 
Yes 0 No 0 Describe: 

n. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? 

If Yes: 
Describe source(s), location(s), height offixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest 

Yes [i] No 0 
occupied structures:>ne -400 watt on a 10 foot pole aimed at ground surrounding the wet well. 
Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen? 
Yes 0 No 00 Describe: 

0. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? 

If Yes: 
YesONo Qg 

Describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions and proximity to 
nearest occupied structures: 

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (over 1,100 gallons) or chemical 
products (over 550 gallons)? - .. 

If Yes: 
Product(s) to be stored: 

Yes ONo~ 
Volume(s): per unit time: (e.g., month, year) 

Generally describe proposed storage facilities: 

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., 
herbicides, insecticides) during construction or operation? 

If Yes: 
Describe proposed treatment(s): Yes D No 00 

Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? 
YesD No 0 
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r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the 
management or disposal of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)? 

If Yes: 
Describe any solid waste(s) to begenerated during construction or operation of the facility: 
I Construction: tons per (unit of time) I 
I Operation: tons per (unit of time) I 

Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid 

I 
Yes 0 NoQ9 

diTsal as solid wast" 
Constr~ction: , 

0 eratton: I 
Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site: 
I Construction: I 
I Operation: I 

s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management 
facility? 

If Yes: 
Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer 
station, composting, landfill or other disposal activities): 

YesONo~ Anticipated rate of disposal/processing: 
I tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or 
l tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment 

If landfill, anticipated site life: years 

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage or disposal of 
hazardous waste? 

If Yes: 
Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility: 

Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: 

Specify amount to be handled or generated: 
tons/month 

Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: 
Yes0NoQ9 

Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? 
YesD NoD 

If Yes: 
I Provide name and location of facility: I 
If No: 

Describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous 
waste facility: 
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u. Will proposed action adhere to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) or any 
other green building principals? 

Yes 0 No[!] If Yes: 
I Describe QroQosed green building methods and attemQted level of certification, if any: I 

v. Does the project sponsor propose the use of energy benchmarking to monitor and adjust project 
energy needs? 

Yes If Yes, ex~lain: 0 No 129 
I I 

w. Will the proposed action use native plants for all landscaping needs? 

.Identify species to be used and method of irrigation: Yes 0No 0 
A s~all grassed shoulder area along 454 will be rerlanted with a Fescue, Blue grass, Rye grass, Clover mixture. 
Temporary irrigation will be provided by water trucks. 

X. Does the proposed action promote local tourism? 

If Yes, ex~ lain: Yes 0 No!!] 

I I 

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action 

E.l. Land Uses on and Surrounding the Project Site 
a. Existing land uses (Check all uses the occur on, adjoining and near the project site): (include map) 

UrbanO Industrial IKJ Commercial 0 Residential !K] RuraiO 
ForestD Agriculture 0 AquaticO Other IXJ Specify: Institutional, County Complex 

The majority approximatly 65% is residential, while the County Complex makes up 
If mix of uses, generally describe: approximatly 29% of the area. The remainder, industrial is in the Hauppauge 

industrial park. See attachment 2 for the land use map. 
b. Land uses and cover types on the project site: 

Current Acreage After Change Land Use or Cover Type Acreage Project Completion (Acres +/-) 
Roads, buildings and other paved or impervious 
surfaces. Refer to project description on Phase 1. .92 .92 0 

Forested 

Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural) 
Agricultural 
(includes active orchards, fields, greenhouse, etc.) 
Surface water features 
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.) 
Wetlands 
(freshwater or tidal) 
Non-Vegetated 
(bare rock, earth or fill) 
Other 
Describe: 

TOTAL: .92 .92 
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? 

If Yes, exQlain: 

I 
Yes 0No Q9 

I 
d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, 

hospitals, licensed day care centers or group homes) within 1,500 feet of the project site? 

If Yes, identifl: facilities: Yes D No IKJ 

I I 
e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? 

If Yes: 
Dimensions of the dam and impoundment: 

- Dam height: feet 
- Dam length: feet 
- Surface area: acres Yes O No [!] 
- Volume impounded: gallons or acre-feet 

Dam's existing hazard classification: 

Provide date and summarize results of last inspection: 

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste 
management facility, or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used 
as a solid waste management facility? 

If Yes: 
Has the facility been formally closed? 
Yes D No D - Yes D No Iii 
If Yes, cite sources/documentation: 
Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management 
facility: 
Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: 

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project 
site adjoin property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or 
dispose of hazardous waste? 

Yes ONo ~ If Yes: 
Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when 
activities occurred : I 
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h. Has there been a reported contamination spill at the proposed project site or have any remedial 
actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site? 

If Yes: 
Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site 
Remediation database? (Check all that apply) 
0 Yes- Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID number(s): 
0 Yes- Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): 
0 Neither database 
If site has been subject to RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures: 

Yes 0 No liJ 
Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation 
database? Yes 0 No 0 

If Yes: 
I DEC ID number{s}: I 
Describe current status of site(s ): 

E.l.h. (cont.) - only answer following if checked "Yes" above 

Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? 

If Yes: 
DEC site ID number(s): 

Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): 

Describe any use limitations: 

Describe any engineering controls: 

Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? Yes UNo U 
Explain: 

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site 
a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site: 

600 feet 
b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? 

I 
If Yes: 

Yes 0 No0 
What proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? 

% 

c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: (include map) See attachment 3 

1. cue, cut and till land sloping 43 %of site 
2. Riverhead and Haven soils 32 %of site 
3. PIA Plvmouth loamv sand 13 % of site 
4. CuB Cut and fill land gently sloping 12 %of site 
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d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? 
Depth varies from 15 feet at the Canty Center property to 55ft at the intersection of Marcus and New Highway 

e. Drainage status of project site soils: 

1. IX] Well Drained 45 %of site 
2. [X] Moderately Well Drained 55 %of site 
3. [ ]Poorly Drained %of site 

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: (include topographic map) 

1. [x] 0-10% 100% of site 
2. [ ] 11-15% %of site 
3. 0 16% or greater %of site 

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? 

If Yes, describe: 
Yes 0 No IX] 

J 
h. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, Yes 0 No IX] 

rivers, ponds or lakes)? 
i. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies ~djoin the project site?The eastern most portion of the project is the 
~m8 station. [/he ~JO&~ta,~? on ~e raoungs tli~ existing sweage treatment facility, adjacent to the wetlands which are th ~ Yes !XI No 0 

ea waters o e IS uo e it ver. e attac m0 ent . 
If Yes to either E.2.h or E.2.i, continue. If No skip to E.2.m 
j. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any 

Yes IX] No 0 
federal, state or local agency? (include map) 

k. For each identified wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information: 

Streams: Name: Classification: 
Lakes or Ponds: Name: Classification: 
Wetlands: Name: Approx. Size: 
Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC): 

I. Are any ofthe above waterbodies listed in the most recent compilation ofNYS water quality-
impaired waterbodies? 

Yes O No 0 If Yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: 
I 

m. Is the project site in a designated flood way? Yes[ ]No [!J 
n. Is the project site in the I 00 year floodplain? Yes [] No ~ 
0. Is the project site in the 500 year floodplain? Yes 0 No 0 
p. Is the project site located over or immediately adjoining a primary, principal or sole source aquifer? 

If Yes: 
Yes [X] No 0 

Name of aquifer: Nassau-Suffolk I 
Source of information: USEPA I 
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q. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site: 
Since the project is predominately in roadways, wildlife species would not occupy these areas. I 

I 

r. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? 

If Yes: 
Describe the habitat/community (composition, function and basis for designation: 

Source(s) of description or evaluation: 
Yes 0 No [!] 

Extent of community/habitat: 
- Currently: acres 
- Following completion of project as proposed: acres 
- Gain or loss (indicate + or-): acres 

s. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or 
NYS as endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an 
endangered or threatened species? 

Yes 0 No[!] If Yes: 
Species and listing (endangered or threatened): I 
Nature of use of site by the species (e.g., resident, seasonal, transient): I 

t. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species 
of special concern? 

If Yes: Yes O No ~ 
I Species and listing: I 
I Nature of use of site by the species (e.g., resident, seasonal, transient): I 

u. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shellfishing? 
-. - -- --

If Yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: Yes O No ~ 
I I 

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site 
a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant 

to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304? 

Yes O No ~ If Yes, 2rovide coun!lJ21Us district name/number: 

I I 

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? 

If Yes: 
I Yes O No ~ Acreage(s) on project site: I 
I Source(s) of soil rating(s): I 
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c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to a registered National 
Natural Landmark? 

If Yes: 
Nature of the natural landmark: Yes O No ~ 
0 Biological Community; 0 Geological Feature 
Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate 
size/extent: 

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area, including 
Special Groundwater Protection Areas? 

If Yes: 
Yes O No~ CEAname: 

Basis for designation: 
Designating agency and date: 

e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archeological site, or 
district which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for 
inclusion on the State or National Register of Historic Places? 

If Yes: 
Yes O No~ Nature of historic/archaeological resource: 

0 Archaeological Site; 0 Historic Building or district 
Name: 
Brief description of attributes on which listing is based: 

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site Yes !X] No 0 
inventory? See Attachment 6. However, all areas have been previously disturbed by roads, buildings and underground uti ' ties. 

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? 

If Yes: 
Yes ONoKJ 

Describe possible resource(s): I 
Basis for identification: I 

h. Would the project site be visible from any officially designated and publicly assessable federal, 
state or local scenic or aesthetic resource? 

If Yes: 
Identify resource: YesONo~ 
Nature of, or basis for designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state 
historic trail or scenic byway, etc.): 
Distance between project and resource: 

I. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and 
Recreational Rivers Program 6 NYCRR Part 666? 

If Yes: 
YesONoK] 

Identify the name of the river and its designation: 
Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6 NYCRR Part 666? 
Yes O No 0 
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F. Additional Information 
Attach any additional infonnation which may be needed to clarify your project. 
If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those 
impacts plus any measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

G. Verification 
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge . 

. SC /J ;'IV-~ ... , lz; po"" 
Applicant/Sponsor Name: Date: 2 -I - I 7 

Signature: 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6NYCRRPart617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

Part 2- Identification of Potential Project Impacts 

Instructions: Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency. It is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential 
resources that could be affected by a proposed project or action. We recognize that the lead agency's reviewer(s) will not 
necessarily be environmental professionals. So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment 
process by providing a series of questions that can be answered using the information found in Part I. To further assist 
the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the most relevant questions in Part l that will provide the 
information needed to answer the Part 2 question. When Part 2 is completed, the lead agency will have identified the 
relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity. 

Tips for completing Part 2: 
• ________________ Review all of the information provided in Part 1. 
• -=--:--:--:------------Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF 

Workbook. 
• ________________ Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2. 

• ---:--:---:--:c--:--:---:---If you answer "YES" to a numbered question, please complete all the 
questions that follow in that section. 

• -----,---:---.----------If you answer "NO" to a numbered question, move on to the next 
numbered section. 

• Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact. 
• Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a 

question should result in the reviewing agency checking the box "Moderate to large impact may occur." 
• The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis. 
• If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help 

to review the sub-questions for the general question and consult the workbook. 
• When answering a question consider all components of the proposed 

activity, that is, the "whole action." 
• --,---,-------------Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as 

direct impacts. 
• Answer the question in a reasonable manner considering the scale and 

context of the project. 
1. Impact on Land 

The proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration 
YES [8] 

of the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part 1.0.1) NOD 
If "YES", answer questions a-h. If "NO", move on to Section 2. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact Question(s) may occur 
may occur 

a. The proposed action may E.2.d [8] 
involve construction on land where depth to water table is less than 3 feet. D 

b. The proposed actin may 
E.2.f [8] 

involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. D 
c. The proposed actin may 

involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or generally E.2.a [8] D 
within 5 feet of existing ground surface. 

d. The proposed action may 
D.2.a [8] 

involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons of natural D 
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material. 
e. The proposed action may 

involve construction that continues for more than one year or in multiple D.l.g ~ D 
phases. 

f. The proposed action may 
D.2.e result in increased erosion, whether from physical disturbance or ~ D D.2.q 

vel'etation removal (including from treatment by herbicides). 
g. The proposed action is, or 

may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. 
h. Other impacts: >< 

B.ix ~ D 

D D 

2. Impact on Geological 
Features 
The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or 

YESD NO J::8J inhibit access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, 
dunes, minerals, fossils, caves). (See Part l.E.2.g) 
If "YES", answer questions a-c. If "NO", move on to Section 3. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large Part 1 small impact 
impact Question(s) may occur 

mavoccur 
a. IdentifY the specific land 

form(s): E.2.g D D 

b. The proposed action may 
affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a registered National 

E.3.c D D Natural Landmark. 
Specific feature: 

c. Other impacts: D D 

3. Impact on Surface Water 
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface 
water bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes). YES~ NOD 
(See Part l.D.2 & E.2.h) 
If "YES", answer auestions a-1. If "NO", move on to Section 4. 

Moderate Relevant No, or 
to large Part 1 small impact 
impact Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may D.l.j 

~ D create a new water body D.2.b 
b. The proposed action may 

result in an increase or decrease of over I 0% or more than a I 0 acre D.2.b ~ D 
increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water. 

c. The proposed action may 
involve dredging more than I 00 cubic yards of material from a wetland or D.2.a ~ D 
water bodv. 

d. The proposed action may 
E.2.h 

involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or tidal wetland, or ~ D E.2.i 
in the bed or banks of any other water body. 

e. The proposed action may D.2.a 
~ D create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion, runoff or by D.2.h 
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disturbing bottom sediments. 
f. The proposed action may 

include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal of water D.2.c IZI D 
from surface water. 

g. The proposed action may 
include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge of wastewater D.2.d IZI D 
to surface water(s). 

h. The proposed action may 
cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of storm water discharge D.2.e IZI D 
that mav lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving water bodies. 

i. The proposed action may 
affect the water quality of any water bodies within or downstream of the E.2.h- E.2.1 IZI D 
site of the proposed action. 

j. The proposed action may 
D.2.q 

involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or around any water D E.2.h- E.2.1 IZI 
body. 

k. The proposed action may 
D.l.a require the construction of new, or expansion of existing, wastewater 
D.2.d IZI D 

treatment facilities. 
I. Other impacts: >< D D 

4. Impact on Groundwater 
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of groundwater, or 
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to groundwater or an YES IZI NOD 
aquifer. (See Part l.D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t) 
Ir"YES", answer auestions a-h. 1( "NO", move on to Section 5. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

require new water supply wells, or create additional demand on supplies D.2.c IZI D 
from existing water supp]y wells. 

b. Water supply demand from 
the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable withdrawal capacity D.2.c IZI D 
rate of the local supply or aquifer. Cite Source: 

c. The proposed action may 
D.l.a 

allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and sewer 
D.2.c- D.2.d IZI D 

services. 
d. The proposed action may D.2.d 

D include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater. E.2.p IZI 
e. The proposed action may 

D.2.c 
result in the construction of water supply wells in locations where 

E.l.f- E.l.h IZI D 
groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated. 

f. The proposed action may 
D.2.p 

require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products over ground IZI D E.2.p water or an aquifer. 
D.2.q g. The proposed action may 

E.2.h- E.2.1 
involve the commercial application of pesticides within I 00 feet of IZI D E.2.p 
potable drinking water or irrigation sources. 

D.2.c 
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I h. ________________ Other impacts: 1><1 D D 

5. Impact on Flooding 
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to 

YESD NO flooding. (See Part l.E.2) i:8J 
If "YES", answer questions a-J<. If "NO", move on to Section 6. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occnr 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

E.2.m D D result in development in a designated floodway. 
b. The proposed action may 

E.2.n D D result in development within a I 00 year floodplain. 
c. The proposed action may 

E.2.o D D result in development within a 500 year floodplain. 
d. The proposed action may D.2.b 

D D result in, or require, modification of existing drainage patterns. D.2.e 
e. The proposed action may D.2.b 

D D change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. E.2.m- E.2.o 
f. If there is a dam located on 

the site of the proposed action, the dam has failed to meet one or more E.l.e D D 
safety criteria on its most recent inspection. 

g. Other impacts: >< D D 

6. Impact on Air 
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source. 

YESD NO (See Part l.D.2.f, D.2.h, D.2.g) i:8J 
If "YES", answer questions a-f J.f"NO", move on to Section 7. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

mayoccnr 
a. If the proposed action 

requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may also emit one 
or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels: 

i. More than 1000 tons/year of 
D.2.g D D carbon dioxide (C02) 

ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of 
D.2.g D D nitrous oxide (N20) 

iii. More thau 1000 tons/year of 
D.2.g D D carbon equivalent ofperfluorocarbons (PFCs) 

iv. More than .045 tons/year of 
D.2.g D D sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 

v. More than 1000 tons/year of 
D.2.g D carbon dioxide equivalent of hydrochloroflurocarbons (HCFCs) emissions D 

vi. 4 3 tons/year or more of methane D.2.h D D 
b. The proposed action may 

generate I 0 tons/year or more of any one designated hazardous air D.2.g D D 
pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous 
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air pollutants. 
c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce 

an emissions rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or D.2.f 
D D may include a heat source capable of producing more than 10 million D.3.g 

BTU=s per hour. 
d. The proposed action may D.l.i 

D D reach 50% of any two or more of the thresholds in "a" through "c", above. D.2.k 
e. The proposed action may 

result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1 ton of refuse D.2.s D D 
per hour. 

f. Other impacts: >< D D 

7. Impact on Plants and 
Animals 
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. YESD NO~ 
(See Part l.E.2.q- E.2.u) 
If "YES", answer questions a-j. lf"NO", move on to Section 8. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any threatened or 
E.2.s D D endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal 

government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site. 
b. The proposed action may 

result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by any rare, 
E.2.s D D threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the 

federal government. 
c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of 

individuals, of any species of special concern or conservation need, as 
E.2.t D D listed by New York State or the Federal government, that use the site, or 

are found on, over, or near the site. 
d. The proposed action may 

result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by any species of 
E.2.t D D special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or the 

Federal government. 
e. The proposed action may 

diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural Landmark to E.3.c D D 
support the biolo!\ical community it was established to protect. 

f. The proposed action may 
result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any portion of a 

E.2.r D D designated significant natural community. 
Source: 

g. The proposed action may 
substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or over-wintering E.2.q D D 
habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site. 

h. The proposed action requires 
the conversion of more than I 0 acres of forest, grassland or any other 

E.l.b D D regionally or locally important habitat. Habitat type & information 
source: 

i. Proposed action 
D.2.q D D (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of 
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herbicides or pesticides. 
j. Other impacts: >< D D 

8. Impact on Agricultural 
Resources 
The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. YESO NO~ 
(See Part l.E.3.a & E.3.b) 
If "YES", answer questions a-h. If "NO", move on to Section 9. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

E.2.c impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land 
E.3.b D D 

Classification System. 
b. The proposed action may 

E.l.a 
sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land (includes 

E.l.b D D 
cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc.). 

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the 
E.3.b soil profile of active agricultural land. D D 

d. The proposed action may 
irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, either more E.l.b 
than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District or more than I 0 acres E.3.a D D 
if not within an Agricultural District. 

e. The proposed action may E.l.a 
disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land management system. E.l.b D D 

f. The proposed action may 
C.2.c, C.3 

result, directly or indirectly, in increased development potential or 
D.2.c, D.2.d D D 

pressure on farmland. 
g. The proposed project is not 

>< 
C.2.c consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland Protection Plan. D D 

h. Other impacts: D D 

9. Impact on Aesthetic 
Resources 
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in 
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project YESO NO [2:1 
and a scenic or aesthetic resource. (See Part l.E.l.a, E.l.b, E.3.h) 
If "YES", answer questions a-g and complete Appendix B- Visual EAF 
Addendum. If "NO", move on to Section I 0. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. Proposed action may be 

visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local scenic or E.3.h D D 
aesthetic resource. 

b. The proposed action may C.2.b D D 
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result in the obstruction, elimination or significant screening of one or E.3.h 
more officially designated scenic views. 

c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage 
points: 

i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons) E.3.h D D 
ii. Year round E.3.h D D 

d. The situation or activity in 
which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed action is: E.3.h 

i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work E.2.u D D 
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities E.l.c D D 

e. The proposed action may 
cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and appreciation of the E.3.h D D 
designated aesthetic resource. 

f. There are similar projects 
visible within the following distance of the proposed project: D.l.a 
0- Y, mile D.l.h D D 
Y,- 3 mile D.l.i D D 
3-5 mile E.l.a 
5+ 

>< 
D D 

mile D D 
g. Other impacts: 

D D 

10. Impact on Historic and 
Archeological Resources 
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to an historic or YES~ NOD 
archaeological resource. (See Part l.E.3.e, E.3.f, E.3.g) 
If "YES", answer questions a-e. If "NO", move on to Section 11. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, any 
buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been E.3.e ~ D 
nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the 
State or National Register of Historic Places. 

b. The proposed action may 
occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to, an area 

E.3.f ~ D designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory. 

c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially 
contiguous to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO 

E.3.g ~ D inventory. 
Source: 

d. Other impacts: >< D D 

e. If any of the above (a-d) are 
answered "Yes", continue with the following questions to help support 
conclusions in Part 3: 

i. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part of 
E.3.e-E.3g D D the site or property. 
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ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property's setting or E.l.a,E.l.b 
integrity. E.3.e- E.3.g D D 

iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which C2,C3 
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting. E.3.g, E.3.h D D 

11. Impact on Open Space and 
Recreation 
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a 

YESO NO~ reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted 
municipal open space plan. (See Part l.C.2.c, E.l.c, E.2. u) 
If "YES", answer questions a-e. lf "NO", move on to Section 12. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact Question(s) may occur 
may occur 

a. The proposed action may 
D.2.e, E. I. b 

result in an impairment of natural functions, or "ecosystem services", 
E.2.h- E.2.l 

provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater D D 
E.2.q- E.2.t 

storage, nutrient cycling, and wildlife habitat. 
b. The proposed action may C.2.a, C.2.c 

result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. E.l.c, E.2.u D D 
c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in C.2.a, C.2.c 

an area with few such resources. E.l.c, E.2.u D D 
d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by 

C.2.c, E.l.c 
the community as an open space resource. 

>< 
D D 

e. Other impacts: D D 

12. Impact on Critical 
Environmental Areas 
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical YESO NO~ 
environmental area (CEA). (See Part l.E.3.d) 
lf "YES", answer questions a-c. lf "NO", move on to Section 13. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or characteristic which E.3.d D D 
was the basis for designation of the CEA. 

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the 
E.3.d 

resource or characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA. D D 
c. Other impacts: >< D D 

13. Impact on Transportation 
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation 

YESO NO systems. (See Part l.D.2.j) t8J 
lf "YES", answer questions a-f. lf "NO", move on to Section 14. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact Question(s) may occur 
may occur 

a. Projected traffic increase D.2.j D D 
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may exceed capacity of existing road network. 
b. The proposed action may 

D.2.j D D result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or more vehicles. 
c. The proposed action will 

D.2.j D D degrade existing transit access. 
d. The proposed action will 

D.2.j D D degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. 
e. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people 

D.2.j D D or goods. 
f. Other impacts: >< D D 

14. Impact on Energy 
The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of 

YESD NO~ energy (See Part I .D.2.k) 
If "YES", answer questions a-e. If "NO", move on to Section 15. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action will 

D.2.k D D require a new, or an UDQl'ade to an existing, substation. 
b. The proposed action will 

D.I.h 
require the creation or extension of an energy transmission or supply 

D.J.i D D system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a 
D.2.k commercial or industrial use. 

c. The proposed action may 
D.2.k D D utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity. 

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 

>< 
D.J.i D D I 00,000 square feet of building area when completed. 

e. Other impacts: 
D D 

15. Impact on Noise, Odor and 
Light 
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors or outdoor YESD NO~ 
lighting (See Part I.D.2.m, D.2.n, D.2.o) 
If"YES", answer questions a-f If "NO", move on to Section 16. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may 

D.2.m D D produce sound above noise levels established bv local regulation. 
b. The proposed action may 

D.2.m 
result in blasting within I,500 feet of any residence, hospital, school, D D E.l.d licensed day care center, or nursing home. 

c. The proposed action may 
D.2.o D D result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. 

d. The proposed action may 
D.2.n D D result in light shining onto adjoining properties. 

e. The proposed action may result in lighting that creates sky-glow brighter D.2.n 
D D than existing-area conditions. E.I.a 

Page 9 ofll 



I f. ________________ Other impacts: 1><1 D D 

16. Impact on Human Health 
The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure 
to new or existing sources of contaminants (See Part l.D.2.q, E.l.d, E.l.f, YESD NO C8J 
E.l.g, E.l.h) 
If "YES", answer questions a-m. If "NO", move on to Section 17. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large Part 1 small impact 
impact Question(s) may occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action is 

located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day care center, E.l.d D D 
group home, nursing home or retirement community. 

b. The site of the proposed 
E.l.g, E.l.h D D action is currently undergoing remediation. 

c. There is a completed 
E.l.g 

emergency spill remediation or a completed environmental site D E.l.h D 
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action. 

d. The site of the action is 
E.l.g 

subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the property (e.g. D D E.l.h 
easement, deed restriction) 

e. The proposed action may 
E.l.g 

affect institutional control measures that were put in place to ensure that D D E.l.h 
the site remains protective of the environment and human health. 

f. The proposed action has 
adequate control measures in place to ensure that future generation, 

D.2.t D D treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the 
environment and human health. 

g. The proposed action 
D.2.q 

involves construction or modification of a solid waste management D D E.l.f 
facility. 

h. The proposed action may D.2.q 
D result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste. E.l.f D 

i. The proposed action may D.2.r 
D D result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of solid waste. D.2.s 

j. The proposed action may 
result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of a site used E.l.f- E.l.h D D 
for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. 

k. The proposed action may 
E.l.f 

result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill site to adjacent D D E.l.g 
off site structures. 

l. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate D.2.r, D.2.s 
D D from theproject site. 

>< 
E.l.f 

m. Other impacts: 
D D 

17. -=----:--::::-----------Consistency with 
Community Plans 
The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans. YES D NOC8:i 
(See Part l.C.l, C.2, C.3) 
If "YES", answer uestions a-h. If "NO", move on to Section 18. 
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Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact Question(s) may occur 
may occur 

a. The proposed action's land 
C.2, C.3, D.l.a, 

use components may be different from, or in sharp contrast to, current D D E.l.a, E.l.b 
surrounding land use pattem(s). 

b. The proposed action will 
cause the permanent population of the city, town or village in which the C.2 D D 
project is located to grow by more than 5%. 

c. The proposed action is 
C.2, C.3 D D inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. 

d. The proposed action is 
C.2 D D inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use plans. 

e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development C.3 
that is not supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing D.l.e, D.l.f, D D 
infrastructure. D.l.h, E.l.b 

f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density C.4, D.2.c, 
D D development that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. D.2.d, D.2.j 

g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., 
residential or commercial development not included in the proposed C.2.a D D 
action) 

h. Other impacts: >< D D 

18. Consistency with 
Community Character 
The proposed action is inconsistent with the existing community character YESD NO [8'] 
(See Part l.C.2, C.3, 0.2, E.3) 
If "YES", answer questions a~ If "NO", move on to Part 3. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large Part 1 small impact 
impact 

Qnestion(s) may occur 
may occur 

a. The proposed action may 
E.3.e, E.3.f, 

replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas of historic D D E.3.g 
importance to the community. 

b. The proposed action may 
create a demand for additional community services (e.g. schools, police C.4 D D 
and fire) 

c. The proposed action may 
C.2, C.3,D.l.h, 

displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where there is a D D D.l.i, E.l.a 
shortage of such housing. 

d. The proposed action may 
interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized or designated C.2,E.3 D D 
public resources. 

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural 
C.2, C.3 D D scale and character. 

f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural C.2, C.3, 
landscape. E.l.a, E.l.b, D D 

E.2.g- E.2.1 
g. Other impacts: 

D D >< 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

6 NYCRR Part 617 
State Environmental Quality Review 

Part 3 - Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts 
and 

Determination of Significance 

Part 3 provides the reasons in support of the determination of significance. The lead agency must complete Part 3 for 
every question in Part 2 where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to 
explain why a particular element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental 
impact. 

Based on the analysis in Part 3, the lead agency must decide whether to require an environmental impact statement to 
further assess the proposed action or whether available information is sufficient for the lead agency to conclude that the 
proposed action will not have a significant adverse environmental impact. By completing the certification on the next 
page, the lead agency can complete its determination of significance. 

Reasons Supporting This Determination: 
To complete this section: 

* Identify the impact based on the Part 2 responses and describe its magnitude. Magnitude considers factors such 
as severity, size or extent of an impact. 

* Assess the importance of the impact. Importance relates to the geographic scope, duration, probability of the 
impact occurring, number of people affected by the impact and any additional environmental consequences if the 
impact were to occur. 

* The assessment should take into consideration any design element or project changes. 
* Repeat this process for each Part 2 question where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large 

or where there is a need to explain why a particular element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a 
significant adverse environmental impact. 

* Provide the reason(s) why the impact may, or will not, result in a significant adverse environmental impact 
* For Conditional Negative Declarations identify the specific condition(s) imposed that will modify the proposed 

. action so that no significant adverse environ menta~ impacts will resu~t. 
* Attach additional sheets, as needed. 
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Determination of Significance 
Type 1 and Unlisted Actions 

SEQR Status: Type IO Unlisted [] 

Identify portions ofEAF completed for this project: Part 1 0 Part2 0 Part3 0 

Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF, as noted, plus this additional support information 

and considering both the magnitude and importance of each identified potential impact, it is the conclusion of as 
lead agency that: 

0 A. This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, an environmental 
impact statement need not be prepared. Accordingly, this negative declaration is issued. 

0 B. Although this project could have a significant adverse impact on the environment, that impact will be avoided or 
substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which will be required by the lead agency: 

There will, therefore, be no significant adverse impacts from the project as conditioned, and therefore, this conditioned 
negative declaration is issued. A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 
NYCRR 617.7(d)). 

0 C. This Project may result in one or more significant adverse impacts on the environment, and an environmental impact 
statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or 
reduce those im_pacts. Accordingly, this positive declaration is issued. 

Name of Action: 
Name of Lead Agency: 
Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: 
Title of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: 
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: Date: 

. . . . 
Signature of Pre parer (if different from Responsible Officer) Date: 

For Further Information: 
Contact Person: 
Address: 
Telephone Number: 
Email: 

For Type 1 Actions and Conditioned Negative Declarations, a copy of this Notice is sent to: 
Chief Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be principally located (Town/City/Village) 
Other involved agencies (if any) 
Applicant (if any) 
Environmental Notice Bulletin: htto://www.dec.nv.!!ov/enb/enb.html 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

Appendix A 
Suffolk County Historic Trust 

Application for Determination of Appropriateness for Alteration to 
Suffolk County Historic Trust Landmark or Site 

1. APPLICANT 
Agency: 
Contact Person: 
Address: 
Telephone: 

2. PROPERTY 
Structure Name: 
Location: 
Historic Trust Status: 0 Designated; 0 Eligible 
Use Category: 
Current Use: 
Proposed Use: 
Is the structure listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places? 0 Yes; 0 No 

3. PROPOSED WORK 
Scope of Work: 
Reason for Work: 
Architect/Engineer: 
Contractor: 
Construction Schedule: 

4. FUNDING 
Estimated Cost of Project: 
Source(s) ofFunding: 

5. PROPERTY HISTORY 
Date of Original Construction: 
Original Arc hi teet/Builder: 
History of Use: 
History of Alterations: 

6. SUBMISSIONS (check all that apply) 
0 Map D Specifications D Samples 
D Drawings D Environmental Assessment Form D Other: 
D HP-1 Form D Photographs 

7. RELATED INFORMATION AND COMMENT: 

The Suffolk County Historic Trust is hereby requested to review the scope of work proposed for the above mentioned 
landmark structure, owned by the County of Suffolk, New York, to determine the appropriateness of design and/or use as 
regulated by the Suffolk County Charter. Design review guidelines have been made available for reference and it is 
understood that submission or approval of this application does not relieve applicant's responsibility for securing any and 
all other ermits and a rovals as re uired b law. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

Appendix B 
Visual EAF Addendum 

This form may be used to provide additional information relating to Question 9 ofPart 1 of the Full Environmental 
Assessment Form 

VISIBILITY 
Distance Between 

Project and Resource (in miles) 
1. Would the project be visible from: 0- Y4 Y4-!h Y2 -3 3-5 5+ 

a. A parcel ofland which is dedicated to and available to the 
public for the use, enjoyment and appreciation of natural or D D D D D 
man-made scenic qualities 

b. An overlook or parcel of land dedicated to public 
observation, enjoyment and appreciation of natural or man- D D D D D 
made scenic qualities 

c. A site or structure listed on the National or State Registers 
D ofHistoric Places D D D D 

d. State Parks 
e. The State Forest Preserve 
f. National Wildlife Refuges and State Game Refuges 
g. National Natural Landmarks and other outstanding natural 

D D features D D D 
h. National Park Service lands D D 
I. Rivers designated as National or State Wild, Scenic or 

R D D ecreational D D D 
j . Any transportation corridor of high exposure, such as part 

D of the Interstate System or Amtrak D D D D 
k. A governmentally established or designated interstate or 

-inter-county foot trail, or one formally p10posed for D 0 D D D 
establishment or designation 

I. A site, area, lake, reservoir or highway designated as scenic 
m. Municipal park or designated open space 
n. County road 
0. State road 
p. Local road 

2. Is the visibility of the project seasonal? (i.e., screened by summer foliage but visible during other seasons) 
D Yes 0No 

3. Are any of the resources checked in question 1 used by the public during the time of year during which the project will be visible? 
D Yes 0 No 
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING VISUAL ENVIRONMENT 

4. From each item checked in question 1, check those which generally describe the surrounding environment. 

Within 
Y4 mile* 1 mile* 

Essentially undeveloped 
Forested 
Agricultural 
Suburban Residential D 
Industrial 
Commercial 
Urban D 
River, Lake, Pond 
Cliffs, Overlooks D 
Designated Open Space D 
Flat D 
Hilly D 
Mountainous D 
Other: D 
NOTE: Add attachments as needed. 

5. Are there visually similar projects within *: 
~ mile: D Yes 0 No 1 mile: 0 Yes 0 No 2 miles: 0 Yes 0No 3 miles: 0 Yes 0No 

* Distance from project site is provided for assistance. Substitute other distances as appropriate. 

EXPOSURE 

6. The annual number of viewers likely to observe the proposed project is: 
NOTE: When user data is unavailable or unknown, use best estimate. 

CONTEXT 

7. . The situation or activity in which the viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed action is: -

Frequency 

Holidays/ 
Activity Daily Weekly Weekends Seasonally 

Travel to and from work D 
Involved in recreational activities 
Routine travel by residents 
At a residence 
At worksite 
Other: 
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List of Attachments 

Attachment 1 Project Location map 

Attachment 2 Land Use map 

Attachment 3 Soils Map 

Attachment 4 Topographic map 

Attachment 5 Wetland Map 

Attachment 6 Sensitive area for Archeological sites 
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SCALE: 1• = 1,400' 

ATTACHMENT 2 
LAND USE MAP 

Legend 
Land Use 
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Medium Density Residential 

• High Density Residential 
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SCALE: 1" • 800' 

ATTACHMENT 5 
WETLAND MAP 
-~ 
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January 18, 2017 Minutes February 15, 2017 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 7-2017, AUTHORIZING ADOPTION OF JANUARY 
18, 2017 CEQ MINUTES 

WHEREAS, the Council on Environmental Quality has received and reviewed the 
January 18, 2017 meeting minutes; now, therefore, be it 

181 RESOLVED, that a quorum of the Council on Environmental Quality, having heard 
and accepted all comments and necessary corrections hereby adopts the meeting minutes of 
January 18, 2017. 

DATED: 2/15/2017 



PROJECT#: Adoption of Minutes 
RESOLUTION#: 07-2017 
DATE: February 15, 2017 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. [g] D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis [g] D D D D 

Michael Doall [g] D D D D 

Eva Growney D D D [g] D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D [g] D 

Hon. Kara Hahn [g] D D D D 

Michael Kaufman [g] D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D [g] D 

Mary Ann Spencer [g] D D D D 

Larry Swanson [g] D D D D 

Recommendation: Adoption of minutes 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Mr. De Rubeis 

Further information may be obtained by contacting: 

Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Council on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
Tel: (631) 853-5191 



COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Lawrence Swanson 
Chair 
CEQ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Lawrence Swanson, Chair~ cK) 

DATE: March 3, 2017 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Final Seeping Document for the Suffolk County Wastewater 
Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater Sources 

At its February 15, 2017 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to Chapter 
450 of the Suffolk County Code, and based on the information received, as well as that given in a 
presentation by Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services, the council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution 
No. 8-2017, a copy of which is attached, that the proposed scoping document for the above reference 
project has been thoroughly reviewed and is adequate for adoption. It is recommended that the Presiding 
Officer cause to be brought before the Legislature for a vote, a resolution adopting the Final Scope. 

If the Legislature concurs with the Council on Environmental Quality's recommendation that the Final 
Scope addresses potential environmental concerns, the Presiding Officer should cause to be brought 
before the Legislature for a vote, a resolution adopting the Final Scope. However, if the Legislature has 
further environmental concerns regarding this project scope and needs additional information, the 
Presiding Officer should remand the case back to the initiating unit for the necessary changes to the 
project scope. 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the proposed Final Scope and CEQ Resolution No. 8-2017 
setting forth the council's recommendations. If the council can be of further help in this matter, please let 
us know. 

En c. 

cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 
Jason A. Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for the Legislature 
Sarah Lansdale, Director of Planning, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 111li FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEt.10RIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



Project # DHS-11-17 February 15, 2017 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 8-2017, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
FINAL SCOPING DOCUMENT FOR THE SUFFOLK COUNTY WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE MITIGATION OF NITROGEN IMPACTS 
FROM WASTEWATER SOURCES 

WHEREAS, the County of Suffolk, as SEQRA lead agency has adopted Resolution 849-
2016 issuing a positive declaration for the Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for 
the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater Sources; and 

WHEREAS, a draft scoping document was prepared and distributed to all involved and 
interested parties as well as posted on the Suffolk County website; and 

WHEREAS, the Suffolk County Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) held a public 
scoping hearing on November 29, 2016 in Hauppauge and on December 1, 2016 in Riverhead 
to solicit oral and written comments on the contents of the document; and 

WHEREAS, written comments were accepted on the draft scope through December 13, 
2016 and were subsequently incorporated into the final scoping document; and 

WHEREAS, at its February 15, 2017 meeting, the CEQ reviewed and recommended 
changes to the final scoping document for the Suffolk County Wastewater Management 
Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater Sources; and 

WHEREAS, the final scoping document was amended to incorporate the CEQ's 
recommendations and said amended final scoping document is attached to this resolution as 
Exhibit A; now, therefore, be it 

1st RESOLVED, that based on the information received, a quorum of the Council 
recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, pursuant to Chapter 450 
of the Suffolk County Code, that the final scoping document for the DGEIS for the Suffolk 
County Wastewater Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from 
Wastewater Sources (attached to this resolution as Exhibit A) adequately addresses all 
substantive and relevant comments received and is worthy of adoption. 

DATED:02/15/2017 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



PROJECT #: DHS-11-17 
RESOLUTION #: 8-2017 

DATE: February 15, 2017 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 181 D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis 181 D D D D 

Michael Doall 181 D D D D 

Eva Growney D D D 181 D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D 181 D 

Hon. Kara Hahn 181 D D D D 

Michael Kaufman 181 D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D 181 D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson 181 D D D D 

Recommendation: Adoption of the Final Scoping Document 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Mr. De Rubeis 

Further information may be obtained by contacting: 
Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Council on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
Tel: (631} 853-5191 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



Note: this document has not been adopted by the Suffolk County Legislature and is therefore considered draft 

FINAL SCOPING DOCUMENT 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the Reduction of Nitrogen Loading from 

Wastewater Sources 

Suffolk County, New York 

February 2017 

 

1.0 Introduction 
This Final Scoping Document has been prepared to initiate the environmental review process for 

the approval and implementation of the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP). 

The SC SWP will support the development of a County-wide wastewater management strategy 

through the establishment of ‘priority areas’ for nitrogen reduction, establishment of nitrogen load 

reduction goals for each priority area, and the development of a recommended wastewater upgrade 

strategy to meet nitrogen load reduction goals (See Attachment A for additional information on the 

SC SWP). Changes to the County Sanitary Code will enable the Suffolk County Department of Health 

Services (SCDHS) to work with United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), New York 

State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Towns, Villages, residents, property 

owners and other stakeholders to implement the wastewater treatment technologies required to 

achieve the nitrogen reduction goals.  This document presents an outline of the Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) and identifies the information that will be collected and 

evaluated to assess the potential environmental impacts that could result from implementation of 

the recommendations provided in the SC SWP. 

This Scoping Document includes a: 

 Description of the Proposed Action;  

 An outline of the GEIS, which will address potentially significant environmental impacts of 

the proposed action and include preliminary identification of mitigating measures, 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, growth inducing, secondary and cumulative 

impacts, and 

 Public Comment that has been received on the Draft Scoping Document. 

The GEIS will be prepared using existing available data; no field studies or field data collection are 

anticipated.  Site-specific data collection may be required to complete a project specific, or study-

area specific draft/final EIS (D/FEIS).   

The SCDHS Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is the project proposer.  On August 31, 2016 

SCDHS DEQ notified interested and involved agencies of its intent to assume Lead Agency status 

and as such in accordance with Title 6 NYCRR Part 617.6(a) and (b) classify this proposed action as 

a Type I Action under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). No 

objections were received within 30 days of the mailing.  The Suffolk County Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) addressed this proposed project at their September 21, 2016 meeting 
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and the Suffolk County Legislature passed Resolution HSV #66-2016 at their October 5, 2016 

meeting, identifying the proposed action as a Type I action under SEQRA and initiating the scoping 

process. SCDHS DEQ, as Lead Agency, is responsible for conducting the environmental review of 

this proposed action. The proposed action will undergo a coordinated environmental review 

whereby a SEQRA Draft GEIS will be prepared to comprehensively address requirements of both 

federal and state laws and regulations. 

Working together with the SCDHS, the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 

Planning and the Suffolk County Legislature, CEQ convened two Public Scoping Hearings to provide 

opportunity for public comment on the Draft Scoping Document.  The first Public Scoping Hearing 

was held on November 29, 2016 at the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) Education Center in 

Hauppauge, New York and the second Public Scoping Hearing was held on December 1, 2016 at the 

Suffolk County Community College Culinary Arts and Hospitality Center in Riverhead, New York.  In 

addition, the Draft Scoping Document was posted on both the Suffolk County Department of 

Economic Development and Planning and the SCDHS websites, and written comments were 

accepted through December 13, 2016. 

The Final Scope summarized in this document reflects the addition of the relevant issues that were 

identified during the public scoping process, including all comments received through December 

13, 2016, and also identifies issues that were identified that will not be included in the GEIS.  This 

Final Scope will be the basis for the GEIS.   

2.0 Purpose and Need 
In Suffolk County, approximately 75 percent of homes are unsewered and discharge sanitary 

wastewater containing nitrogen to the underlying groundwater that provides both the only source 

of potable supply for County residents, and baseflow to the County’s surface water features.   For 

decades, the presence of elevated levels of nitrogen in groundwater has been of concern due to the 

potential health impacts associated with methemoglobinemia (blue baby syndrome).  Nitrogen 

contamination associated with discharge of sanitary wastewater has been studied and documented 

in the Long Island Comprehensive Waste Treatment Management Plan (208 Plan, 1978), the 

1987 Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan and the 2015 Suffolk 

County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan.  Article 6 of the Suffolk County 

Sanitary Code was enacted primarily to protect public health by limiting nitrogen loading from 

sanitary wastewater discharges to maintain groundwater nitrogen concentrations to levels of less 

than 4 mg/L in Groundwater Management Zones III, V and VI and to less than 6 mg/L everywhere 

else throughout the County.   However, Article 6 did not consider the density or sanitary 

wastewater treatment levels necessary to protect downgradient groundwater-fed surface waters.  

Nitrogen concentrations associated with the eutrophic conditions that can trigger harmful algal 

blooms are generally significantly lower than the 10 mg/L drinking water maximum contaminant 

level (MCL) that is protective of human health.  

Nitrogen conveyed to discharge in coastal receiving waters via groundwater baseflow has been 

linked to a number of issues in Suffolk County including fish kills due to hypoxic episodes, harmful 

algal blooms, and loss of eelgrass along shorelines. The impacts to the coastal communities of 

Suffolk County from SuperStorm Sandy in 2012 underscored the connection between nitrogen in 

groundwater baseflow discharging to surface water resources, loss of wetlands, and damage to 
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ecosystem health.  Reduction in nitrogen loading is anticipated to support wetlands restoration and 

improve storm and flood protection and coastal resiliency provided by healthy wetlands. The 

County, recognizing the need for immediate action, updated the draft Suffolk County 

Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan to include new chapters focusing on 

wastewater management, estuary programs, coastal resources, and alternative management and 

funding mechanisms.  

The County found that approximately 80 percent of the unsewered residential properties fall within 

areas to be considered high priority for nitrogen removal based on at least one of the following: 

 Close proximity to public supply wells or surface water bodies; 

 Located in an area developed at higher density than permitted by Article 6 of the County’s 

Sanitary Code and/or  

 Located in an area with depth to groundwater less than ten feet below ground surface.  

In accordance with Suffolk County’s Reclaim Our Water initiative and the Long Island Nitrogen 

Action Plan (LINAP), Suffolk County is pursuing proactive measures to reduce nitrogen pollution to 

the County’s waters. The SC SWP will be prepared to provide early action recommendations for 

nitrogen load reduction goals and a recommended wastewater management strategy for priority 

subwatersheds within Suffolk County. The SC SWP will be used to establish first order nitrogen load 

reduction goals generated based on the need for water quality improvements for County surface 

water, drinking water and groundwater resources. The SC SWP will be an integrated, holistic 

approach to delineating the County’s subwatersheds based on a common platform of assumptions 

and boundary conditions. In concert with the SC SWP, modifications will be made to the Suffolk 

County Sanitary Code and Construction Standards to support the implementation of the SC SWP. 

Additionally, the County is pursuing the establishment of a County-wide Water Quality Protection 

District to facilitate financing options for the implementation of the SC SWP.  

Ultimately the SC SWP aims to protect and restore both groundwater quality and the coastal 

ecosystems of Suffolk County by implementing a County-wide wastewater plan targeting the 

reduction of nitrogen loading from wastewater sources by using a combination of sewering, 

cluster/decentralized wastewater treatment, and I/A OWTS. 

3.0  Proposed Action 
The Draft GEIS is being prepared to address the SEQRA requirements for the implementation of the 

SC SWP.  The proposed action is for the implementation of the SC SWP which will support the 

development of a County-wide wastewater management strategy to reduce nitrogen emanating 

from non-point wastewater sources. There are expected to be six major recommendations within 

the SC SWP as follows: 

 A recommended wastewater management strategy to reduce nitrogen pollution emanating 

from non-point wastewater sources.  The recommended wastewater management strategy 

will be developed using the methodology described in Attachment A; 

 The establishment of a water quality protection district; 
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 The use of innovative/alternative onsite wastewater treatment systems (I/A OWTS) in lieu of 

conventional septic systems; 

 The use of clustered/decentralized systems in select areas where individual onsite treatment 

systems are infeasible but where conventional sewage treatment plants (STPs) are not 

economically feasible; 

 The use of conventional STPs where existing studies confirm they are economically feasible; 

and, 

 The implementation of wastewater pilot areas to confirm the effectiveness of the proposed 

wastewater management nitrogen reduction approaches provided in the SC SWP. 

The SC SWP will develop its recommendations through a sequenced, technical based, approach 

using groundwater modeling to establish subwatershed boundaries for all of the County’s priority 

waterbodies, nitrogen load modeling to estimate nitrogen loads to each subwatershed, surface 

water modeling to estimate surface water residence times, and the evaluation of existing water 

quality.  The modeling results and water quality data will then be used to establish ‘priority areas’ 

for nitrogen reduction and to establish nitrogen load reduction goals for each priority area.   

Recommended wastewater upgrade alternatives capable of meeting the nitrogen load reduction 

goals that are established in the SC SWP will then be evaluated using cost-benefit techniques.  

Further description of the SC SWP scope is provided in Attachment A. 

1.0 Recommended Wastewater Management Strategy 
The evaluations provided in the SC SWP will be used to support the development of a County-wide 

wastewater management strategy. The SC SWP will evaluate nitrogen loading to groundwater and 

surface water and will evaluate the cost and benefits of wastewater management alternatives 

capable of achieving the recommended nitrogen load reduction goals assuming the following 

treatment methods: 

 Evaluate surface water sensitivity; 

 Establish tiered priority area boundaries for nitrogen reduction; 

 Establish nitrogen load reduction goals for each priority area; and, 

 Evaluate cost and benefits of wastewater management alternatives based primarily upon the 

following treatment methods: 

 Innovative/alternative onsite wastewater treatment systems (I/A OWTS); 

 Clustered/decentralized (“Appendix A”) systems; and, 

 Sewage Treatment Plants (STPs) to include only currently proposed projects. 

A description of the three treatment methods is provided below. Using the recommendations of the 

SC SWP, Suffolk County will work with policymakers and stakeholders to develop final 

recommended actions and establish a final recommended wastewater management strategy to 

reduce nitrogen within the priority areas of the County. The approach will be completed in phases 
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to focus resources at the County’s highest priority areas first (as defined in the SC SWP) and will 

consider activities that will prompt wastewater treatment upgrades under various scenarios 

including the following potential trigger points: 

 Cesspool failure; 

 New construction; 

 Reconstruction; 

 Property transfer; 

 Grandfathered residential sites with legacy cesspools; 

 Grandfathered residential sites with lot sizes below current Sanitary Code requirements; 

 Grandfathered Other Than Single Family Residential sites including grandfathered SPDES and 

failed denitrification system sites;  

 Large capacity cesspools, and  

 Phased upgrades homes and businesses with conventional septic systems within the tiered 

priority area boundaries defined in the SC SWP. 

Implementation of the scenarios identified above will require modification to Article V (General 

Sanitation) and Article VI (Realty Subdivisions, Developments and Other Construction Projects) of 

the Suffolk County Sanitary Code.  Finally, Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) programs used for 

sanitary density transfer (including both as-of-right and non-as-of-right) will be evaluated based on 

the recommendations in the SC SWP. It should be noted that the proposed action and associated 

GEIS under the current environmental review will not be an all-inclusive/exhaustive evaluation of 

all TDR programs in Suffolk County; however, it will identify preliminary environmental concerns 

for individual programs based upon sanitary density transfer and identify the need for subsequent 

detailed TDR program reviews. 

2.0  Water Quality Protection District and Responsible Management Entity 
The SC SWP will likely recommend the establishment of a Water Quality Protection District and 

Responsible Management Entity (RME) to provide the administrative and financial structure for 

Suffolk County to protect the County’s ground and surface water resources from further impacts 

from nitrogen loading associated with septic systems and cesspools.  The RME will oversee and 

manage the installation and long-term operation and maintenance of I/A OWTS. The SCDHS Office 

of Wastewater Management will serve as the RME.  The Water Quality Protection District would 

provide both a means by which to assign the capital obligation as a benefit assessment plus the 

establishment of a recurring revenue source to support implementation of the recommended 

wastewater management strategy.  

A water quality protection funding approach will be discussed which would be used to: 

 Provide a funding mechanism, such as low interest loans or grants, for the replacement of 

existing on-site systems by I/A OWTS as identified in the SC SWP; 
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 Provide a funding mechanism, such as low interest loans, grants, or a combination for 

clustered/decentralized systems; 

 Provide a funding mechanism, such as low interest loans, grants, or a combination, to provide 

enhanced nitrogen removal at Town and Village-owned wastewater treatment systems; 

 Provide a funding mechanism to support the installation of new advanced STPs and/or 

expansion of STPs within priority areas; and 

 Provide a funding mechanism for the RME. 

3.0  Innovative/Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 
I/A OWTS consist of individual onsite advanced nitrogen removal wastewater treatment units as 

currently defined in Article XIX of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code. 

It is anticipated that up to 360,000 existing residential onsite sanitary systems will eventually be 

converted to I/A OWTS using a phased approach. The details of the final proposed approach are 

anticipated to be developed by Suffolk County policymakers and stakeholders with guidance 

provided from the recommendations in the SC SWP. The use of I/A OWTS is expected to be 

expanded to Other Than Single Family Residential properties that meet the allowable flow/design 

limitations of approved technologies. 

As described previously, modification of Articles V and VI of the Sanitary Code will be required to 

define the conditions under which upgrade of existing cesspools or septic systems will be required.  

It should be noted that the adoption of Article XIX and associated I/A OWTS Construction Standards 

(both Residential and Commercial [i.e., Other than Residential]) has already undergone SEQRA 

environmental review. 

4.0  Clustered/Decentralized Systems 
Clustered/decentralized systems include small, pre-packaged STPs as defined in Appendix A of the 

Construction Standards for Sewage Disposal Systems Other Than Single Family Residences (e.g., the 

Commercial Standards) and Article VI of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code. The use of Appendix A 

systems is currently limited to design flows up to 15,000 gallons per day (gpd).  

Clustered/decentralized systems may be required and/or cost-beneficial at locations where I/A 

OWTS and STPs are not technically feasible or cost effective such as at mobile home parks, new 

housing developments, and grandfathered sites.  Modifications to Appendix A of the Commercial 

Standards and Article VI of the Sanitary Code are proposed to expand the application of 

clustered/decentralized systems in Suffolk County.  Modifications currently under consideration 

include: 

 Modification to allow treatment of flows up to 30,000 gpd; 

 Modification of Appendix A to reduce required separation distances; 

 Evaluation of the approval process to streamline retrofits (e.g., SCDHS approval only 

[proposed requirement] versus SCDHS and SCDPW approval [current requirement]); and, 
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 Development and implementation of site-specific treatment standards for grandfathered 

sites with Appendix A systems.  Site-specific treatment standards would conform with the 

proposed nitrogen limits for the priority areas defined by the SC SWP. 

5.  Sewage Treatment Plants 
New STPs and/or the expansion of existing STPs will be completed within priority wastewater 

treatment areas for enhanced nitrogen removal. STPs will be implemented in accordance with 

existing sewer studies completed by Suffolk County and Town/Village studies to the extent 

information is readily available.  Individual STP and/or related sewer infrastructure projects would 

require supplemental SEQRA environmental review. 

6.  Advanced Wastewater Treatment Pilot Areas 
Pilot tests will be completed by Suffolk County under a variety of geographic, land use, and 

demographic conditions to confirm the effectiveness of the proposed wastewater management 

nitrogen reduction approaches described herein.  Pilot testing will be completed for I/A OWTS and 

clustered/decentralized systems. Pilot test areas under consideration by the County include, but 

are not limited to: 

 Sites with grandfathered flows that predate Article VI of the Sanitary Code or include failed 

sulfur denitrification systems (residential and commercial); 

 Residential properties including lots with: 

 Small lot size 

 High groundwater table 

 Poor soils 

 

 Commercial properties (various use); 

 New York State and Suffolk County owned parks; 

 Other New York State, Suffolk County or other municipally owned properties including parks, 

libraries or schools; 

 Mobile home parks; and, 

 Seasonal population locations. 

In addition to the above, Suffolk County anticipates the installation of voluntary I/A OWTS at 

residential properties located throughout the County.  An estimate of the number of voluntary 

installations anticipated over the next few years is currently under development.  

The project area addressed by the GEIS is county-wide within the borders of Suffolk County.  

4.0 Generic Environmental Impact Statement Outline 
The Draft GEIS will evaluate the potential broad environmental issues resulting from 

implementation of the recommendations provided in the SC SWP. The GEIS will include discussions 

of the long-term environmental benefits and short-term construction-related impacts associated 
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with implementing the SC SWP recommendations. Site/parcel specific impacts such as change in 

individual lot development potential, zoning restrictions and demands on utility services will not be 

included in the GEIS as they are considered to be “site specific” and would be subject to 

supplemental SEQRA review.  

The sections that will be included in the GEIS as specified in 6 NYCRR Part 617.10 are outlined 

below. The list of relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the implementation of the 

proposed action are those identified as potential project impacts in Part 2 of the Full Environmental 

Assessment Form. 

1.0 Executive Summary – The Executive Summary will provide a succinct summary of the GEIS 

including the project description, major findings of the environmental analysis, mitigation 

recommendations, and topics requiring further site-specific study and assessment prior to 

implementation. 

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action, Purpose and Need – The Description of the Proposed 

Action, Purpose and Need will provide a concise description of the SC SWP including the 

County’s proposed wastewater management strategy for the reduction of nitrogen loading 

from wastewater and associated changes to Suffolk County’s Sanitary Code including its 

purpose, public need and benefits, as well as social and economic considerations. 

3.0 Existing Environmental Setting –The baseline environmental setting of the County will be 

described. The most current readily available data sources will be used. Characterization of 

priority subwatersheds and groundwater quality will be based on the data collected and 

compiled in the SC SWP.  Existing data sources to provide information on the environmental 

setting may include: 

 US Census Data and Suffolk County Planning Department reports  

 Town/Village Land Use maps and Zoning maps  

 County/Town/Village comprehensive plans and planning documents  

 Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey  

 USGS Maps and available topographic surveys  

 Suffolk County Groundwater Model mappings 

 NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program consultation  

 NYSDEC Wetland Maps & National Wetland Inventory Maps (online)  

 NYSDEC Sea Level Rise Projections (online and reflected in proposed regulation 6NYCRR 

Part 490) 

 USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation System (online) 

 NYSDEC 303(d) list and related Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) documentation 

 FEMA floodplain mapping (online)  

 State and National Registers of Historic Places (online)  
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 NYS OPRHP database (online)  

 Long Island Regional Economic Development Council’s Economic Development Plan for 

the Long Island Region 

 Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) databases 

 Aerial imagery 

 Long Island Commission on Aquifer Protection 

 Suffolk County Water Authority information, data, forecasts, etc. (SCWA data, etc.)  

 Relevant data from related studies, including, but not limited to: 

o Watershed delineation studies 

o Nitrogen load studies 

o Hydrodynamic studies (surface water residence time) 

o Ecological endpoints and water quality studies 

 

The existing data will be used to describe the following features within the County: 

 Physical Environment  

 Land Use 

 Groundwater (including potable water supply) and Surface Water 

 Natural Environment (threatened and endangered species, critical habitat, wetlands, 

floodplains) 

 Historic and Archeological Resources 

 Social Environment  

 Noise/Odor 

 Human Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials)  

 Consistency with Community Plans and Character 

4.0 Potential Impacts of Proposed Action – A statement and evaluation of potential significant 

adverse environmental impacts and the reasonable likelihood of their occurrence due to the 

proposed action will be included in this section of the GEIS. Based on a preliminary review of 

the proposed action, it is anticipated that implementation of the SC SWP and required County 

Sanitary Code changes could result in potential impacts to the following environmental 

parameters: 

 Land Use, Community Plans & Character 
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The proposed action is an early action item that is consistent with the goals and objectives of 

LINAP.  The proposed action will be assessed as to its consistency with the following regional 

and county water protection programs.  

o Long Island Pine Barrens Protection Act 

o Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

o Special Groundwater Protection Area Plan 

o Long Island Sound Study 

o Peconic Estuary Program 

o South Shore Estuary Reserve 

o Suffolk County Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 - Framework for the Future 

o Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan 

There is no new development associated with this action, however, the implementation of 

this action may affect new development, zoning, and existing land uses. Potential growth 

inducing aspect of this action will be addressed in Section 6.0 –Cumulative Impacts.  Site 

specific change are controlled by the current zoning and the policies and plans of the 

applicable Town or Village in Suffolk County. These site-specific changes would be subject to 

supplemental SEQRA environmental review(s). 

 Groundwater and Surface Water  

The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce nitrogen loading from onsite wastewater 

sources and thereby improve groundwater and surface water quality. This section will 

summarize the anticipated reductions in nitrogen loading to groundwater and to surface 

water bodies receiving groundwater baseflow as reported in the SC SWP.  Potential 

groundwater impacts (e.g., reduction in nitrogen concentrations in the aquifer at public 

supply wells) will be assessed based on existing data and the analyses presented in the SC 

SWP.  The potential benefits resulting from implementation of the SC SWP and revision to the 

Sanitary Code, such as reduced nitrate loading, will be presented.  While the evaluation will 

focus upon nitrogen reduction, the potential presence/reduction of other wastewater 

constituents such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs) will also be 

acknowledged.  

Surface water impacts will include potential impacts from changes to groundwater baseflow 

and nitrogen loading.  The wetlands, streams, and other waterbodies located throughout 

Suffolk County will be listed in the GEIS. The potential impact associated with the 

implementation of the proposed action on these natural resources will be qualitatively 

evaluated.  An evaluation of the potential impacts of wastewater management on 

groundwater levels and stream baseflows will be completed for two alternatives (e.g., the 

recommended wastewater management alternative and a hypothetical County-wide 

alternative providing sanitary sewers to all currently developed parcels) using the existing 

groundwater model. Potential salt water intrusion as a result of proposed sanitary sewering 

projects will be qualitatively evaluated. Detailed evaluations of potential impacts on 
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individual ecological communities and specific mitigation measures will not be addressed in 

the SC SWP DGEIS but may be required in future project-specific D/FEISs.  

The need to consider the impact of projected increases in sea level elevation with respect to 

development along the coast will be noted.  

 Natural Environment 

Because the implementation of treatment options may result in the removal or disturbance of 

vegetation and/or habitat, and habitat for threatened or endangered species exists 

throughout the County, the potential for impact to threatened and endangered species and 

critical habitat as well as significant natural communities and critical habitat within Suffolk 

County will be identified based on available data using online resources such as the NYSDEC 

Environmental Resource Mapper and US Fish and Wildlife Service Information, Planning, and 

Conservation System (USFWS iPaC).   

Floodplains or areas designated as 100-year and 500-year floodplain will be assessed for 

potential impact resulting from the SC SWP and associated code changes adopted as part of 

the proposed action. Reported results of the Sea, Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes 

(SLOSH) model from the National Hurricane Center may also be consulted to assess the 

potential for operational impacts during hurricanes. 

 Historic and Archaeological Resources 

Because construction of treatment systems would disturb soils, and because archaeological 

and historic resources are located throughout Suffolk County, the GEIS will contain a desktop 

assessment of potential impacts on historic and archaeological resources.  Potential for 

impact will be assessed based on known resources.  National Natural Landmarks such as the 

Orient State Park and Montauk State Park, historic districts and historical buildings and 

archaeological resources are located within Suffolk County. This section will note potential 

impacts to historic and archaeological resources, however specific assessments as may be 

required by NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation for implementation of a 

specific component of the SC SWP will be subject to supplemental SEQRA review(s). 

 Noise/Odors 

Noise associated with operation of wastewater treatment systems will be identified. 

Wastewater treatment has been associated with the potential to emit odors that could be 

noticeable off site.  Potential odors resulting from implementation of the recommended 

wastewater management alternative will be addressed generally.    While no noise or odor 

data collection or studies will be conducted as part of this GEIS, noise and odor data available 

to characterize operating Appendix A, I/A OWTS or STPs available from Suffolk County or the 

Towns will be included.  

 Human Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials) 

Because of the breadth of the SC SWP, areas that may have been the subject of a remedial 

action or adjacent areas could be included. The GEIS will acknowledge that the County 
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encompasses areas where contamination spills and remediation have previously occurred.  

Information from the USEPA Human Health Impact Assessment will be incorporated into the 

assessment.  New development is not part of the proposed action and an assessment of 

potential impacts would be subject to supplemental SEQRA review. 

 Environmental Justice Assessment  

The potential for the proposed action to impact people or communities unequally due to race, 

color, national origin, or income will be evaluated. The benefits will also be summarized.  

5.0 Short-term or Construction Impacts -  Construction-related impacts will be described 

in general in this section. Typical impacts related to construction that are identified in the 

EAF Part 2 include temporary impacts to: 

 Land, which may include excavation, vegetation removal, erosion/sediment control; 

 Surface Water, which may include new or expansion of treatment facilities; 

 Natural Environment, as ground disturbance would be required; 

 Historic/Archeological Resources, as ground disturbance would be required; 

 Noise, as construction equipment may produce sound levels above local code established 

limits, and  

 Human Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Materials), as construction may take 

place on parcels adjacent to land under remediation.   No risk assessment will be included 

within the GEIS.  However, a summary of potential human health benefits associated with 

nitrogen reduction in groundwater and surface water will be included.  

Although no parcel-specific analyses will be completed, the potential need for modification to 

existing buildings and plumbing to facilitate installation of a new I/A OWTS or connection to 

an STP will be identified. Site-specific construction related impacts will be evaluated against 

the SEQRA triggers and may therefore be the subject of subsequent reviews under SEQRA.  

6.0 Cumulative Impacts – A general overview of the cumulative impacts of SC SWP 

implementation on the environment, natural resources and cultural environment will be 

provided.  This will include; 

 Water export/impact to water supply - The cumulative impacts of water export (e.g., 

moving wastewater from one subwatershed to another as a result of wastewater 

treatment) upon the groundwater table and upon stream baseflows from SWP 

implementation will be evaluated using the existing groundwater model.    The evaluation 

of water export will not include detailed evaluations on the ecology of estuarine or 

freshwater ecosystems; however, it will provide an initial understanding on the potential 

for sewering to impact these ecosystems in the context of the estimated decrease in 

groundwater levels. 
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 The cumulative impacts of SWP implementation upon the County’ water supply will 

consider potential impacts to both water quantity and water quality.  Potential impacts to 

water quantity will be evaluated by incorporation of new or increased surface water 

discharges of treated wastewater effluent into the baseline water budgets presented in 

the Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan and comparison of 

the baseline and post-SWP implementation water budgets.  Cumulative impacts to water 

quality will be based on nitrogen concentrations and will be assessed using the 

groundwater model-simulated impacts to nitrogen concentrations after the SWP is 

implemented. 

 Potential for growth inducement within the County –  There is no new development 

associated with the proposed action; however, the implementation of the proposed action 

may affect future development potential, demand for utilities, and existing land uses.  The 

GEIS will identify any subwatersheds where SWP implementation is anticipated to reduce 

nitrogen loading to levels that are lower than the nitrogen reduction targets.  While site 

specific changes within these subwatersheds are controlled by the current zoning, 

policies and plans of the applicable Suffolk County Towns and Villages this section will 

consider the growth inducing aspects that SWP implementation could prompt. Site-

specific and/or municipality specific growth options will be subject to supplemental 

SEQRA review. 

 Energy Demand (Greenhouse Gas impact) – The cumulative impacts of SWP 

implementation upon energy demand will be estimated using the total estimated parcels 

connected to I/A OWTS, cluster systems, and new/expanded STPs and typical I/A OWTS 

energy requirements (using data available from Suffolk County’s existing I/A 

demonstration program, the Center for Clean Water Technology and/or manufacturers), 

typical cluster system energy requirements (using data available from the literature and 

manufacturers) and STP energy requirements (using existing data from Suffolk County 

Department of Public Works.  

7.0 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts -This section will summarize those impacts that cannot 

be avoided or adequately mitigated if the SC SWP strategies and Sanitary Code changes are 

implemented. 

8.0 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources -This section will discuss 

those nonrenewable natural resources that will be used in the implementation of the SC SWP. 

Trade-offs between short-term losses and long-term benefits will be addressed qualitatively 

in this section. 

9.0 Mitigative Measures -Where significant project related impacts are identified based on 

the analysis conducted in the draft GEIS, measures to mitigate these potential impacts to the 

extent practicable will be suggested. This will include potential short-term construction as 

well as long-term operational impacts.  For example, measures to reduce the potential for soil 

erosion during construction and traffic control measures (signage, flag persons, etc.) to avoid 

impacts on motorists and emergency vehicles will be identified. Potential operational 

mitigation measures would include I/A OWTS designs that incorporates good engineering 

practices and maintenance contracts and use of the RME to oversee design, construction, and 
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operation of I/A OWTS. Those impacts that cannot be mitigated will be reviewed under 

“Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.” 

Site specific mitigation measures will be the subject of supplemental SEQRA review. 

10.0 Alternatives Analysis – This section of the GEIS will include a description and 

evaluation of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that consider the goals and 

objectives of the County. The following alternatives will be evaluated in the Draft GEIS: 

 No Action Alternative: Continued use of septic systems and the patchwork of wastewater 

collection and treatment systems that currently exist within the County 

 County-wide centralized wastewater collection and treatment systems (expansion of 

existing sewer districts and/or establishment of new sewer districts) to treat wastewater 

from existing developed parcels 

 Limiting nitrogen loading by increasing minimum lot sizes county-wide 

 County purchase of ‘priority areas’ through the use of Open Space funding 

 Dual plumbing/dual water systems 

11.0 Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs) - The County’s use of TDRs if included as an 

implementation strategy in the SC SWP will be discussed in general terms.  Specific TDR 

Programs would be the subject of supplemental SEQRA review.  

12.0 Project/Site-Specific D/FEIS Requirements -There is no new development associated 

with the proposed action, however, the implementation of the proposed action may affect 

future development potential, demand for utilities, and existing land uses. Potential impacts 

to the natural or physical environment as well as utilities and community services due to site 

specific projects will be addressed by subsequent SEQRA review.  This section will provide a 

description of specific conditions or criteria under which a future action or actions that would 

require additional review under SEQR.  Example thresholds or criteria that would trigger 

supplemental or site-specific EISs to address site specific or municipality specific actions will 

be provided. 

List of References 

Glossary of Terms 

Technical Appendices: 

 SEQRA documentation including Positive Declaration and Final Scoping Document 

 Subwatershed Wastewater Plan, to be incorporated by reference 

 Subwatershed Wastewater Plan Project Task Reports 
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5.0 SEQR Next Steps 
Preparation of the GEIS will begin, based upon the outline of the content and evaluations identified 

in this Final Scoping Document.    

6.0 Public Comments Received 
 Both verbal comments and written comments on the Draft Scoping Document were received.  

Transcripts of the public scoping meetings are included in this document as Attachment B.  Written 

comments that were received by December 13, 2016 are included in this document as Attachment 

C.    

Written comments were received from the following interested parties: 

 Friends of Georgica Pond, December 2, 2016 

 Peconic Baykeeper, December 12, 2016 

 The Nature Conservancy, December 12, 2016 

 Town of Brookhaven, December 13, 2016 

 Central Pine Barrens, December 13, 2016 

The location within this Final Scoping Document where the response to each comment may be 

found has been indicated within each comment letter and Public Scoping Hearing transcript. 

6.1 Comments on the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP) 
Scope    
A number of public comments identified topics that will be evaluated in the Suffolk County 

Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP).  As such, they will become part of the Proposed Action.  

The SC SWP will be included in the GEIS as an Appendix. 

The following public comments will be incorporated into the scope of the GEIS in this manner: 

Central Pine Barrens 1(b):  Please explain the methodology used to “evaluate surface water 

sensitivity” and define the term “sensitivity” as it is used.   

Central Pine Barrens 1(c):  Please explain the methodology to be used in the plan to “evaluate 

nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface water.”  For example, will the plan examine the 

existing and build out development potential of all communities in the County to evaluate the 

expected nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface water resources?  What benchmark will be 

used to determine maximum nitrogen loading to water resources and what are the acceptable 

limits?  

Central Pine Barrens 1(d): Please elaborate on how and for whom the costs and benefits of 

wastewater management alternatives will be evaluated. Will the analysis of benefits be in regard to 

those that accrue to property owners, Towns and developers or benefits to that accrue to ecological 

and water resources or a combination thereof?  
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Central Pine Barrens 2(a):  Please identify the timeframe for and the triggers that will require 

installation of an alternative treatment system and modifications to a property such as when new 

construction is proposed or in application to build an expansion of 50% or more of a structure.  

Please also identify the application phase(s) when it will be required, such as site plan review, 

subdivision review, Zoning Board of Appeals variance application, building permit phase, etc.  

Central Pine Barrens 2(b):  The installation of a new treatment system may require other 

potentially significant modifications to a property, other than the replacement of one system with 

another, including, but not limited to, plumbing and waste line realignment, rerouting and 

installation; shoring up structures; site disturbance; potential clearing on a property encumbered 

by covenants or easements and alterations to existing structures and property.  Costs to a property 

owner may be a limiting factor. Therefore, please identify funding mechanisms and compliance and 

enforcement staffing, fees, and fines to implement the plan (Note: A range of costs will be provided 

in the SC SWP along with an estimate of staffing.  Please see Section 6.2.2.) 

Central Pine Barrens 3(c):  Please explain how the goals and objective of the plan are met if new 

or expanded STPs are not designed and constructed.  

Central Pine Barrens 5(a) “Groundwater and Surface water” Bullet 1:  This section discusses 

improving groundwater and surface water quality. Please identify how “improvement” will be 

measured and what standard or standards will be applied to measure improvements including, but 

not limited to, drinking water quality standards, ecological standards, recreational activity 

standards, etc. Are public water suppliers involved in the project to measure potential 

“improvement”, if applicable, to drinking water supplies?   

Central Pine Barrens 5(a) “Groundwater and Surface Water” Bullet 3: This section indicates the 

presence/reduction of other wastewater constituents such as pharmaceuticals and personal care 

products (PPCPs) will also be acknowledged. Please identify how PPCPs will be remedied and will 

new systems provide a remedy and to what extent, if any?  

Central Pine Barrens 5(a)” Groundwater and Surface Water” Bullet 4: The scope states “surface 

water impacts will include potential impacts from changes to “groundwater baseflow.” Please 

identify or define “groundwater baseflow” and how it is impacted /altered.  

Central Pine Barrens 5 (a) “Plants and Animals” Bullet 1: Please identify proximity and 

disturbance to wetlands and travel time. 

Central Pine Barrens 5(a) “Economics” Bullet 2: This section should describe in further detail the 

proposed “Water Quality District,” what it is, who is in it, where it is, how it will be funded, and 

compliance and enforcement procedures to be established in a Water Quality District  

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (i) Alternatives: “…. Please clarify that although separate public and 

private entities may own and manage facilities in the County, the SCDHS is the regulatory authority 

responsible for implementing the Sanitary Code for approval and compliance of facilities ….”    

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (iii) Alternatives: Prior to implementing requirements for 360,000 

properties to comply with new regulations, please consider a short-term alternative for voluntary 
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participation or potentially new development including new residential subdivisions and 

commercial and industrial site plans. 

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (v):  In the potential alternative for the County to acquire land through 

open space funding in the defined “priority area” please consider referring to recent amendments 

to the Community Preservation Fund (CPF) that allow a percentage of funds to be used toward 

water quality improvement initiatives. Clarify if funds in the CPF would be available for use in this 

project. In addition, please consider a recommendation to or alternative for municipalities, 

including Towns and Villages in the County where a CPF does not exist, to explore and consider 

establishing a CPF to manage the acquisition of priority areas. This may provide a revenue source to 

acquire land in priority areas and minimize financial impacts to residents in priority areas.  

The Nature Conservancy, Proposed Action, Section 2 Grandfathering, seventh paragraph: 

Finally, the use of shallow, narrow drainfields should be included, in place of cesspits.  (Note: Use of 

shallow, narrow drainfields will be an alternative evaluated in the SC SWP, which will be included 

in the GEIS as an Appendix). 

The Nature Conservancy, Advanced Wastewater Treatment Pilot Areas, Section 6: In this 

section, we recommend adding other somewhat novel approaches to nitrogen reduction, including 

but not limited to, water re-use, resource recovery from wastewater (e.g., efforts to use macro-algae 

as fertilizer), urine-diversion and composting toilets, botanical treatment projects, wetland 

restoration, and buffers along water bodies, especially at agricultural sites.  

The Nature Conservancy, Potential Impacts of Proposed Action, Fifth bullet:  "Economics" is 

outlined in unjustifiably narrow terms. Water quality undergirds Long Island's economy in many 

respects: some 40% of the island 's businesses are considered water-dependent-either freshwater 

or surface waters. Real estate values are influenced by water quality.  That means property tax 

revenues depend on water quality, as does the multi -billion-dollar tourist industry of Long Island. 

If water quality deteriorates further, all of these economic indices will suffer.  Accordingly, the costs 

of not acting to reduce nitrogen to necessary levels must be considered in addition to the "potential 

economic benefits" of improved water quality.  (Note: Economic benefits associated with 

installation, maintenance and monitoring of the new I/A OWTS will also be identified in the SWP 

based upon literature reported estimates.  The Economy sector of the USEPA 3VS model will 

estimate how changes in the water quality of coastal embayments will affect water-dependent 

elements of the local economy, including tourism and recreational and commercial fishing. 

Information from the USEPA Suffolk County 3VS model will be incorporated to the extent that it is 

available within the project timeframe.    Likewise, information regarding the potential cost/benefit 

to the septic industry and potential cost/benefit to property values in Suffolk County will be 

referenced from available resources being produced through Stony Brook University, to the extent 

that they are available within the project timeframe.  

Kevin McDonald, The Nature Conservancy, December 1st, verbal comment, page 43 of transcript: 

“…. Getting those targets with a measure of safety …” 

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 51 of transcript: “At below 10 

mg/L I think we need to flesh out the commercial vs residential input.”   
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Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 52 of transcript: “The science 

has to be de-coupled from the cost benefit analysis …  define the loading and the various scenarios, 

the various remedies.  Put aside the cost benefit and then ultimately bring that in obviously …”  

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 53 of transcript: “… Triggers 

for the upgrades; mandates, time of property transfer ….  And I think it should go a step further 

actually identifying what the reductions would be based on what the reasonable timeframes are.  

We probably have an idea of what the property transfer is …. What is that in Suffolk County and 

how quickly do we … achieve the goals in nitrogen reduction?”   

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 54 of transcript: “This may be 

an omission, perhaps not, sea level rise and coastal inundation.  That has to be factored into the 

analysis …”     

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, pages 54-55 of transcript: “What 

are the build-out scenarios? .... here’s our reduction … what does that mean for ultimate build out 

for potential increased density?”  

Barbara Blass, December 1st, verbal comment, page 56 of transcript: “…. Each of the five east end 

towns has a loose plan where they have identified priority areas and projects which would be 

eligible to receive monies through the CPF.  And I’m just wondering how they are going to interface 

with your priority areas and just a general understanding of how it’s going to work together.”   

(Note: Suffolk County is making efforts to coordinate the SC SWP with Town CPF programs.)  

Friends of Georgica Pond, Our preliminary thinking is that we want to advocate for voluntary 

upgrade of septic systems (+/- 75) around the pond in the coming year and the look for 

partnerships with the Town CPF and County within critical areas of the watershed, especially the 

commercial district of Wainscott.   (Note: Suffolk County will continue to coordinate with the 

Friends of Georgica Pond to identify opportunities for aligning efforts; any projects that are aligned 

with the SC SWP objectives that are identified during SC SWP development will be included.) 

6.2 Issues Identified during Scoping that Have Not Been Incorporated into the 
Final Scope 
Not all of the comments that were received on the Draft Scoping Document can be fully addressed 

within the Scope of this GEIS, for a variety of reasons.  Some identify issues that are not within the 

control of the project sponsor (e.g., future growth and development), and some will be more 

appropriately considered by a D/FEIS for a specific project.  The comments that have not been 

incorporated into the final scope of the GEIS are identified in the following pages. 

6.2.1 Comments that Would Best be Addressed in a Project-Specific D/FEIS or 
Supplemental GEIS 

Central Pine Barrens 1(a): What impact, if any, will the Plan have on the Pine Barrens Credit 

(PBC) program, specifically the standards allowing redemption of PBCs to increase sanitary flow in 

a typical septic system? 

Central Pine Barrens 3(a):  Although this section states “New STPs and/or expansion of existing 

STPs will be completed … “it is not clear how facilities will be funded and where they will be sited. It 
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is worth noting in the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Standard 5.3.3.1.2, 

Sewage treatment plant discharge states, “Where deemed practical by the County or State, sewage 

treatment plant discharge shall be outside and downgradient of the Central Pine Barrens.  

Denitrification systems that are approved by the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation of the Suffolk County Department of Health Services may be used in lieu of a sewage 

treatment plant.”  It would be helpful to review preliminary plans or assessments of potential new 

sewage treatment plants (STPs) or upgrades, if any, that are proposed to occur in the Central Pine 

Barrens region.   

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (ii):  The scope should identify alternatives and existing conditions and 

processes that may not be capturing opportunities for improvements and identify potential 

modifications in practices or review processes that could occur to improve environmental 

conditions.  Will the plan make recommendations to other involved agencies regarding zoning or 

changes to development standards that may improve conditions? Will the plan recommend changes 

that would require the retirement of Development Rights or Pine Barrens Credits or land 

preservation in instances of nonconforming subdivision or increases in land use density or 

intensity to offset potential environmental impacts?  

Kevin McAllister, Defend H2O, December 1st, verbal comment, page 53 of transcript: 

“Grandfathering … ultimately the goal has to be to eliminate grandfathering …” (Note: Suffolk 

County is currently evaluating changes to Article 5 and 6 to address grandfathering.  Changes that 

fall outside of the project timeframe would be subject to supplemental GEIS.)  

6.2.2 Comments That Are Beyond the Scope of the SC SWP/GEIS 

Town of Brookhaven, Comment 1.  On page 2, Section 2.0, #1 Recommended Wastewater 

Management Strategy an additional point should be added that states: “Identify surface water 

numeric nutrient standard for nitrogen”.  The NYSDEC has this authority, and is in the process of 

developing numeric nutrient standards for New York surface waters.   

Town of Brookhaven Comment 2.  On page 2, Section 2.0 #1 There is a list indicating activities 

that will prompt wastewater treatment upgrades.  Consider adding a category of “Illegal Rental 

Properties”.  These properties often house a disproportionately large number of people and so may 

have substantially higher nitrogen loading than similarly sized non-rental properties.  There may be 

an opportunity to work with the Towns to require installation of I/A systems at these properties as 

part of legal settlements.  

Kevin McDonald, TNC, December 1st; verbal comment, page 42-43, transcript: “… ask them where 

they want to have growth centers and tell everybody up front … “ 

Central Pine Barrens 1(e):  The scope of the plan’s consideration of activities that will prompt 

wastewater treatment upgrades under various scenarios should include financial and other costs 

incurred by property owners, including the expenditure of time when properties are sold and 

purchased by new owners. The potential costs that will be passed onto new owners or included in 

sales should be assessed. A timeframe for compliance and enforcement provisions should be 

provided.  
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Central Pine Barrens 2(b):  The installation of a new treatment system may require other 

potentially significant modifications to a property, other than the replacement of one system with 

another, including, but not limited to, plumbing and waste line realignment, rerouting and 

installation; shoring up structures; site disturbance; potential clearing on a property encumbered 

by covenants or easements and alterations to existing structures and property.  Costs to a property 

owner may be a limiting factor. Therefore, please identify funding mechanisms and compliance and 

enforcement staffing, fees, and fines to implement the plan.  (Note: Please see Section 6.1 as much of 

this comment will be addressed in the SC SWP.  Fees and Fines will not be determined in the SC 

SWP or GEIS.) 

Central Pine Barrens 5 (c) (iv):  An alternative that requires retirement of a development right, 

flow credit, or Pine Barrens Credit, in cases of substandard subdivisions, increases in density or 

land use intensity, should be considered prior to implementing regulations that require alternative 

treatment systems.  (Note: The intent of this comment as it relates to the scope of the GEIS is not 

clear) 

The Nature Conservancy: Proposed Action:  A project should be considered “proposed” if it has 

been seriously discussed, including for example, the proposed expansion of the Oakdale STP and 

Greenport STP.  (Note: STP projects that are proposed for incorporation into the SC WP do not 

necessarily include “all” STP studies that have been proposed or discussed historically.  As an early 

action LI NAP element intended to build upon readily available data, the SC SWP will only consider 

STPs that have existing sufficient information that can be used for the SC SWP [for example, existing 

feasibility studies].  Note also that as identified in the Scoping Document, all STP projects will be 

subject to individual SEQRA review.)  

The Nature Conservancy, Proposed Action, Grandfathering, Paragraph 6: Regarding the phrase 

"failed denitrification system sites" requires elaboration in the bullet point “Grandfathered Other 

Than Single Family Residential sites including grandfathered SPDES and failed denitrification 

system sites.”  The GEIS should say where these sites are and how they have been measured.  (Note: 

Suffolk County is evaluating options for scanning existing Office of Wastewater Management 

records and indexing them to individual parcels. If this project comes to fruition the identification 

of grandfathered SPDES and failed denitrification system sites would be evaluated during the 

scanning and indexing process.) 

The Nature Conservancy – Existing Environmental Setting, Physical Environment:  – Add to 

bullet points: Sediment characteristics.  (Note: Sediment characteristics was not identified as a 

potential area of impact during EAF preparation). 

The Nature Conservancy – Alternatives Analysis:  As referenced in our introductory paragraph, 

the "no action alternative" does not really exist. It implies that if the County does not act, no one 

else will-and that is simply incorrect.  The County has already approved Section 19 of the sanitary 

code and has authorized new I/A technology, such that towns may require use of these systems, 

and individuals may install them voluntarily.  Further, the Long Island Nitrogen Action Plan will 

propose certain actions, if not require them, and the same can be said with the Long Island Sound 

and Peconic Estuary TMDLs. 
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And additional TMDLs may be created in Suffolk County related to nitrogen on the basis of the 

State's compliance with the federal Clean Water Act.) Accordingly, "no action" is not really possible. 

The "no action" alternative here is no action of the sort proposed, or no additional action at this 

time, but what exactly does that mean?  No  subwatersheds delineated, no goals set, no amendment 

to Articles 5 and 6, no attempts at uniform implementation, etc.-or the undertaking of these tasks 

by other entities? The absence of active County involvement while others act is a separate 

alternative that must be addressed in the GEIS.  (Note: SEQRA requires consideration of the No 

Action alternative.  The No Action alternative will, however, recognize the potential roles of other 

stakeholders.) 

Peconic Baykeeper:  SEQRA mandates that a lead agency identify the relevant areas of 

environmental concern, take a “hard look” at any potential impacts and provide a reasoned 

elaboration for its conclusions. In the process, the lead agency is obligated to consider a variety of 

potential impacts including short-term, long-term, primary, secondary and cumulative impacts. 

Cumulative impacts include any potential impacts associated with “reasonably related” actions. In 

this case, there are a host of reasonably related actions that should be considered in conjunction 

with the GEIS for the subwatersheds wastewater plan. In addition to the County’s water resources 

management plan, this should include as a minimum the following: 

Reclaim Our Waters Initiative - The Subwatersheds Study was described as a "sub-component" of 

the County Executive’s Reclaim Our Waters Initiative. As such, the potential impacts assessed in the 

GEIS should include all reasonably related actions contained within the broader policy document 

referred to as the Reclaim Our Waters Initiative.  

Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan - The County has recently released a 

“Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan” which has served as the foundation for 

initiatives like the Subwatersheds study. However, the Water Resources Management Plan has 

never been adopted by the County, nor have the potential environmental impacts of its 

recommendations been reviewed under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 

Resource management plans are defined as Type I Actions under SEQRA. As such, if the County’s 

water resources management plan is to be used to support amendments to the sanitary code or 

studies such as the subwatersheds wastewater plan, it should be analyzed under SEQRA in 

conjunction with the subwatersheds study. 

The Sanitary Code - Recent and ongoing updates to the Suffolk County Sanitary Code are a direct 

result of the information prepared and analyzed as a part of the comprehensive water resources 

management plan. Segmentation is inconsistent with SEQRA and the division of reasonably related 

actions like the update of the sanitary code, the release of the water resources management plan 

and the subwatersheds wastewater plan represents an impermissible segmentation of these 

reasonably related actions.  

Sewer Capacity Study - The County has previously prepared a sewer capacity study that analyzed 

the expansion of existing sewage treatment plants and the potential development of new systems. 

Sewer capacity and the permitting of innovative alternative on-site wastewater systems are also 

reasonably related actions to the subwatersheds study. Accordingly, the impacts of these plans 

should be considered in conjunction with the subwatersheds study.  
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County Comprehensive Plan - The County recently adopted a new comprehensive plan. Land use 

plans are Type I Actions under SEQRA. Despite this fact, the County deemed the adoption of the 

plan a Type II Action. Since resource management is a necessary component of a properly prepared 

comprehensive plan, the recently released water resources management plan should be considered 

a component of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The potential environmental impacts of the 

comprehensive plan should be considered in conjunction with the GEIS for the subwatersheds 

study.  

County Regional Transportation and Development Plan - The County recently released a “Regional 

Transportation and Development Plan” which details infrastructure needs and potential economic 

development opportunities. This study, the comprehensive plan, the updates to the sanitary code 

and the sewer capacity study are all reasonably related actions under SEQRA. Accordingly, all 

associated potential impacts including cumulative impacts, should be considered at this time.  

Bergen Point Expansion - The County recently approved a 10 million gallon per day expansion of 

the Bergen Point STP. In addition, the County is currently considering a 7-mile main extension from 

the Bergen Point Plant to the project known as the Ronkonkoma Hub. This project also includes a 

second main for the connection of both existing and proposed development along Veterans 

Memorial Highway. These are also reasonably related actions under SEQRA, the cumulative impact 

of which has never been assessed. Accordingly, the GEIS for the subwatersheds study should 

incorporate these actions as well.  

In summary, the County is in the process of expanding sewering, implementing innovative on-site 

wastewater systems and updating the sanitary code. All of these reasonably related actions will 

impact water resources throughout the County. The County has an obligation to assess the 

cumulative impact of these reasonably related actions and development-related impacts resulting 

from increased wastewater capacity. To date, it has failed to do so. The subwatersheds wastewater 

plan represents an opportunity to secure compliance with SEQRA. We recommend that the scope of 

the GEIS be expanded to consider the full range of potential environmental impacts consistent with 

SEQRA. 

 



In accordance with Suffolk County’s Reclaim Our Water initiative and the Long Island Nitrogen Action Plan* 
(LINAP – see note 4), Suffolk County is pursuing proactive measures to reduce nitrogen pollution to our 
waters. The Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan (2015; “Comp Water Plan”) 
characterized negative trends in the quality of groundwater in the upper glacial and Magothy aquifers in 
recent decades. The Comp Water Plan linked increasing nitrogen levels in groundwater not only to drinking 
water, but also to surface waters, including significant adverse impacts of nitrogen on dissolved oxygen, 
harmful algal blooms (“HABs”), eelgrass and other submerged aquatic vegetation, wetlands, shellfish, and, 
ultimately, coastal resiliency. For the first time, the Comp Water Plan established an integrated framework 
to address the legacy problem of onsite wastewater disposal systems in a meaningful manner; with 
acknowledgement that patchwork sewering will not be sufficient to solve the problem.  
 

The Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SC SWP) will provide a recommended wastewater 
management strategy to reduce nitrogen pollution from non-point wastewater sources.  To support 
development of the recommended wastewater management strategy, a sequenced, technically driven 
series of evaluations will be completed as follows: 
 
 Delineation of the County’s priority subwatersheds (~189 individual surface water receiving bodies)  

using the existing Suffolk County Groundwater Model.  The groundwater model provides a common 
platform of assumptions and boundary conditions  to ensure a uniform and consistent set of 
subwatersheds boundaries (see note 1). 

 
 The generation of land use based annual nitrogen loading rates for each of the subwatersheds using the 

existing Suffolk County Groundwater Model mass transport module (see notes 1, 2 and 3). 
 
 The development of surface water residence times for each of the 189 surface water bodies using the 

Environmental Fluids Dynamic Code (EFDC) modeling software.  
 
 The establishment of baseline water quality using existing readily available surface water data from  

available studies and monitoring programs completed within Suffolk County.  
 
 Using the results of the modeling efforts and baseline water quality, tiered priority areas will be 

established for wastewater management upgrades.  The objective of establishing tiered priority areas is 
to provide a framework for implementing the recommended wastewater alternative in a phased 
approach which would focus the allocation of funding and resources on the highest priority areas (see 
note 1). 
 

 Following the establishment of tiered priority areas, preliminary load reduction goals will be developed 
for each surface water body using empirical data relationships, existing regulatory target guidelines, and 
other readily available data sources from related studies (see note 1).  
 

 Finally, recommendations for wastewater management upgrades will be provided for each priority tier 
based upon the ability to meet nitrogen load reduction goals (see notes 1, 5, and  6).   

  

* The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) and the Long Island Regional Planning 
Council (LIRPC) are, in partnership with numerous local governments and interested organizations on Long Island, 
embarking on development of the Long Island Nitrogen Action Plan (LINAP) 
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Notes: 
 

1. A parallel evaluation will be completed for the protection of groundwater and public and private supply 
wells.  The evaluation will use the Suffolk County Groundwater Model to estimate predicted nitrogen 
concentrations in public supply wells and groundwater and required load reduction through wastewater 
management to reduce nitrogen concentrations to agreed upon endpoints. 
 

2. The SC SWP will calculate the total nitrogen loads from all major sources (e.g.,. wastewater, residential 
fertilizer, agriculture, deposition, and pet wastes).  While these loads will be considered in the 
determination of  an overall first order reduction goal for a water body, the focus of the SC SWP will be 
assigning nitrogen load reduction goals for non-point wastewater sources to support achievement of 
the overall load reduction goals.  LINAP and/or other related future initiatives will further consider these 
loads and reductions, and will expand on alternate available management measures such as permeable 
reactive barriers and in-water aquaculture.   
 

3. The Suffolk County Groundwater Model will be used to support the identification of areas  where legacy 
nitrogen may be of concern.  However, the SC SWP evaluations will not include legacy nitrogen in its 
evaluations. LINAP and/or other related future initiatives will further consider these loads and will 
expand on alternate available management measures such as permeable reactive barriers and in-water 
aquaculture.  
 

4. The SC SWP is considered an early action/initial step of the overall long-term LINAP program.  In 
addition to being a guide for establishing County wastewater policy, the primary objective of the SC 
SWP will be to provide critical information regarding data gaps, areas requiring further detailed study, 
and ultimately to provide data that can support long-term LINAP scope refinement and focus and other 
related initiatives ongoing throughout Suffolk County (e.g., Long Island Sound Study, Peconic Estuary 
Program, South Shore Estuary Reserve, and related Town/Village initiatives). In alignment with these 
objectives, the SC SWP will be executed on an accelerated timetable and will not include the generation 
of new, sophisticated models that are typically used for Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies. 
Rather, the SWP will build, expand, and unify existing individual models and studies from the wealth of 
resources that already exist.   
 

5. Recommended wastewater upgrades will focus on the use of I/A OWTS, the use of sewering at locations 
where existing sewer feasibility studies indicate sewering is cost effective, and the use of 
decentralized/clustered systems (e.g., small pre-packaged treatment plants or I/A OWTS that connect 
multiple tax lots or buildings together).  The SC SWP cost benefit analysis will, amongst other 
evaluations, identify the criteria and locations where  the use of decentralized/clustered systems 
represent the most cost-beneficial wastewater management approach.  In addition, the SC SWP will 
evaluate and provide preliminary recommendations on how to overcome some of the potential 
challenges associated with implementing these systems  (e.g., existing setback constraints, long-term 
O&M  responsibility, approval process, etc.).  Finally, increase of the minimum lot size may be 
considered in select subwatersheds where sufficient undeveloped land exists to provide a meaningful 
environmental benefit. 
 

6. The SC SWP will include a recommended implementation plan.  The recommended implementation 
plan will balance the need for providing a program acclimation period (e.g., hire staff for Responsible 
Management Entity, training of industry, industry market preparation, and funding source 
identification) with providing an aggressive implementation approach that provides meaningful 
environmental benefit. 
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Town of 

Brookhaven 

Long Island 

Edward P. Romaine, Supervisor 

Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
Office of Ecology 
360 Yaphank Avenue, Suite 28 
Yaphank, NY 11980 
Ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov 

December 13, 2016 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

I commend the County on moving ahead with the Suffolk County Subwatersheds 
Wastewater Plan. The Town agrees with the approach to SEQRA compliance of the 
completion of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement. Below please find comments 
on the Draft Seeping Document for the Generic Environmental Impact Statement being 
completed for the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. 

Comment 1. On page 2, Section 2.0, #1 Recommended Wastewater Management p~. 1 t-
Strategy an additional point should be added that states: "Identify surface water 
numeric nutrient standard for nitrogen". Numeric nutrient standards for surface waters 
vary depending on a variety of factors (freshwater, salt water, nutrient poor ecosystem). 
The NYSDEC is in the process of developing numeric nutrient standards for New York 
surface waters. 

Comment 2. On page 2, Section 2.0 #1 There is a list indicating activities that will ~5 . 1 
prompt wastewater treatment upgrades. Consider adding a category of "Illegal Rental 
Properties". These properties often house a disproportionately large number of people 
and so may have substantially higher nitrogen loading than similarly sized non-rental 
properties. There may be an opportunity to work with the Towns to require installation 
of 1/A systems at these properties as part of legal settlements. 

Comment 3. On page 5, Section 3.0 Purpose and Need- Consider adding a sentence f':3 · C. 
noting that reducing nitrogen loading is necessary to enhance coastal resiliency 
including storm and flood protection offered by marshes. 

Comment 4. On page 6, Section 4.0, #3 Existing Environmental Setting- consider P:3· "j-
adding official New York State projections for sea level rise to the list of data sources to 
be consulted. 

Planning, Environment and Land Management 
Tullio Bertoli, AICP, Commissioner 

Brenda Prusinowski, AICP, Chief Deputy Commissioner 
One Independence Hill • Farmingville • NY 11738 • Phone (631) 451-6400 • Fax (631) 451-6419 

www.brookhaven.org 



Comment 5. On page 7, Section 4.0, #4- Consider adding Long Island Regional ?-
Economic Development Council's Strategic Economic Development Plan for the Long Pj· 
Island Region to the list. In general this document makes a strong case for Long 
Island's economy being directly tied to maintaining high water quality. 

Comment 6. Page 8, Section 4.0 Item Plants and Animals- the potential for water f'!J. 'I 
tables to be affected by sewering should be identified. Data from Nassau County 
should be used to identify potential impacts to ecological communities from sewering. 
In addition the potential for salt water intrusion to the aquifer should be examined. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Graves Edward P. Romaine 
Chief Environmental Analyst Supervisor 

Planning, Environment and Land Management 
Tullio Bertoli, AICP, Commissioner 

Brenda Prusinowski, AICP, Chief Deputy Commissioner 
One Independence Hill• Fanningville • NY 11738 • Phone (631) 451-6400 • Fax (631) 451-6419 

www.brookhaven.org 



PINE 
BARRENS 

Carrie Meek Gallagher 
Clrainvoman 

Steven BelJone 
Member 

EdWard P. Romaine 
Membe1· 

Jay H. Schneiderman 
Member 

Sean M. Walter 
Member 

624 Old Riverhead Road 
Westhampton Beach. NY 

11978 

Phone (631) 288-1079 
Fax (631) 288-1367 
www.pb.state.ny.us 

Via U.S. Mail and email to: f.:eu.zeg§i@~!!.ilQll$fflJ111t\'!IV."ov 

December 13,2016 

Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
Office of Ecology 
360 Yaphank Avenue, Suite 2B 
Yaphank, NY 11980 

Re: Draft Scope for the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Suffolk County Snbwatersheds Wastewater Plan 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

On November 14, 2016, the Central Pine Barrens Commission office received an email 
notification of the public hearings scheduled to receive comments on the Draft Seeping 
Document for the preparation of a Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement 
(DGEIS) for the County's Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. 

Comments are offered on the Draft Scoping document dated November 2016 as they 
relate to the goals and objectives of the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan and Environmental Conservation Law Article 57. 

1. Section 2.0. Proposed Action. Subsection 1. Recommended Wastewater 
Management Strategy. 

(a) What impact, if any, will the Plan have on the Pine Barrens Credit (PBC) p :J· I 1P 
program, specifically the standards allowing the redemption of PBCs to increase 
sanitary flow treated in a typical septic system? 

(b) Please explain the methodology used to "evaluate surface water sensitivity," and f ~ · 13 
define the term "sensitivity" as it is used. 

(c) Please explain the methodology to be used in the plan to "evaluate nitrogen 
loading to groundwater and surface water." For example, will the plan examine 
the existing and build out development potential of all communities in the 
County to evaluate the expected nitrogen loading to groundwater and surface 
water resources? What benchmark will be used to determine maximum nitrogen 
loading to water resources and what are the acceptable limits? 

(d) Please elaborate on how and for whom the costs and benefits of wastewater pj · 13 
management alternatives will be evaluated. Will the analysis of benefits be in 
regard to those that accrue to property owners, Towns, and developers or benefits 
to that accrue to ecological and water resources or a combination thereof? 

1 



(e) The scope of the plan's consideration of activities that will prompt wastewater treatment 
upgrades under various scenarios should include financial and other costs incurred by 
property owners, including the eKpenditure of time when properties are sold and 
purchased by new owners. The potential cost that will be passed on to new owners or 
included in sales should be assessed. A timeframe for compliance and enforcement 
provisions should be provided. 

2. Subsection 2. Water Quality Protection District and Responsible Management Entity. 

(a) Please identify the timeframe for and the triggers that will require installation of an ~ g · I 0 
alternative treatment system and modifications to a property, such as when new 
construction is proposed or in an application to build an expansion of 50% or more of a 
structure. Please also identify the application phase(s) when it will be required, such as 
site plan review, subdivision review, Zoning Board of Appeal variance application, 
building permit phase, etc. 

(b) The installation of a new treatment system may require other potentially significant p 5 . 13 
modifications to a property, other than the replacement of one system with another, 
including, but not limited to, plumbing and waste line realignment, rerouting and 
installation; shoring up of structures; site disturbance; potential clearing on a property 
encumbered by covenants or easements and alterations to existing structures and 
property. Costs to a property owner may be a limiting factor. Therefore, please identify 
funding mechanisms and compliance and enforcement staffing, fees, and fines to 
implement the plan. 

3. Subsection 5. Sewage Treatment Plants. 

(a) Although this section states "New STPs and/or expansion of existing STPs will be f''3. l (o 
completed ... ," it is not clear how facilities will be funded and where they will be sited. It 
is worth noting in the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Standard 
5.3.3.1.2, Sewage treatment plant dischaq;y states, "Where deemed practical bx_the 
County or State, sewage treatment plant discharge shall be outside and downgradient of 
the Central Pine Barrens. Denitrification systems that are approved by the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation or the SuJjo/k County Department of 
Health Services may be used in lieu of a sewage treatment plant." It would be helpful to 
review preliminary plans or assessments of potential new sewage treatment plants (STPs) 
or upgrades, if any, that are proposed to occur in the Central Pine Barrens region. 

(b) Please examine the feasibility of and cost to develop a STP to connect existing properties p <j · llo 
without increases in land use density or intensity. li new or expanded STPs were 
developed with capacity to support increases in development beyond current zoning and 
health department standards and limitations it would defeat the purpose and goal of 
reducing nitrogen loading in water resources. 

(c) Please explain how the goals and objectives of the plan are met if new or expanded STPs PJ · i '-! 
are not designed and constructed. 
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4. Part 3.0 Purpose aud Need. 

Please identify the Long Island Commission on Aquifer Protection (LICAP) as another recent 
initiative to review and assess groundwater quality and quantity in Long Island including 
Suffolk County. 

5. Pat't 4.0 Generic Environmental Impact Statement Outline 

(a) Subsection 4.0 Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action 

Land Use. Community Plans and Character 

This section identifies the Long Island Pine Barrens Protection Act. Please add the 
Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan to this section as well. 

Groundwater and Surface Water 

• This section discusses improving groundwater and surface water quality. Please 
identify how "improvement" will be measured and what standard or standards 
will be applied to measure improvement including, but not limited to, drinking 
water quality standards, ecological standards, recreational activity standards, etc. 
Are public water suppliers involved in the project to measure potential 
"improvement", if applicable, to drinking water supplies? 

• This section discusses assessing "groundwater impacts." Please identify the type 
of impacts to which the plan is referring to and how the impacts will be alleviated 
or mitigated. 

• This section indicates the potential presence/reduction of other wastewater 
constituents such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs) will 
also be acknowledged. Please identify how PPCPs will be remedied and will 
new systems provide a remedy and to what extent, if any? 

• The scope states "surface water impacts will include potential impacts from 
changes to groundwater baseflow." Please identify or define "groundwater 
baseflow" and how it is impacted and altered. 

Plants and Animals 

• Please identify proximity and disturbance to wetlands and travel time. 

• How and in what context will ecological habitats and species be analyzed? Will 
they be impacted by installation, and to what extent? And if not, why study? Or 
are they studying to monitor how environment will improve after the system 
installation? 

3 
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Historic and Archaeological Resources 

Please elaborate on the reasoning to include this section. Please identify specific 
elements or sites, if any, that may be examined and potentially impacted by the plan to 
give purpose for including this section. 

Noise and Odors 

Provide information and analysis on the levels of noise and odor from existing facilities 
to compare with the proposed facilities and indicate if the proposed facilities will 
improve noise and odor levels, worsen them or result in no change. 

Economics 

• The scope should refer to the results of the recent Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) conducted by the County and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
to examine various pathways and impacts of potential wastewater treatment and 
code modifications. 

• This section should define in greater detail the proposed "Water Quality 
District," what it is, who is in it, where it is, how it will be funded, and 
compliance and enforcement procedures to be established in a Water Quality 
District. 

(b) Subsection 5. Short-term or Construction Impacts 

Please identify impacts that are expected to occur from new installations including 
redesign costs and assessment, reorientation of dwellings and facilities for pipes and 
other infrastructure to facilitate new systems and/or to connect to sewage treatment plants 
where applicable. 

(c) Subsection JO.OAlternatives 

i. The No Action Alternative refers to a "patchwork of wastewater collection and 
treatment systems that currently exist within the County." The Suffolk County 
Department of Health Services regnlates and approves sanitary wastewater 
treatment facilities and oversees their construction and installation and 
conformance to discharge standards. Although privately and publicly owned and 
operated plants, facilities, and sewer districts exist throughout the County, 
ultimately, systems are required to conform to State and Federal laws delegated 
to the County to implement standards and discharge concentrations. Therefore, 
please clarify that although separate public and private entities may own and 
manage facilities in the County, the SCDHS is the regulatory authority 
responsible for implementing the Sanitary Code for approval and compliance of 
facilities. It may also be the case or the scope may state that recently it has come 
to light that system designs are being examined to improve conditions, 
effectiveness, and protection of public health, safety, and environmental 
resources. 
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ii. The scope should identify alternatives and existing conditions and processes that 
may not be capturing opportunities for improvement and identify potential 
modifications in practices or review processes that could occur to improve 
environmental conditions. Will the plan make recommendations to other 
involved agencies regarding zoning or changes to development standards that 
may improve conditions? Will the plan recommend changes that would require 
the retirement of Development Rights or Pine Barrens Credits, or land 
preservation in instances of nonconforming subdivisions or increases in land use 
density or intensity to offset potential environmental impacts? 

iii. Prior to implementing requirements for 360,000 properties to comply with new 
regulations, please consider a shmt term alternative for voluntary participation or 
potentially entirely new development including new residential subdivisions and 
commercial and industrial site plans. 

iv. An alternative that requires retirement of a development right, flow credit, or 
Pine Barrens Credit, in cases of substandard subdivisions, increases in density or 
land use intensity, should be considered prior to implementing regulations that 
require alternative treatment systems. 

v. In the potential alternative for the County to acquire land through open space 
funding in the defined "priority area," please consider referring to recent 
amendments to the Community Preservation Fund (CPF) that allow a percentage 
of funds to be used toward water quality improvement initiatives. Clarify if funds 
in the CPF would be available for use in this project. In addition, please consider 
a recommendation to or alternative for municipalities, including Towns and 
Villages in the County where a CPF does not exist, to explore and consider 
establishing a CPF to manage the acquisition of priority areas. This may provide 
a l'evenue source to acquire land in priority areas and minimize financial impacts 
to residents in priority areas. 

(d) Subsection 12.0 Project/Site-Specific D/FE!S Requirements 

The DGEIS should develop thresholds for potential impacts that may trigger site specific 
SEQRA analyses. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Scope. If yon have any questions, please do 
not hesitate to contact me at (631) 218-1192. 

Sincerely, 

"--~~ 
Julie Hargrave 
Principal Environmental Planner 

cc: John W. Pavacic, Executive Director, CPBJP & Policy Commission 
Judith Jakobsen, Policy and Planning Manager, CPBJP & Policy Commission 
John Milazzo, Counsel to the Commission 
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KenZegel, fE, Associate Ptibli.c Healih Engineer 
SuffQik ¢o1m.ty bep~•1.ment o.fHeaJti>. S~rVites, i)fficc o.fEcoiogy 
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Re: I?!'ltfi S¢QpingDocument; Stiffolk Coptlly llu~'watershe~s Wastewat~•· Plan 

The Drafi Scoping Document for the pe11ding Subw&terslwd.s Wastewater Pla11 GEIS is 
cw>.tbmed·evipence of$(lff~lk County's recognition that reduction ofnitrog~n-loading io 
gronndw~ter and ~m'face wate1·s Js imperat)ve fm• economic, public llealil!, environmental, 
and qualify of.li~ 1'easons. The Natiii·e Coii~e•·v;incy ajlplim~s the ~lYesHnelits ihat S.l•ffolk 
County has conuniited to solving ibis i$stie. We apjir<:eiilte th~ work thlil.thitt luis.g<iiJe i)Jto 
preparing the Draft Scoping Document. This letter represents The Nature ConservancY's 
colllillents f)n the at'aft 4ocUI!t.eiJ!; \Ve hope ihat )'Oil \Ylll 'incorporate these COJlll!lents 
cpn~e,ujng the,ili'~ft~coplng <!ocm1tent WeJook j'oiWard)O coiiti•luing O\ii' cotlabo,·atlve. 
Offqrti! with Silffolk Coitoty.a,s this WOI'!< coqtimles to jli·pgre~s. 

~!ltl'i!dnetlon, llecllo.lll,O 

ThePi:~ftSe0ping Doct)IUent (Dsb)st~tes that "CI)allge~ to the Co\mt)' Sarilt~•Y <;:o.de will 
enable the St!ffolk Couh9J Depilit1i\eilt.ofH~alth seryjce~ (SCDHS) t<i inWiefu\\(lttlie 
wastewaie•·lreatment technologies reqnil'ed to acliieve the11itmgen re~hictimi );loals." 

Tllis slwul(i be rephi"ased. lt is. ililporl~ill for the Cil\iilty to acknowle~ge that it alone does 
not bear elth.e1· the full respoirsioility or full abHity to "achieve the niii·<igen rePI•cti<)l) goals" 
that will be necessary to ei1d ·the scot!rge ofharniful algae blooms. lil)d oiher watei· quality 
problems caused by excess 11itrogen. 

While acn<;in by the Colin!}' is neces.sai,Y "fo achieve the nit•ugen reduction goal$," it will 
not be sufflcie1it, because l) the ueeillia reauctioi•s a;·e $0 great lh~t tliey e:.:ceed th~ 
•·eductions ihat can be achieved through wastewate1· technology upgmdes subject to Coili1ty 
juJ:isdicijon (e,g., w·asiew~\'ll'l'edu~tiotJS h.l,' staieand federal entities not subject to the 
CO!lilty's jurisdiction; fei'tiliur!'e<\uct(ons byfarl.llel's, lan!lscapet;;, htnneowners, and 
btJsiness)1s; w&tel'l'ellse p•:ojects; we1la1\d J'~s!O!'~Iion; g•'e~t~•·u~~ of buffers; N~ssau GOJ!I)IY 
and. CT acti.on.s; etc.); 2) for the Com1ty's proposed ie~Jniil!tigy upgrades to be effec(ivtl, 
community and stalaiboldednpui and cooperaiion will be eruiential; and 3) whether oNlot 
the Coiitlty ct'elltos tlie pl'op(;Se<i Su~\v.at.ersheds Plan, tl;e•:e \Viii b~ iodepeitdent actions 
tak\ui f)y <,>flier governlil¢iital entitie~ strch as Suf(Qik's 1¢•i't9\'iiJ.s; esjle<;i\IIIY llo\V that five 
of thos~ fowns !\ave a1i i•idependent sour~e offmiditig .fat' wafe•· q11ality linprovemeill 
projects (the :Conununily Preservation Fimd), not to mentim:t El' A-driven efforw such as the 
LO)lg Jslai)Q S0un4 al14 jleconic Estuary TMDLs, 



.Once again, thank you for the opportunity to p1:ovide public comme.flts on thAse draft reports. Since the i19ys Just 
p,rior to Sa1\dy the Departll1ellt oflnterim· staff from several agencies have done fantastic work h1 both managing the 
pa1k dming challenging limes, as w~ll ~s compjli11g fi pool ofmidlicage!!oy nmnitoring and assessment data that has 
been critical in tills process. We thank you for· yo.m· effol'ts and look forward to \vodcing with yotnnoving fmwatd. 

Wl.iile \Ve teaiize that \he $coping Document aj!plies in the fu:st instance to proposed Col)IJiy actioi!, it i.s imtJOrtmit 
to place this action in tile bm~4er coniext l:>ecause th;it context gives distimitive meaning to the altematives that the 
GErS:tnust acjdress .. Jlllrtping ahead t() that point, wi1ile the Coutily lilft)l (!Ike ''I>O ~otion;" other govemments and 
private entities certainly will tako action, which is ii factual sitt!iltipn that irtust iie !~ken into account in the GElS, 
Key rples the County can play are to inspire and com•dinate othet• actions, make them more efficieilt, at\d .re.cju·c,; 
conflicts ahtangjtiris<Oclians that w<nild present bmdens for technology suppliers and maintenance provide•·s, 
busine~ses,a~ui ltl)meo\vners, Theil' i:; reatiy no wch (hi1\g as a "no acti\)n" altern~tive. It should more acctu'ately 
be tet·med an "a.clion by others 'vithont County leadership" altet;iiative. 

In snm, the Tnttbductioll should recognize that County action is but apart of a comprehensive, mulli-levelt>itrogen 
reduction effoi't that will go on iil soine i'omi whether or not the County creates the proposed Subwatersheds Plan. 

Pt'O(!Osed Action, Scction2.0 
Recommended Wastewater Miumgement Strategy. Section I 

All Of the <Oscussjqtis to pllJe cb!Wel'liiog t.he 11ee;l r0i· a Subwatersheds Plim baye sttessed thai it is part of a broad 
strategy to bring about sig•iificant and ti:teaningfi.ll nitrogen redu)>tfil!lS throughout the Comity; !Jegtniling with 
prioritY zones. The ultinuite,goal, 'however, is for the use oft/A teclntology h>cluding shallow d!'ahifields to be the 
llew norm everywhe1·e i11 SuffolkCounty. The DSO and GElS. should makethi&clear. 

While \Ve understand thatthe main foctis is all the three wastewa.ter.manage)nent altem~tives tl],enti0ned i!l this 
section- ''lnnovative/altermitive onsite \vastewater treatmei>tsysteins (!lA OWTS); Clust.ere<!/de.ce!lii'Siize<l 

\ l- (''Appendix A") systems; and, Sewage Tl'eatment Plants (STPs), to inClude mily currently proposed projects," we 
ul'ge a broad constl'llction oflheplwase "currently proposed projects." Aproject si>O!dd be considered "prop6sea" if 
'it' has beeil se•·iously discussed, ineluoiflg, for exaniple, the prop(jged expansion qfthe Oakdale STP and Greenport 
STP. These proje~ts.should not be S\Jbject to a sep·ai'ate Ptl1cies.s !f'conditions aUow them tQ move forward,. 

T~1e seqtlOJ~.li~ts the f911owing ~isce11ariosu.: 
• Cesspool faililre; 
• J'Jew eonslruction; 
• Pmperty trallsfet; 
• Grandfuthered residential sites with legacy cesspools; 
• (Jra!td.fatlcet·ed re~jdential sites with lqt sizes ~elow cmrent ~anita1y Code requil'ements; 
• Grandfuthe•·ed Oiher Tltall Single Family Residimiial sites including grandfathere.d SPDES and failed 

de.nitri:fi¢ation syste1\1 sites; and, ·· 
·• Phas.ed upgrades w'ithin thetiere!l pl'io!;ity .~sea boU!li:!ari.es d.efll)ed hi the SWp; 

A few of these ~!'Ins 'WRI'l'8ill revision and definition. 

Fii·St, the,pi'Obleti! \Vith cesspools is not "fail\jre." Cesspools contdbute to liitrogen Pt)llution whether or not they 
.have technically "failed." Nume1;ous scie.•ithts, town gov~n1m~•Jts, an\1 cminty doctij\J.ents i>nv'e i]lcogtlized this fact. 
·Coltve!tiional septic systems are'on!y ma1'ginally better than cesspools when it cmnes Jo Jiitrogelll'edllClion fi·om 
wastewater i~pllts. It is impo1t~nt foi'ihe (;ounty to 'be a sjl'ong voice on this key·paint, which is· often 
misunderstood by the n1edia at1d. others. We ~s~ tl!atypu replace "cesspool (atllli:e" with the followilm iwo items: 
• Homes and businesses with cessprrols 
• HOm~s an<l businesses with eonv~.nlimtal sej!tic systems 
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t•epJacemetll. <!f"faiiing" sys(e!ll's. All cesspqgls and conventioila! septic sy$tem;; shmlld be detitted as stib$iandard 
with respect tO nitroge·n enlissiohs. 

lnitovative/Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems. Section 3 

We recomttH:IId the following changes; 
• Replac.e 1'wiii iikeiy be'' with "is·expected to be~ in the following sentence:·"The use of.1/A OWTS will likely 

be e)lpanded tQ Other Than Single Family Rcsidetitial properties tbatmeet·the ~llowable flow/design limitations 
ilf approved technologies," 

• include discussion of shallow dt·ainfields as a necessary component ofT/A systems, with a val'iance being 
l'eqnired in the ful11re fol' ~ leacblng pool if il site is conipietely limiting. Once standards are drafted for 
dmiilfields, attention cm1 be given to iss~tes S\tcll as setb~¢ks. 

Clustered/Decentralized Systems. Section 4 

As st&ted abov'\l, use ofUte pl)i'lls~ "grattdfa!het'ed sites" is too vague !ihd shoitl.d be clat•ified. Is the DSD t'eferring 
to establisln\Jettis \Vhose flows 'were previously graildfathered,.or to futrit-e. aj1plicants foi· grandfathered flow? And, 
the question wllethet·to reqtiire bettet·nitrogeu reduction treatmetil at graudfatluired sites (past Qt' future) is a 
separate matter; Per the 2005 internal memo, the.County already has the power to do thai. 

Advanced Wastewater Treahnent Pllot At'eas. Section 6 

In this section, we recommend adding other somewhat novel approaches to nitrogen reductimi, hicluding, but hot 
fimited to; waJet' re-11se, i'c:sotuw re,e()Vety frot.n waste water (e.g. efforts to use macro algae as fertilizer), urine
divet'sioti atid composling loilets, botanical treatt)letjt pro}etts;wetlapq restoratioti, and bttffers along watet·bodies, 
espeCially at agric\dturaf sites. There ·is p<iletitirilto 11tilize wasteivatel'for irriMtion in a )Vay that ~oth re!ft1ce.s 
puiuping of potable watet· and adds extra treatment to waste watet·, thus •·edttcitig polliJtioti. 

In the buliet points, expand ''New York State and Suffolk Gon11ty owned pal'lcs'' to ''state, county and other 
tinmiclpnlly owned pt;ojJetties, it\Cludh1g pm·kS" l)ecaus~ it is no\ <;itily parks IVbere there is the potential for the 
County to. work with othe.r levels of gov~(mi1ent, atid on pr0pel'ties tl1at at·e notpt'ivately owi1¢d. 
Also, include reference io other taxable districts and uses such as libraries, fit·e districis, school dli;tric!s, etc. 

Purpose and Need, section 3.0 

There is a strong public health component to the nitrogen-I'eduction effort giyeti that 1) excess hitrogen is a kiiOWil 
direct cause of blue baby syndrome, :Z) cyanobacteria caused by excess tlitrogen has been documented to caus.e a 
variety of lnunan heaith prol;ll~ms li;om rasbe~ to respirat0ty problems to kidney fail m-e to death, and 3) 
consmnption of sitellfish affected by toxic alg~e can lead to sickti0ss. mid. eyen paralysis; among othe•· he~lth 
problemS. Research is ongoing into linkages between to.l(ic algae, canctn·; aild lllUscular d¢generatiVe diseases. 

Accordhlgly, the Pmpose and Need section should include public health. Further, although mentioned at the bottom 
of page 7 at.ld (op pf'page 8, it 'ts worth highiigbtit\g ill Sec.tiot\ 3.0 that .the gqa( is a lSI) io ).'edll(!e contamination of 
.dl'inltinga'i)d s'tit:fi)ce WateJ'sti·l))n.other consiituent~ qfwastewlltel', such as 'pilthoge)Js, pl•armace•Jticals,l)nd 
personal care products. 

GeneJ.'ic.Envi)'.~nili.enfolllilplict StateJi1ent Qulline, Seclioi14.o 

To the extent tlmtthe issues mentioned in tl1is section can be addressed in a get1eral way, they :shntild be. It will 
help foi'ihe public wsee tharthe County has ·cot;siq~red a variety offactors; wiih referei1ce being tnade.to the site
specific issues t11~t woul(i need to be ~ddt·essed i11 sitpplemental S!lQRA r~vie1ys, 'J'Jie GEJS cou\d do a good Sel'vice 



.Grandfathering 

We ha.ve a munbet' ofcotmnents regarding ''gmndfathering" or non-conforming, preexisting usages. Grandfatherlng 
is a ftlZZ)' concept ilia! s]tould be us~d lliinimaliy and with c~t·e. People use the word .to mean different thittgs, st1c)1 
that clal"ity is e;dt·emely impoJ1all! it\ the GElS. 

We sttppott the County's proposa] io eliminate gmndfatherlng ofall kinds and require.nitrogetMeduciitg_ technology 
for previ\lllsly gralldfathered properties. We undersiand dmt t)1ennnay be a gmchial process of nanmvii1g the scope 
of gr<iildfatl!ering for conjinercia) pi'6p~rties in th~ process of getting to CQillplete elitltiltation of this ~tl!\llll!itic 
variimce fi·oin minent stalldards. ai1d requirenients. · 

Thet·e are different types ofgm_ndfathering as set f0rth in Article 6, section 609(B), and there are fm-iher vadations 
when one iuditde$ decisioiis made through the variance process. Residential "gmndfathering" differs fi·on\ 
coimiterci<i.l "gmndfatliering" in that most i·esidential "gi·andfathering"results frilm a pre-, 19~1. lot. Accm•dingly, we 
do not see wluit is gai'ned by referring to such t·esidettces as "01-andfathere.d residehtial sites with legacy cesspools." 
Virtually· all cesspools in the County are "legaci' in tlmi they are not currently authorized under the County's 
'vastewalel" s.tlii!dai·ds, Why is the word "legacy" needed ol' useful here? !fii)e Co\mty is con0.emed that equiiy 
sh()uld 11ot reqtJire rerMcelileiJ! of a i"ecet)tly jnstalle<l cesspool ('vhi¢h would only ]1ave beetuillowed as a 
xep!ac!lttiei•t~itJ-.kind of ~11 olc{er cesspool), that can _be handled with a separate pt:ilvision. 

With respect to conune!'Cial gm11dfathel'ing, it is important to statewhethet· the County is referring to exisiing 
(;_omillercial estab_IIshmetJts ope;·~ting with flows previO\Jsly gl'ltn!lfatherei!, or futu•·e applicants for grandfatiier~d· 
flo\V. The County hils ei&~IVIiet·e pt·opo~ed to narrow and potentially eliminate the gra_t1dfathering aii9Wance set 
forth in Article 6, and it shmild coi1sider in the GElS the complete eliminatiot.i of grandfatherin!!. That, i:>f.course, 
would appJy-prospectively, not retroacttveJy, However, .the use-.ofbetter technology m· a .cluster system can be 
requiredbot.h prospectiVely fo_r a_uy 11ew)y gr~ndfathered \!Sage, and retroactively for any previously grandfathered 
establislliilellt. We believe the C9tinty'~ 4005 inte.malmem0t·a,l<!t.ttiJ \:ontet'n_itJg granilf!it!J<>ringmitkes titis Clea_t; 
and up new regulations beyond tl1e approvals the County has ah:eady Mtlu:>t'ized would be necesstit)'--'though it is 
cettaihly pn1dent to document the requirement and mmounce ihe policy cleatiy. 

The phrase "failed detiitrific!ltion system sUes" l'equit·es eiabor~tlqn in the.bul!et point''Otmtdfat)wr"c;l Other Th~n 
Siltgle Fatui)y'Residetitlal sites hrciudlug grimdfathet·e\]_SPDE.S a.nd f~iled det)itrificatiot1 systeni sites/' The phtase 
should be defined. The GElS shoiild say 'vher¢ these sites are and hO\v they have beet! nwasure<;l. · 

There. at·e other categories tha! should be included, such as all existing no11-resldentiai establishments with cesspools 
pi··couventiotial sepdc~ystems, and lils(\ the categol"y ofla••ge,capacity cesspools which. ille EPA ba~ considered 
illegal fot pverten yeai·s yet t'emain throughoilf the Comity. 

Finally, the use of shallow dminfields should be include£!, -in place of.cesspiis, 

Water Quality P1·otection Distl"ict and Responsible Management Entity; Section 2 

For the reasons stated above; the words "fuiled" and ~'legacy'' should be removed from the following bullet point: 
• Pt'ovide ~ futld(ng mech~niSi11, $tl_ch as low interest loans ot' griliJts, foi· the t·eplacemeJit ofl0gacy cesstJ!iols or 

failed conventi_il!l.all\atiiiat-y systenis by TJA OWTS; 

th~r~ is a differeJtee betweenre~c(lve and pi"Oactlve upgrades of cesspools and 
cbny~ntioiuil ~eptic systenJs. A ''reactive" app!'oacl! wotti~ tell·~ hi)_ll)eC!WJ1¢t' wiU.• i! ·~failed" sysje!]) ~ ~itller 
cessp¢()1 or septic--tliat s/Jw 111\till histaiCil!J YAs:ysfem in ltsplace, A pt'o~ctive ~ppl't;!ailh \villmaiidate t!pgrades, 
pet'haps ill pt•iority areas at first, but overtime becoming the norm. A "fundiiJg·me6haiJism" is ti¢Cessary mily Wilb 
l·espect to the·pt·o.nciive upgrades to.ihe extent that individual homeowners cannot afford the cost of-the upgtade. 
JS!"OMtive \lpgra~¢. art) ~bsohJte]y necessiU)' ifther~i§ to ]le.t)t(l•l)g~,n re~\!Ct!Oil at a Sc~ie f!Jat ina~e$ a di_lferen~l> tO 
our gtvu:tt:c\;vntet' aild s.t\iface 1vi!te_i·s-aiicl t\mqing ~ssistanc~ shoiild t\o.t be limite.~ 1~ ''legacy" cesspool$ o1· 
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by giv)flg a geiWal b(Jt!jJlc of\vlmt is already kiJO\\;H, the: p<i!icy actions. that logically 1'espond i!l the pmblems, and 
the issQes and specific questions that need to be answere<l hi the s.Ilpplementa1 SEQRA p1'oc0:ss.es: 

Existing Envitonmental Setting 

Add to the fit's!' set of bullet points~ 
• Suffoik Counly Water Authority information, data, forecasts, etc. 
• Relevant data lhitn nOiJ-profits a)id acadeliii¢ i.ns.tltltll<;ins; such as ilitrogen-lond mo.dels and studies of nitrogen 

impacts on wetlands and sea[';rass 

Ad~ to th!l "Physi()al EnvirQnment'' bu.llet poi.ni~: 
• Water withdrawal fl'om public and pi·ivate ivells 
• Sediment characteristics 

Potential Impacts of PI'Oposed Action 

Under "Land Usei' tile list of"l'egi
- • 0ual and county water protection programs" shOiild in9lt1de the Long Island 

Committee.fru• Aquifei· Pl'Oiection (LICAP) 
• Ii1 ihe discussion of "Groundwater and Smface Water,'' we recommend making more of the fact that bettei· 

 \vaste\Vatet·fi·eatmentOftlitmgeli will also. have benefits by reducing liathogensnnd other contaminants. The 
extenrt0 \vhjcli this is 1n1e wilf \fepend on 111~ technology and colltatiiinant, but i.n genel'al thet·e should &e more 
awareness that s.everal water quality galnhan be achieved through bettehvater cycle and waste\vater 
management. 

•  The i 1\ipilcts of pull(ping watet· from on$ S\tlnvatershep and discharging it into another subwatershed may also be 
something that needs to ·be \'Onsidered. · 

• Regarding the section enritled "Hinnan Health (Contaminant Exposure/Hazardous Matel'ials),'' the human health 
impacts are .far greate•· tha!i ·spills; as noted above. The human health section should noi be limiied to 

O "contaminant exposure/haz.1t'dOlJS 1iuit~rials" but shoi1ld iilCh!c!il the r;uig¢ of dise~se~ Jiotn direct fngesjipn of 
niti·ogen to contact with ioxic algae caused by excess nitrogim, either through recrea.tional ccmtact, shellfisiJ and 
lish consumption, or other means. 

• "Econoniics" is outlined in unj\tStiiiabiY nan·ow terms. Water qirnlity mldergil:ds Lopg Island's econqmy in 

 many respe.cts: sonie 40% of ihe ishind' s businesses .are. considered jVatet'deJlel)de.nt-eitliet· fi·¢~h\vateJ· ot• 
surface waters. Real estate values are influenced by water quality. Thm means pi·ope•'ty tax reveniJes depend on 
wa(el' quality, a~ does th~ nudti-l)illion-dollat· tourist indusllyofLong Island. Ifwater qualiiy deteriorates · 
further, all ofthese economic indices \viii suffer. Accordingly, the ('osts oi' not acting to reduce nitrogen to 
necessai}'levels tilust be colisidered in additioii to the "potential econon1id benefits" ofimpl·ovefl Watet' quality. 

In tet·ms of economic benefits, there should also be consideration given to the economic gains that will a)'i$e from a 
l1iore profeS§iollallied wastewater lndustiythat is client-focu~ed aqd r~quires better maintenance and monitoring 
lilitl potentially ]JU.liljling. This ne\V iJldustry \Viii Cl'Oilte jobs fi'<iln design to pen\litting I() installatiot.l.and 
mah1tenance workers . 

. Alternatives Atmlysis 

As referenced h1 oiii'intr(Jductory pa.ragraph, the "iJ<i actioll alternative'' d.oes not reaiiy exj~t. It hlipHes that if the 
County does not act, no one else will~aud thatis simply .incrit'rect. The Cp\llity has aM,.(Iy f!p)l.t'bVed Section 19 of 
the sunitmy coi.le .and has authorized new J/A technology, such that towns may i·equire 11se ofthesll sysii>IIis, aiid 
individuals iliay inst~ll them volimtarily, Fmther, the Lollg Island Nitrog0n Acilon Plmnvill propose ce1'tain 
action$, if not t'equh:e the til, all:d th.e same ca1l be said w1t1J the Long .ls!atid S.OU!ld and Pec(,inic Estuary TMi:>;Ls. 
(And addit~onal TMDLs may be c1·ila(ed il.t. Suffol!c Collnty i·elate<l to J\ilri;Jge(> im theba~is pfthe .$tate's c(liliJiliance 
with the federnlCleanWatet; Act.) Accm·dingly, ''no action" is not really possiD!e. Tlie "rio aetioi\'' ~liehia)ive hei·e 
i~ ~ea.ll}' iio action o.ftlie: s0tt proposed, 9r rio addi!i9nal a,c!iqn at ihis time, but what exactly does that mean? No 



~tll>wa!ersheds d~li!i~\ed, i1(> goals set, !IO'ai!l~!ldinenf t9 Articles~ ~M 6, no all¢mjits.at \mifQfi)J hnp1e.111entatiolJ, 
eto.~ol' the uild.ertakin~ Ofth~se 'tasks by other entititis? Tile absence of a:~t.ive (;ouilty involvenie!Jt\Vhile others 
act is a separate alternative ihat must be addressed in the GElS. 

In. co)Jclusion, The Nature C.onse)'Vancy offers its apprecjatiotl to Suffolk (;amity (or yimr le.lider~hip in advancioig 
solutions to the islands water quality crisis, Movb1g forward, The Natm·e .Conservat.Jcy i.s con.uuitte<;l to as well as 
continue working with )he \'Otmly and others as these efforts progress, 

Sincerely, 

Kevin McDon&ld 
Conservailoii Policy Advisor 
The Natl)re (;Qt.JServancy, Loi1g Island Chapter 

cc 
Pete( SctJHy 



Taylor, Maryanne 

From: Sara Davison <Sara@friendsofgeorgicapond.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 02, 2016 10;10 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken 
Subject: Wastewater Seeping Session 

P'3· lb 
Dear Ken, 
I learned a lot and was very impressed with the detail of your seeping session and document. Friends of Georgica Pond Foundation will 
submit brief written statements by Dec 13. At your suggestion, I will work with Bridget Fleming and Kim Shaw, to get all the Georgica 
Pond data to them for consideration in your planning. Our preliminary thinking is that we want to advocate for voluntary upgrade of 
septic systems(+/- 75) around the pond in the coming year and the look for partnerships with the Town CPF and County within critical 
areas of the watershed, especially the commercial district of Wainscott. 
Let me know if this makes sense! 
So nice to meet you. 

Sara Davison 
Executive Director 
Friends of Georgica Pond Foundation, Inc. 
"To preserve the Georgica Pond ecosystem for future generations through science-based, watershed-wide policy and restoration" 

; 

fRIENDS OF 
-~ '~E®RGICA POND 

:FOUNDATION 
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Taylor, Maryanne 

From: Dan Gulizio <dan@peconicbaykeeper.org> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 1:19 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken 
Cc: Taylor, Maryanne 
Subject DRAFT Seeping Document- GElS Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
Attachments: PastedGraphic-l.tiff 

Ken, f3. I if) 

Below please find public co=ents related to the County's recently released DRAFT Seeping Document associated with the Generic Environmental 
Impact Statement (GEIS) for the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. Please incorporate these co=ents into the public record for the 
GEIS. 

SEQRA mandates that a lead agency identify the relevant areas of environmental concern, take a "hard look" at any potential impacts and provide a 
reasoned elaboration for its conclusions. In the process, the lead agency is obligated to consider a variety of potential impacts including short-term, 
long-term, primary, secondary and cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts include any potential impacts associated with "reasonably related" 
actions. In this case, there are a host of reasonably related actions that should be considered in conjunction with the GElS for the subwatersheds 
wastewater plan. In addition to the County's water resources management plan, this should include as a minimum the following: 

• Reclaim Our Waters Initiative- The Subwatersheds Study was described as a "sub-component" of the County Executive's Reclaim Our 
Waters Initiative. As such, the potential impacts assessed in the GEIS should include all reasonably related actions contained within the 
broader policy document referred to as the Reclaim Our Waters Initiative. 

• Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan- The County has recently released a "Comprehensive Water Resources Management 
Plan" which has served as the foundation for initiatives like the Subwatersheds study. However, the Water Resources Management Plan has 
never been adopted by the County, nor have the potential environmental impacts of its reco=endations been reviewed under the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). Resource management plans are defined as Type I Actions under SEQRA. As such, if the 
County's water resources management plan is to be used to support amendments to the sanitary code or studies such as the subwatersheds 
wastewater plan, it should be analyzed under SEQRA in conjunction with the subwatersheds study. 

1 



• The Sanitary Code- Recent and ongoing updates to the Suffolk County Sanitary Code are a direct result of the information prepared and 
analyzed as a part of the comprehensive water resources management plan. Segmentation is inconsistent with SEQRA and the division of 
reasonably related actions like the update of the sanitary code, the release of the water resources management plan and the subwatersheds 
wastewater plan represents an impermissible segmentation of these reasonably related actions. 

• Sewer Capacity Study - The County has previously prepared a sewer capacity study that analyzed the expansion of existing sewage treatment 
plants and the potential development of new systems. Sewer capacity and the permitting of innovative alternative on-site wastewater systems 
are also reasonably related actions to the subwatersheds study. Accordingly, the impacts of these plans should be considered in coJ:\junction 
with the subwatersheds study. 

• County Comprehensive Plan - The County recently adopted a new comprehensive plan. Land use plans are Type I Actions under SEQRA. 
Despite this fact, the County deemed the adoption of the plan a Type II Action. Since resource management is a necessary component of a 
properly prepared comprehensive plan, the recently released water resources management plan should be considered a component of the 
County's Comprehensive Plan. The potential environmental impacts of the comprehensive plan should be considered in conjunction with the 
GElS for the subwatersheds study. 

• County Regional Transportation and Development Plan - The County recently released a "Regional Transportation and Development Plan" 
which details infrastructure needs and potential economic development opportunities. This study, the comprehensive plan, the updates to the 
sanitary code and the sewer capacity study are all reasonably related actions under SEQRA. Accordingly, all associated potential impacts 
including cumulative impacts, should be considered at this time. 

• Bergen Point Expansion - The County recently approved a 10 million gallon per day expansion of the Bergen Point STP. In addition, the 
County is currently considering a 7-mile main extension from the Bergen Point Plant to the project known as the Ronkonkoma Hub. This 
proj<;ct also includes a second main for the connection of both existing and proposed development along Veterans Memorial Highway. These 
are also reasonably related actions under SEQRA, the cumulative impact of which has never been assessed. Accordingly, the GElS for the 
subwatersheds study should incorporate these actions as well. 

In summary, the County is in the process of expanding sewering, implementing innovative on-site wastewater systems and updating the sanitary 
code. All of these reasonably related actions will impact water resources throughout the County. The County has an obligation to assess the 
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cumulative impact of these reasonably related actions and, in particular, development-related impacts resulting from increased wastewater capacity. 
To date, it has failed to do so. The subwatersheds wastewater plan represents an opportunity to secure compliance with SEQRA We recommend that 
the scope of the GEIS be expanded to consider the full range of potential environmental impacts consistent with SEQRA. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. 

Sincerely, 
DanGulizio 

Your Clear Voice for Clean Water 

< .. = ... ~=··"e;'~'"'"'""'"""'·'""'""-""··'·~'·'=•''"" 
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2 concurrently. 

3 There's a 60 day review period with a 

4 public meeting in the middle at that end 

5 of next summer. Final GEIS will be 

6 prepared and posted. There will be an 

7 approximately 15 day comment period on the 

8 final document. And the finding statement 

9 will be prepared sometime next November. 

10 And with that, I think we are at up to 

11 public comments. 

12 MR. KAUFMAN: Okay. We're going to 

13 ask for the public scoping part of the 

14 presentation. I have two cards and one 

15 legislator, so maybe I'll give everybody a 

16 few more minutes. The first gentleman to 

17 be called up is Kevin McDonald from the 

18 Nature Conservancy. 

19 MR. MCDONALD: Kevin McDonald. I'm 

20 with the Nature Conservancy. We'll be 

21 submitting formal comments before the 

22 13th. A couple of general observations. 

23 Obviously we support the general strategy 

24 over sub-watershed by sub-watershed 

25 nitrogen reduction strategies. Before you 

( 

j 
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2 can do that, you have to know, you know, 

3 what your load is, where they are coming 

4 from and your alternatives. So a couple 

5 of general comments. There is a fair 

6 amount of detail committed to the term 

7 grandfathering and the terms for legacy 

8 contamination. And in an effort to 

9 simplify this, it's the very existence of 

10 onsite base disposal systems and their 

11 current technology that is responsible for 

12 the problem we have. 

13 Making distinctions between all these 

14 technologies is probably a distinction 

15 without a difference. So, simplify this a 

16 little bit and just say all these things 

17 cause all these problems and now they need 

18 to be mitigated, that's one. The second 

19 is, I was pleased to see that the scoping 

20 document has a couple of areas where you 

21 will be doing existing conditions and 

22 potential build out. 

23 And the other thing I would ask you 

24 .consider in the context of your plan while 

25 you're doing this with the municipalities 

Page 42 



Page 43 I 
1 

2 is ask them where they want to have growt

3 centers and tell everybody that up front 

4 so that everybody else going forward 

5 should assume that the zoning in their 

6 communities is in fact what it should be 

7 going forward and you can build a model 

8 for the present zoning that maybe there. 

9 I understand that's a loaded question to 

10 ask, but I think the public has a right to

11 know that. 

12 And then a final major comment is for

13 the, you know, the ecological standards 

14 that you have identified we fully support 

15 that. I know there's a series of 

16 different people having conversations 

17 about how to articulate that based on work 

18 in other parts of the county which is 

19 great. But getting those targets with a 

20 measure of safety or a measure -- an 

21 additional measure of safety in case you 

22 -- you can't measure right up to one pound 

23 per acre applied and be comfortable 

24 knowing that's right. So the EPA 

25 typically has an error bar that you need 

h 
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2 to have in there to assure success and it 

3 would be great to have some discussion on 

4 that. 

5 And I wish you all well in your 

6 pursuit. This is really important. This 

7 is something the Peconic Estuary Program 

8 has been looking to do for a while. I 

9 understand this is being integrated and 

10 that's great. And I look forward to 

11 working with everybody here and the good 

12 product that we hope will be produced at 

13 the end of the day. Thank you. 

14 MR. KAUFMAN: Thank you, Kevin. We 

15 appreciate your comments. I have a Cy 

16 Consella (phonetic), Wainscott Citizens. 

17 MR. CONSELLA: I'm representing a 

18 number of residents from Wainscott. 

19 Wainscott has two important areas of 

20 environmental significance; namely, 

21 Georgica Pond and Wainscott Pond. You may 

22 have read a lot about Georgica Pond in the 

23 press over the last year or so. Sarah 

24 Davis, who is a colleague of mine that 

25 sits on the environmental subcommittee of 
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2 the Wainscott Citizens Advisory Committee, 

3 is also here. Sarah has been president of 

4 the Friends of Georgica Pond. 

5 Where we are in Wainscott, the 

6 cesspool system is incredibly important to 

7 us. Give you an idea, my home was built 

8 225 years ago and last year we had to 

9 replace our cesspool system. I don't 

10 believe it was built 225 years ago, it was 

11 probably built 100 years ago. But it was 

12 pretty close to collapse. Cost quite a 

13 bit of money for us to put in. And when 

14 we did it, we wanted to put in a nitrogen 

15 reducing system because we were fully 

16 aware of all the problems that were 

17 happening with nitrogen load in Wainscott 

18 an Georgica Pond, and also around the 

19 broader area, you know, the massive fish 

20 kills due to hypoxia, the turtles that 

21 have died through toxins, et cetera. 

22 So what we're talking about is 

23 incredibly important. I don't know 

24 whether any of you can see that map there, 

25 but that's water flow district of 

1: 
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2 Wainscott. There's Georgica Pond and 

3 that's Wainscott Pond there. 

4 There's a lot of fishing that goes 

5 on, especially crabbing, in Georgica Pond. 

6 The last two years Georgica Pond has been 

7 closed to that activity. When I first 

8 moved up to this part of the world 10 

9 years ago, we used to go fishing for white 

10 perch and ate it straight out of the pond, 

11 it was delicious, and the crabs of course, 

12 but you can't do that anymore due to 

13 saxitoxin. 

14 Wainscott Pond, the smaller pond here 

15 is a wildlife refuge. Nobody goes there, 

16 it's just given over to the birds and 

17 things. There are otters there, snapping 

18 turtles, terrapins, all sorts of migrating 

19 birds et cetera. All of that is at risk 

20 because there too much nitrogen in the 

21 system. But it's worst than that because 

22 there's also the evidence of cyanobacteria 

23 in the groundwater for the first time that 

24 I have known, first time that I think 

25 Dr. Gobler knows of as well. 
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2 So that's creating a new dynamic. We 

3 don't know whether that's a result from 

4 salt water intrusion or too much 

5 irrigation or to much phosphorus or 

6 whatever it results from. But what we do 

7 know is that we need to study it further 

8 to find out exactly what's happening in 

9 the pond, exactly the impact of what we're 

10 putting into the ponds. 

11 We use to have a saying in Australia 

12 where I grew up, don't shit in your own 

13 backyard. And I hate to say it, but 

14 that's what we're doing too much of. 

15 MR. KAUFMAN: I thought you were from 

16 Brooklyn. 

17 MR. CONSELLA: We have got to think 

18 of a way to live in our environment in a 

19 more friendly way because there are more 

20 of us that live there. The only other --

21 I won't talk too much, but the only other 

22 thing that I'll bring to your attention is 

23 this graph here. I know you won't be able 

24 to read it but hopefully see some of the 

25 lines. I just want to point out two lines 
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2 on this graph. 

3 You can see down at the bottom of 

4 this graph there's a red line down the 

5 bottom. That red line is the New York 

6 State DEC threshold for cyanobacteria in 

7 the water for recreational activities, 20 

8 parts, 20 micrograms per liter. This line 

9 here goes up to here. That's the 

10 cyanobacteria that's being detected in 

11 Wainscott Pond just this last summer. 

12 It's peaked at about 500 micrograms 

13 per liter which is 25 times the New York 

14 State DEC limit for recreational 

15 activities. What I was worried about and 

16 what Dr. Gobler and myself and Sarah's 

17 group have been working on, is trying to 

18 avoid a massive die off in the ponds, 

19 especially Wainscott Pond. 

20 Georgica Pond is suffering but I 

21 think it will come back. Wainscott Pond, 

22 I simply don't know what's going to happen 

23 next year. The wild life I believe is in 

24 a desperate state. Also the quality of 

25 our drinking water because the ground 
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water ponds are a lot of private wells. 2 

And whatever we doing to the surface, 3 

whatever all the residents are doing 4 

around the ponds, it makes its way into 5 

6 the private wells. 

MR. KAUFMAN: Sir, you time just 7 

8 about up. 

MR. CONSELLA: I would like to thank 9 

very much the Suffolk County Executive for 10 

taking this so seriously and putting 11 

together those plans. And if there's 12 

anything that we can do to help, we will. 13 

But we also need your help to solve the 14 

15 problem. 

MR. KAUFMAN: That's what we're here 16 

for. Okay. Legislature Al Krupski. I 17 

normally give everybody three minutes. 18 

You get 180 seconds. 19 

MR. KRUPSKI: Thank you. I just want 
20 

to compliment everybody who is involved in 21 

this and putting it together. It's 
22 

really, I think it's very comprehensive 23 

and it shows a lot of work and a lot of 24 

acknowledgement of the input that you have 25 

l 
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2 received so far and I think that's really 

3 important. 

4 If you could add under Section, 

5 though, if I could suggest adding under 

6 Section Two, there's a place here where it 

7 says recommended wastewater management 

8 f-13· strategy. And I think if you add Brief ~ 
3 recor> 

9 ~truction to that list I think it would 

10 be appropriate. Under cesspool failure, 

11 infrastructure, property transfer, I think 

12 that wouldn't be such a bad thing. 

13 And then just to urge you when you --

14 it does say using all the under existing 

15 environmental settings make sure that you 

16 PS· 1- use the most current data. That's really 

17 important. I know there's a lot of 

18 reference to different modelling. But, 

19 you know, if you put bad information in 

20 the model, it's going to be very 

21 inaccurate and misleading. So it's really 

22 important to use the most recent testing 

23 and data for that. Thank you. Thank you 

24 for your efforts though, it's a very nice 

25 draft. 
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2 MR. KAUFMAN: I have one more card 

3 unless anyone else has any other cards. I 

4 have a Mr. Kevin McCallister, Defend H20. 

5 MR. MCCALLISTER: Good evening, 

6 everyone. Let me start by saying I'm very 

7 pleased with the scope. I think it's 

8 extremely comprehensive. I know obviously 

9 the capability of the consultant on 

10 looking at the sub-watershed analysis. 

11 Very likely you have covered this and in 

12 looking at the scope document, I know you 

13 have. But I would like to fill in some 

14 blanks or at least emphasize a few points. 

15 The evaluation of the end loading, 

16 you have covered all the inputs, 

17 fertilizer, wastewater of course. I think 

18 it's important to look at various 

19 scenarios of the current conditions, what 

20 is that load? With Article 19 we have the 

21 striving for the 19 milligram per liter 

22 threshold. You know, what does that mean 

23 across the board? A below 10 milligram 

24 per liter, I think we need to flesh out 

25 the commercial input versus the 
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2 residential input. 

3 So, you know, to have all these 

4 scenarios laid out with respect to what 

5 the various loads. Surface water 

6 sensitivity, you have covered it but I am 

7 a strong proponent of numeric nutrient 

8 standards. I know that is State driven. 

9 Back in 1987 there was an EPA directive to 

10 the states to move away from a narrative 

11 standard which is very subjective to a 

12 numeric standard. 

13 Unfortunately that is not part of 

14 this. I realize that is a State directive 

15 that has to happen. We know what those 

16 numbers are. I believe they need to be 

17 assigned and promulgated into law. 

18 Cost benefit analysis; I know this 

19 factors into the IA systems, sewering, et 

20 cetera. But I do think that you really -

21 the science has to be at least initially 

22 de-coupled from the cost benefit analysis. 

23 You know, let's define the loading and the 

P5 · 15" 
24 various scenarios, the various remedies. 

25 Put aside the cost benefit and then 

'""'·-~"'""'""'~ 
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2 ultimately bring that in obviously as 

3 we're developing policy and what the 

4 meaningful actions would be. 

5 Triggers for the upgrades; mandates, 

6 time of property transfer. You know, all 

7 these scenarios, of course, will be 

8 considered. And I think it should go a 

9 step further actually identifying what the 

10 reductions would be based on what the 

11 reasonable timelines are. We probably 

12 I have an idea of what the property transfer p~. 

13 is. I recall some years ago and I don't 

14 know if it's a national level, but every 

15 serve years was a property transfer. 

16 What is that in Suffolk County and 

17 how quickly do we, I guess, achieve the 

18 goals in nitrogen reduction? 

19 Grandfathering, you know, this is in my 

20 opinion a, you know, the 500 pound gorilla 

21 in the room. We really need to address 

22 it. I know it's being discussed. The 

23 County is examining it. But ultimately, 

24 you know, goal has to be to eliminate 

25 grandfathering to ensure that, again, we 
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2 are striving for the greatest reduction 

3 possible. 

4 This maybe an omission, perhaps not, 

5 sea level rise and coastal inundatio"n. 

6 That has to be factored in into these 
?5. \ 5 

7 areas. Using the various projections from 

8 the State, they have these in place. They 

9 have not been promulgated into law, 

10 there's been a delay unfortunately. But, 

11 you know, ultimately as we're dealing 

12 with, you know, particularly that zero to 

13 two year travel time, what does mean in 20 

14 years does? 

15 It make sense to be really installing 

16 these various systems? What type of 

17 systems need to go into those zones? So I 

18 think that's a really important element 

19 that needs to be incorporated. And lastly 

20 sewering. And I know that's, again, one 

21 of the strategies with IA systems. 

22 What are the build out scenarios? 

23 And I know, Maryanne, you did disclose 

24 that as part of it. But let's not look at 

25 a static system and say, well, we 
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2 incorporated sewer district in this 

3 particular watershed, here's our 

4 reduction. Well, what does what mean for 

5 ultimate build out for potential increased 

6 .density? So that has to be factored in 

7 when we are considering, you know, what 

8 the appropriate approach is for nitrogen 

9 reduction in these various watersheds. 

10 And lastly I would say an excellent 

11 job, I'm very pleased and I'm pleased that 

12 there is a tight timeline that this is 

13 moving along and that's wonderful news. 

14 And I realize there's, you know, a great 

15 deal of work here, great deal of expertise 

16 is contributing to this process and I'm 

17 very optimistic that, you know, when we 

18 reach the final product we'll have a real 

19 strategy to reclaim our waters. Thank 

20 you. 

21 MR. KAUFMAN: Right under the 

22 deadline. Okay, anybody else? 

23 MS. GLASS: My name is Barbara Blass, 

24 B-L-A-S-S. I'm a resident of Jamesport 

25 and I'm much less technical. Just a very 
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2 brief comment, as you know, the five east 

3 end towns recently adopted the Community 

4 Preservation Fund and part of that 

5 amendment or an amendment to it, part of 

6 the amendment was an authorization to 

7 allow up to 20 percent for water quality 

8 improvement projects. And as a result of 

9 that, each of the Towns adopted their 

10 local law and part had to identify 

11 projects within their towns and Action 

12 Plans for priority areas. And the project 

13 themselves involved with nitrogen 

14 reduction. 

15 And I guess my comment is loosely 

16 related to consistency with local adopted 

17 plans. Each of the five east end towns 

18 has a loose plan· where they have 

19 p<j· identified priority areas and projects lh 

20 which would be eligible to receive monies 

21 through the CPF. And I'm just wondering 

22 how they are going to interface with your 

23 priority areas and just a general 

24 understanding of how it's going to work 

25 together. 
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1 

2 MR. KAUFMAN: We can't answer that 

3 question at this point in time, but it is 

4 something that will be answered in the 

5 Scope when it's finally prepared after the 

6 Health Department and the consultant go 

7 over it and try and figure out the answer. 

8 MS. BLASS: Thank you so much. 

9 MR. KAUFMAN: Okay. Anybody else? 

10 Going once, going twice, sold. Okay. My 

11 duty now is to officially close the public 

12 scoping on behalf of the Council on 

13 Environmental Quality. And we're closed, 

14 we're finished. Thank you. Thank you 

15 everyone for coming. 

16 (Time noted: 7:04p.m.) 

17 oOo 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I 
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1 

2 CERTIFICATION 

3 

4 STATE OF NEW YORK 
ss 

5 COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

6 

7 I, JANICE L. ANTOS, a Shorthand Reporter 

8 and Notary Public within and for the State of New 

9 York, do hereby certify: 

10 THAT the foregoing transcript is a true 

11 and accurate transcript of my original stenographic 

12 notes. 

13 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 

14 hand this 3rd day of January, 2017. 

15 

16 

17 

18 JANICE L. ANTOS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

LAWRENCE SWANSON 
CHAIR 

CEQ 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Lawrence Swanson, Chair~cAI 
DATE: February 28, 2017 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Port Jefferson -Wading River Rails to Trails Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Path, CP 5903, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Riverhead and the Village of 
Shoreham 

At its February 15, 2017 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to Chapter 
450 of the Suffolk County Code, and based on the information received, as well as that given in a 
presentation by Jeff Dawson, Associate Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works and 
Eileen Kelly and Steve Normandin from NV5 - Technical Engineering and Consulting Services, the 
Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution No. 9-2017, a 
copy of which is attached, that the proposed project be considered a Type I Action under SEQRA that 
will not have significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

If the Legislature concurs with the Council on Environmental Quality's recommendation that the project 
will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, the Presiding Officer should cause to be 
brought before the Legislature for a vote, a resolution determining that the proposed action is a Type I 
Action pursuant to SEQRA that will not have significant adverse impacts on the environment (negative 
declaration). However, if the Legislature has further environmental concerns regarding this project and 
needs additional information, the Presiding Officer should remand the case back to the initiating unit for 
the necessary changes to the project and EAF or submit a resolution authorizing the initiating unit to 
prepare a draft environmental impact statement (positive declaration). 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 9-2017 Which sets forth the Council's 
recommendations. The project EAF and supporting documentation can be viewed online at 
http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Departments/Planning/Boards/CouncilonEnvironmentalQuality 
If the Council can be of further help in this matter, please let us know. 
Enc. 
cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 

Jason A. Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
Tim Laube, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for the Legislature 
Sarah Lansdale, Director of Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11 1
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Project# PLN-1 0-17 February 15, 2017 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 9-2017, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
PORT JEFFERSON- WADING RIVER RAILS TO TRAILS PEDESTRIAN AND 
BICYCLE PATH, CP 5903, TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN, TOWN OF 
RIVERHEAD AND VILLAGE OF SHOREHAM 

WHEREAS, at its February 15, 2017 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Jeff 
Dawson, Associate Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works and Eileen Kelly 
and Steve Normandin from NV5- Technical Engineering and Consulting Services; and 

WHEREAS, Suffolk County proposes to construct an approximately ten foot wide paved 
shared use path within an approximately 30 foot wide easement; and 

WHEREAS, the shared use path is proposed to be sited within an approximately ten 
mile long strip of abandoned Long Island Rail Road right-of-way which is presently owned by 
the Long Island Power Authority (LIP A) and used as an electrical distribution right-of-way, and 

WHEREAS, the shared use path will also include an approximately 950 foot section in 
Rocky Point that will be located on-road due to the lack of an accessible LIPA right-of-way in 
that location; and 

WHEREAS, the shared use path will be designed to provide safe access and travel 
needs for bicyclists and pedestrians; now, therefore be it 

1"1 RESOLVED, that based on the information received and presented, a quorum of the 
CEQ hereby recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive that the 
proposed activity be classified as a Type I Action under the provisions of Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617 and Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code; and, be it further 

2"ct RESOLVED, that based on the information received, a quorum of the CEQ 
recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, pursuant to Title 6 
NYCRR Part 617 and Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code, that the proposed project will not 
have significant adverse impacts on the environment for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed action will not exceed any of the criteria in Section 617.7 of 
Title 6 NYCRR which sets forth thresholds for determining significant effect 
on the environment; 

2. The proposal does not appear to significantly threaten any unique or highly 
valuable environmental or cultural resources as identified in or regulated by 
the Environmental Conservation Law of the State of New York or the Suffolk 
County Charter and Code; 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F:{631) 853-4767 



3. The proposed project location does not appear to suffer from any severe 
environmental development constraints (limiting soil properties, high 
groundwater table and/or unmanageable slopes); 

4. The proposed land use trail is proposed in a location that has previously been 
disturbed and all stormwater runoff from the proposed project will be 
maintained onsite; 

3'd RESOLVED, that it is the recommendation of the Council that the Legislature and 
County Executive adopt a SEQRA determination of non-significance (negative declaration). 

DATED: 2/15/2017 
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PROJECT#: DPW-10-2016-16 
RESOLUTION #: 9-2017 

DATE: February 15,2017 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 181 D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis 181 D D D D 

Michael Doall 181 D D D D 

Eva Growney D D D 181 D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D 181 D 

Hon. Kara Hahn 181 D D D D 

Michael Kaufman 181 D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D 181 D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson 181 D D D D 

Recommendation: Type I Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Mr. Doall 

Further information may be obtained by contacting: 

Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Council on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
Tel: (631) 853-5191 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11 1
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

lAWRENCE SWANSON 
CHAIR 

CEQ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Lawrence Swanson, Chair l9:Jc,s) 
DATE: February 28, 2017 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Suffolk County Sewer District No. 7- Medford, CP 8194, 
Town of Brookhaven 

At its February 15, 2017 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to Chapter 
450 of the Suffolk County Code, and based on the information received, as well as that given in a 
presentation by Ben Wright, Principal Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works the 
Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution No. 10-2017, a 
copy of which is attached, that the proposed project be considered an Unlisted Action under SEQRA that 
will not have significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

If the Legislature concurs with the Council on Environmental Quality's recommendation, the Presiding 
Officer should cause to be brought before the Legislature for a vote, a resolution determining that the 
proposed action constitutes an Unlisted Action pursuant to SEQRA that will not have significant adverse 
impacts on the environment (negative declaration). However, if the Legislature has further environmental 
concerns regarding this project and needs additional information, the Presiding Officer should remand the 
case back to the initiating unit for the necessary changes to the project and EAF or submit a resolution 
authorizing the initiating unit to prepare a draft environmental impact statement (positive declaration). 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 10-2017. Which sets forth the Council's 
recommendations. The project EAF and supporting documentation can be viewed online at: 
http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov!Departments/Plarming/Boards/CouncilonEnvironmentalQuality 
If the Council can be of further help in this matter, please let us know. 

Enc. 
cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 

Jason A. Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for the Legislature 
Sarah Lansdale, Director of Planning, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 
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Project# DPW-6-2017 February 15, 2017 

CEQ RESOLUTION N0.10-2017, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
IMPROVEMENTS TO SUFFOLK COUNTY SEWER DISTRICT NO.7-
MEDFORD, CP8194, TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN 

WHEREAS, at its February 15, 2017 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Ben 
Wright, Principal Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed improvements to the Suffolk County Sewer District No. 7 -
Medford would take place at the Woodside facility which is one of the two wastewater treatment 
plants in the Sewer District; and 

WHEREAS, the Woodside facility is located on Harrison Avenue which is east of County 
Road 101 and south of Woodside Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed improvements will be in-kind replacement with a focus on the 
replacement of the denitrification filter system along with auxiliary equipment, and 

WHEREAS, the proposed replacement system will replace an outdated system and 
provide the capacity to treat sewage from the potential development in North Bellport and the 
potential sewering of the Village of Bellport, and 

181 RESOLVED, that based on the information received and presented, a quorum of the 
CEQ hereby recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive that the 
proposed project be classified as an Unlisted Action under the provisions of Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617 and Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code; and, be it further 

2"0 RESOLVED, that based on the information received, a quorum of the CEQ 
recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, pursuant to Title 6 
NYCRR Part 617 and Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code, that the proposed action will not 
have significant adverse impacts on the environment for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed action will not exceed any of the criteria in 6 NYCRR, Section 617.7, 
which sets forth thresholds for determining significant effect on the environment as 
demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form; 

2. The proposal does not significantly threaten any unique or highly valuable 
environmental or cultural resources as identified in or regulated by the Environmental 
Conservation Law of the State of New York or the Suffolk County Charter and Code; 



3. The proposed work will replace an outdated system and all work constitutes in-kind 
replacement and will be located on the same foot-print of the system to be replaced; 

3'd RESOLVED, that it is the recommendation of the Council that the Legislature and 
County Executive adopt a SEQRA determination of non-significance (negative declaration). 

DATED: 2/15/2017 



PROJECT#: DPW-6-2017 
RESOLUTION #: 10-2017 
DATE: February 15,2017 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 181 0 0 0 0 

Frank De Rubeis 181 0 0 0 0 

Michael Doall 181 0 0 0 0 

Eva Growney 0 0 0 181 0 

Thomas C. Gulbransen 0 0 0 181 0 

Hon. Kara Hahn 181 0 0 0 0 

Michael Kaufman 181 0 0 0 0 

Constance Kepert 0 0 0 181 0 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 0 0 0 0 

Larry Swanson 181 D 0 0 0 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Hon. Hahn 

Further information may be obtained by contacting: 

Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Council on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
Tel: (631) 853-5191 
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

LAWRENCE SWANSON 
CHAIR 

CEQ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Lawrence Swanson, Chair~ccSl 

DATE: February 28, 2017 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Suffolk County Sewer District No. 22 Hauppauge 
Municipal Recharge Facilities Project, CP 8171, Town of Smithtown 

At its February 15, 2017 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to Chapter 
450 of the Suffolk County Code, and based on the information received, as well as that given in a 
presentation by Ben Wright, Principal Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works and 
Paul Lappano, Vice President at the consulting engineering company Lockwood, Kessler & Bartlett, Inc 
the Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution No. 11-
2017, a copy of which is attached, that the proposed project be considered an Unlisted Action under 
SEQRA that will not have significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

If the Legislature concurs with the Council on Environmental Quality's recommendation, the Presiding 
Officer should cause to be brought before the Legislature for a vote, a resolution determining that the 
proposed action constitutes an Unlisted Action pursuant to SEQRA that will not have significant adverse 
impacts on the environment (negative declaration). However, if the Legislature has further environmental 
concerns regarding this project and needs additional information, the Presiding Officer should remand the 
case back to the initiating unit for the necessary changes to the project and EAF or submit a resolution 
authorizing the initiating unit to prepare a draft environmental impact statement (positive declaration). 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 11-2017. Which sets forth the Council's 
recommendations. The project EAF and supporting documentation can be viewed online at 
http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Departments/Planning/Boards/CouncilonEnvironmentalOuality 
If the Council can be of further help in this matter, please let us know. 

En c. 
cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 

Jason A. Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for the Legislature 
Sarah Lansdale, Director of Planning, Depattment of Economic Development and Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner, Depattment of Economic Development and Planning 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL KWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



Project# DPW-9-2017 February 15, 2017 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 11-2017, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
SUFFOLK COUNTY SEWER DISTRICT NO. 22 HAUPPAUGE MUNICIPAL 
RECHARGE FACILITIES PROJECT, CP 8171, TOWN OF SMITHTOWN 

WHEREAS, at its February 15, 2017 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Ben 
Wright, Principal Civil Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works and Paul Lappano, 
Vice President at the consulting engineering company Lockwood, Kessler & Bartlett, Inc.; and 

WHEREAS, to alleviate the poor recharge conditions at Sewer District No. 22's 
wastewater treatment plant said project proposes to abandon the Sewer District #22 wastewater 
treatment plant facility and pump the wastewater to Sewer District #18 for treatment; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project proposes to connect the wastewater treatment plant at 
the County Center North Complex in Hauppauge (Sewer District No. 22) to Sewer District No. 
18 - Hauppauge Industrial at the intersection of Marcus Avenue and New Highway via the 
construction of approximately 6,700 linear feet of force main; and 

WHEREAS, the control building and emergency generator at Sewer District No. 22's 
current wastewater treatment plant will remain active and supply power to the new pump 
station; now, therefore be it 

1"' RESOLVED, that based on the information received and presented, a quorum of the 
CEQ hereby recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive that the 
proposed project be classified as an Unlisted Action under the provisions of Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617 and Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code; and, be it further 

2"d RESOLVED, that based on the information received, a quorum of the CEQ 
recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, pursuant to Title 6 
NYCRR Part 617 and Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code, that the proposed action will not 
have significant adverse impacts on the environment for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed action will not exceed any of the criteria in 6 NYCRR, Section 617.7, 
which sets forth thresholds for determining significant effect on the environment as 
demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form; 

2. The proposal does not significantly threaten any unique or highly valuable 
environmental or cultural resources as identified in or regulated by the Environmental 
Conservation Law of the State of New York or the Suffolk County Charter and Code; 



3. All work will be performed on the grounds of the existing sewage treatment plant and 
in existing road right of ways which are areas that have previously been disturbed; 

4. The force main trenching and covering will proceed in phases to limit the amount of 
area that is disturbed per day; 

5. All required regulatory permits and approvals will be obtained; 

6. The project will alleviate poor effluent recharge conditions due to a high water table 
and poor soil percolation at the current Suffolk County Sewer District # 22 sewage 
treatment plant which is close to the Nissequogue River headwaters; 

3'd RESOLVED, that it is the recommendation of the Council that the Legislature and 
County Executive adopt a SEQRA determination of non-significance (negative declaration). 

DATED: 2/15/2017 



PROJECT#: DPW-9-2017 
RESOLUTION #: 11-2017 
DATE: February 15, 2017 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. jgl D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis jgl D D D D 

Michael Doall jgl D D D D 

Eva Growney D D D jgl D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D jgl D 

Han. Kara Hahn jgl D D D D 

Michael Kaufman jgl D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D jgl D 

Mary Ann Spencer jgl D D D D 

Larry Swanson jgl D D D D 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Han. Hahn 

Further information may be obtained by contacting: 

Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Council on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
Tel: (631) 853-5191 
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Lawrence Swanson 
Chair 
CEQ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Lawrence Swanson, Chair~ 

DATE: February 28, 2017 

RE: CEQ Review of the Recommended SEQRA Classifications of Legislative Resolutions 
Laid on the Table February 7, 2017 

At its February 15, 2017 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to Chapter 
450 of the Suffolk County Code, and based on the information received, the Council recommends to the 
Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive in CEQ Resolution No. 12-2017, a copy of which is 
attached, that the enclosed lists of legislative resolutions laid on the table February 7, 2017, be classified 
pursuant to SEQRA as so indicated in the left hand margin. The majority of the proposed resolutions are 
Type II actions pursuant to the appropriate section of Title 6 NYCRR Part 617.5, with no further 
environmental review necessary. Unlisted and Type I actions require that the initiating unit of County 
government prepare an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) or other SEQRA documentation and 
submit it to the CEQ for further SEQRA review and recommendations. 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 12-2017 setting forth the Council's 
recommendations along with the associated lists of legislative resolutions. If the Council can be of 
further help in this matter, please let us know. 

Enc. 
cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 

Jason A. Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for the Legislature 
Sarah Lansdale, Director of Planning, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 
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Project# PLN-08-2017 February 15, 2017 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 12-2017, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATIONS OF LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTIONS LAID ON THE 
TABLE FEBRUARY 7, 2017, PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 450 OF THE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE 

WHEREAS, the legislative packets regarding resolutions laid on the table on February 7, 
2017 have been received in the CEQ office; and 

WHEREAS, staff has preliminarily reviewed the proposed resolutions and recommended 
SEQRA classifications; now, therefore, be it 

1"' RESOLVED, that in the judgment of the CEQ, based on the information received and 
presented, a quorum of the Council recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County 
Executive, pursuant to Chapter 450 of the Suffolk County Code, that the attached lists of actions 
and projects be classified by the Legislature and County Executive pursuant to SEQRA as so 
indicated. 

DATED: 2/15/2017 
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PROJECT#: PLN-08-2017 
RESOLUTION #: 12-2017 
DATE: February 15, 2017 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 181 D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis 181 D D D D 

Michael Doall 181 D D D D 

Eva Growney D D D 181 D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D 181 D 

Hon. Kara Hahn 181 D D D D 

Michael Kaufman 181 D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D 181 D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson 181 D D D D 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Mr. DeRubeis 

Further information may be obtained by contacting: 

Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Council on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
Tel: (631) 853-5191 
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L A I D  O N  T H E  T A B L E  F E B R U A R Y  7 , 2 0 1 7  
LADS REPORT PREPARED BY: 

Keisha Jacobs 
(Revised 2/8/2017) 

 
1026. Authorizing a certain technical correction to Adopted Resolution No. 1167-2016. 

(Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 
  
1027. Authorizing use of Smith Point County Park property in 2017 by the Mastics-

Moriches-Shirley Community Library’s Family Literacy Project. (Browning) PARKS 
& RECREATION 

  
1028. Ensuring full membership on the Environmental Trust Review Board. (Pres. Off.) 

ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 
  
1029. Authorizing use of Smith Point Park property by Getco Company, between the 

Ports and Event Power, Long Island, for a Triathlon. (Browning) PARKS & 
RECREATION 

  
1030. Adopting Local Law No.  -2017, A Local Law to improve the real property auction 

process to encourage smart revitalization by towns and villages. (Calarco) WAYS 
& MEANS 

  
1031. Approving 2017 funding for a contract agency (Northport Historical Society). 

(Spencer) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1032. Amending the 2017 Operating Budget and transferring funding to IGHL, Inc. 

(Calarco) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1033. Amending the 2017 Operating Budget to provide funding for Welcome Friends of 

Greater Port Jefferson, Inc. (Hahn) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1034. Amending the 2017 Operating Budget to provide funding for Christian Life Center 

Church. (Pres. Off.) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1035. Approving 2017 funding for a contract agency (Patchogue Medford Youth). 

(Calarco) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1036. Approving County funding for a contract agency (Medford Chamber of Commerce). 

(Calarco) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1037. Amending the 2017 Operating Budget and transferring funds to Girls Incorporated 

of Long Island. (Martinez) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1038. Appointing Clara Macri as a member of the Suffolk County Vanderbilt Museum 

Commission (Trustee No. 3). (Anker) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1039. Reappointing Albert Krupski as a member of the Suffolk County Soil and Water 

Conservation District. (Pres. Off.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
  
  

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(15)(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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Type II Action 
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Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 



1040. Appointing Robert Calarco as a member of the Suffolk County Soil and Water 
Conservation District. (Pres. Off.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1041. Authorizing certain technical corrections to Adopted Resolution Nos. 915-2016 and 

916-2016. (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 
  
1042. Reappointing Brian T. Culhane as a member of the Suffolk County Soil and Water 

Conservation District. (Krupski) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1043. Reappointing member to the Judicial Facilities Agency (Martin R. Cantor). (Pres. 

Off.) WAYS & MEANS 
  
1044. Directing the Department of Economic Development and Planning to assess the 

effectiveness of economic development incentives in Suffolk County. (Pres. Off.) 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

  
1045. Authorizing the reconveyance of County-owned real estate pursuant to Section 

215, New York State County Law to Armand Regateiro III and James Regateiro 
(SCTM No. 0500-179.00-02.00-063.001). (Stern) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1046. To appoint Liz Fanning Holdorf as a member of the Suffolk County Citizens 

Advisory Board for the Arts. (Pres. Off.) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
  
1047. Adopting Local Law No. -2017, A Local Law prohibiting billboards on County 

roadways. (Krupski) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
  
1048. Declaring April as “Alcohol Awareness Month” in Suffolk County. (Kennedy) 

HEALTH 
  
1049. Authorizing the illumination of the H. Lee Dennison Executive Office Building in 

recognition of alcohol awareness. (Kennedy) PUBLIC WORKS, 
TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1050. Adopting Local Law No.  -2017, A Local Law amending County restrictions on 

outdoor restraint of pets. (Martinez) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1051. Authorizing appraisal of land under the Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection 

Program, as amended by Local Law No. 24-2007 – Mastic/Shirley Conservation 
Area (SCTM Nos. 0209-027.00-06.00-052.000 and 0209-027.00-08.00-017.000) – 
Town of Brookhaven. (Browning) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1052. Adding a member to the Tick Control Advisory Committee. (Fleming) PUBLIC 

WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
  
1053. Authorizing a certain technical correction to Adopted Resolution No.  960-2016. 

(Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 
  
1054. Appropriating funds in connection with the Purchase of Heavy Duty and Other 

Equipment for Vanderbilt Museum (CP 7455). (Pres. Off.) PARKS & 
RECREATION 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
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(20)(27) 
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(20)(21)(27) 
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(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(15)(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(21)(27) 

Type II Action 
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(20)(27) 
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(20)(27) 
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Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(25)(27) 



  
1055. Approving County funding for a contract agency (Holbrook Chamber of 

Commerce). (Lindsay) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1056. Amending the Suffolk County Classification and Salary Plan in connection with a 

new position title in the Suffolk County Police Department: Assistant Deputy 
Commissioner of Police (Finance). (Co. Exec.) GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1057. Authorizing the Suffolk County Department of Parks, Recreation and Conservation 

to accept a monetary donation from the Suffolk County Parks Foundation, Inc. to 
improve and enhance Suffolk County-owned public parks. (Co. Exec.) PARKS & 
RECREATION 

  
1058. To readjust, compromise, and grant refunds and chargebacks on correction or 

errors/County Comptroller by: County Legislature No. 459-2016. (Co. Exec.) 
BUDGET AND FINANCE  

  
1059. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) – open space component and 
the Old Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program [C12-5(D)] - for the  
Capital Asset Retirement Fund, LLC and Tristate Capital Holdings, LLC property – 
Brushes Creek Town of Southold – (SCTM Nos. 1000-127.00-03.00-009.002 and 
1000-127.00-08.00-017.002). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1060. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) – open space component and 
the Old Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program [C12-5(D)] - for the 
Capital Asset Retirement Fund, LLC property – Brushes Creek -Town of Southold 
(SCTM No. 1000-127.00-08.00-017.003). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, 
PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1061. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) – open space component and 
the Old Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program [C12-5(D)] - for the 
Hallock Holdings Corp. property – Brushes Creek -Town of Southold – (SCTM No. 
1000-127.00-03.00-010.003). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1062. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) – open space component and 
the Old Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program [C12-5(D)] - for the 
Jeffry Hallock property – Brushes Creek -Town of Southold – (SCTM No. 1000-
127.00-03.00-010.002). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1063. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) – open space component and 
the Old Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program [C12-5(D)] - for the 
Jeffry Hallock property – Brushes Creek -Town of Southold – (SCTM No. 1000-
127.00-03.00-010.002). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Unlisted 
Action/Negative 
Declaration  
 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
Programmatic 
SEQRA Complete 
 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
Programmatic 
SEQRA Complete 
 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
Programmatic 
SEQRA Complete 
 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
Programmatic 
SEQRA Complete 
 



  
1064. Accepting and appropriating a grant award amendment from the State Education 

Department, Perkins IV Funds, for the Carl D. Perkins  Career and Technical 
Education Act (CTEA) Program 100% reimbursed by federal funds at Suffolk 
County Community College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 2/7/2017** 

  
1065. Accepting and appropriating a grant award from the State University of New York, 

for a Workforce Development Training Program entitled “Adchem – 
Communication Improvement Program,” 90% reimbursed by state funds at Suffolk 
County Community College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 2/7/2017** 

  
1066. Accepting and appropriating a grant sub-award from the Research Foundation for 

the State University of New York (SUNY), Stony Brook University, for a project 
entitled, “LSAMP: Meeting the Grand Challenge of Preparing Students for 
Successful Transition into STEM majors and beyond,” 100% reimbursed by federal 
funds at Suffolk County Community College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 
2/7/2017** 

  
1067. Authorizing use of Cathedral Pines County Park by Suffolk Committee for 

Camping, Inc. for its annual camping rally. (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1068. Amending the 2017 Operating Budget and appropriating funds in connection with 

bonding for a settlement for a liability case against the County. (Co. Exec.) 
BUDGET AND FINANCE 

  
1069. Authorizing use of Cathedral Pines County Park by Suffolk County Athletic 

Trainers’ Association, Inc. for its SCATA “Fund” Run Fundraiser. (Co. Exec.) 
PARKS & RECREATION 

  
1070. Authorizing use of Indian Island County Park by Event Power for its Riverhead 

Rocks Run Fundraiser. (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1071. Accepting and appropriating a grant award amendment from the National Science 

Foundation (NSF) for a project entitled, “Support for Undergraduates at the 
Community College engaged in STEM Studies” (NSF Stem III), 100% reimbursed 
by federal funds at Suffolk County Community College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED 
ON 2/7/2017** 

  
1072. Approving the appointment of Philip Dluginski to detective in the Suffolk County 

Police Department. (Co. Exec.) GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, 
INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1073. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Nancy Bieniewicz n/k/a Nancy 
Marano (SCTM No.  0103-015.00-02.00-004.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1074. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Christopher Byrd, as administrator 
of the Estate of Ernest C.  Byrd, Jr. a/k/a Ernest Christopher Byrd (SCTM No. 
0200-281.00-03.00-003.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
  
  

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
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(20)(27) 
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6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Unlisted Action 
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1075. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 
under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Donald Gaynor (SCTM No.  0100-
165.00-03.00-043.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1076. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act 3-G Realty Corp. (SCTM No.  
0800-086.00-03.00-018.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1077. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Alvin M. McCray, as devisee under 
the last will and testament of Patricia A. Smith (SCTM No. 0100-040.00-02.00-
005.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1078. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Jolee Sabella, as administrator of 
the estate of Vincent J. Sabella (SCTM No. 0200-842.00-02.00-037.000). (Co. 
Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1079. Authorizing appraisal of land under the Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection 

program, as amended by Local Law No. 24-2007 – Mastic/Shirley Conservation 
Area (SCTM No. 0209-030.00-03.00-019.000) – Town of Brookhaven. (Co. Exec.) 
ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE   

  
1080. Authorizing the sale of County-owned real property pursuant to Section 72-h of the 

General Municipal Law to the Town of Babylon for affordable housing purposes 
(SCTM No. 0100-164.00-03.00-016.004). (Co. Exec.) GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1081. To readjust, compromise, and grant refunds and chargebacks on correction or 

errors/County Comptroller by: County Legislature No. 460-2017. (Co. Exec.) 
BUDGET AND FINANCE 

  
1082. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Arlene Repman, surviving heir of 
the Estate of Helen Swift (SCTM No. 0500-362.00-01.00-082.000). (Co. Exec.) 
WAYS & MEANS 

  
1083. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Everlina Bradley and John Barnes, 
Jr., administrators of the Estate of Louvenia Barnes (SCTM Nos. 0100-124.00-
04.00-055.000 and 0100-124.00-04.00-056.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1084. Amending the 2017 Adopted Operating Budget to reallocate 100% State Aid from 

the New York State Office of Mental Health for Personalized Recovery Oriented 
Services (PROS) providers. (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 

  
1085. Amending the 2017 Adopted Operating Budget to transfer funding from the Long 

Island Home d/b/a South Oaks Hospital to Family Service League, Inc. for dual 
recovery services. (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 

  
  
  
  

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(21)(27) 
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Unlisted Action 
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Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 



1086. Accepting and appropriating 75% state grant funds from the New York State Office 
for the Aging in the amount of $101,874 for the Expanded In Home Services for the 
Elderly Program (EISEP) administered by the Suffolk County Office for the Aging. 
(Co. Exec.) SENIORS AND CONSUMER PROTECTION 

  
1087. Revenue Anticipation Note Resolution No. -2017, Resolution Delegating to the 

County Comptroller the power to authorize the issuance of not to exceed 
$55,000,000 Revenue Anticipation Notes of the County of Suffolk, New York, in 
anticipation of the receipt of certain revenues for the fiscal year ending December 
31, 2017, to prescribe the terms, form and contents of such notes, and to provide 
for the sale and credit enhancement thereof. (Co. Exec.) BUDGET AND FINANCE 

  
1088. Approving and authorizing a contract with a New York State certified Minority and 

Woman Owned Business Enterprise via New York State Grant. (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1089. To appoint member of Suffolk County Youth Board Coordinating Council 

representing Legislative District No. 2 (London Rosiere). (Co. Exec.) EDUCATION 
AND HUMAN SERVICES 

  
1090. Amending Resolution No. 1139-2016, authorizing the Department of Economic 

Development and Planning to commit to benchmarking County buildings. (Co. 
Exec.) **ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 2/ 7/2017** 

  
1091. Making a SEQRA determination in connection with the Proposed Design and 

Construction of In-Kind Replacement and Rehabilitation Improvements to Suffolk 
County Sewer District No. 14 – Parkland, (CP 8118) and for Repairing Portions of 
the Collection System Sewer Lines and Pumping Stations of Suffolk County Sewer 
District No. 14 – Parkland, (CP 8151), Town of Islip. (Pres. Off.) ENVIRONMENT, 
PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1092. Making a SEQRA determination in connection with the Proposed Design and 

Construction of In-Kind Replacement and Rehabilitation Improvements to Suffolk 
County Sewer District No. 21 – SUNY, (CP 8121), Town of Brookhaven. (Pres. 
Off.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1093. Amending membership of Open Data Committee. (Calarco) GOVERNMENT 

OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 
  
1094. Adopting Local Law No. -2017, A Local Law to increase certain administrative fees 

for the Department of Probation. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1095. Accepting and appropriating 100% grant funds received from the New York State 

Division of Criminal Justice Services to the Suffolk County District Attorney’s 
Office, under the Crimes against Revenue Program (CARP). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC 
SAFETY 

  
1096. Amending the 2017 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating funds for the 

Forensic Sciences Medical and Legal Investigative Consolidated Laboratory (CP 
1109). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
  
  

Type II Action 
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Type II Action 
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Type II Action 
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1097. Appropriating funds for the purchase of equipment for Med-Legal Investigations 
and Forensic Sciences (CP 1132). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1098. Appropriating funds for the purchase of replacement Vehicles for Med-Legal 

Investigations and Forensic Sciences in accordance with the County Vehicle 
Standard Law (CP 1138). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1099. Appropriating funds in connection with the Optical Disk Imaging System (CP 1751). 

(Co. Exec.)  WAYS & MEANS 
  
1100. Appropriating funds in connection with the Replacement of a High Speed Scanner 

(CP 1822). (Co. Exec.)  WAYS & MEANS 
  
1101. Accepting and appropriating 100% Federal funds awarded as pass-thru funding by 

the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services to the Suffolk County 
Department of Probation for Ignition Interlock Device Monitoring Program. (Co. 
Exec.)  PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1102. Accepting and appropriating 100% Federal funds awarded by the U.S. Marshals 

Service to the Suffolk County Department of Probation and authorizing the County 
Executive to execute related agreements. (Co. Exec.)  PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1103. Accepting and appropriating a grant as pass-thru funding from the New York State 

Division of Criminal Justice Services to the Suffolk County Department of 
Probation for the S.T.O.P. Violence Against Women Act Program with 75% 
support. (Co. Exec.)  PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1104. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $2,106,258 from the New 

York State Office of Indigent Legal Services, to improve the quality of services 
provided under Article 18-B of the County Law by the Legal Aid Society of Suffolk 
County and the Suffolk County Assigned Counsel Defender Plan with 100% 
support. (Co. Exec.)  WAYS & MEANS 

  
1105. Requesting Legislative approval of contract award for a sole bidder for Federal 

Transit Administration (FTA) Post-Delivery Audit and In-Plant Production Line 
Inspection Services. (Co. Exec.)  **ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 2/ 7/2017** 

  
1106. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $5,476,712 from the New 

York State Office of Indigent Legal Services, to provide caseload relief for the 
providers of Indigent Criminal Defense pursuant to the Hurrell-Harring Settlement. 
(Co. Exec.)  WAYS & MEANS 

  
1107. Adopting Local Law No. -2017, A Charter Law to limit County fee increases. 

(Trotta) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1108. Adopting Local Law No.  -2017, A Local Law to increase Medical Examiner fees.  

(Co. Exec.)  PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1109. Amending the 2017 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating Pay-As-You-

Go funds in connection with Macarthur Industrial (CP 8102). (Co. Exec.)  PUBLIC 
WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
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1110. Authorizing $3,842,579 in funds for the purchase of paratransit vehicles and 

accepting and appropriating Federal and State Aid and County funds (CP 5658). 
(Co. Exec.)  PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1111. Authorizing planning steps for implementation of Suffolk County Workforce 

Housing Program (Riverhead Lofts). (Co. Exec.)  GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1112. Amending the 2017 Capital Budget and Program, authorizing $7,849,295 in funds 

for the purchase of New Hybrid-Electric Transit Buses for Suffolk County Transit 
and accepting and appropriating Federal and State Aid and County funds (CP 
5658). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1113. Authorizing the construction of wastewater upgrades at Lake Ronkonkoma County 

Park, using the New Enhanced Suffolk County Water Quality Protection Program 
funds (CP 8733). (Co. Exec.)  ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1114. To confirm and approve promotion of Elaine Barraga. (Co. Exec.)  GOVERNMENT 

OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING  
  
1115. Accepting and appropriating an increase in grant funds from the U.S. Department 

of Housing and Urban Development in the amount of $6,294 for the Home 
Investment Partnerships Program and authorizing the County Executive to execute 
agreements. (Co. Exec.) GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, 
INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1116. Resolution amending Bond Resolution No. 853-2016, Adopted on October 5, 2016, 

relating to the authorization of the issuance of $49,781 Bonds to finance the New 
Enhanced Suffolk County Water Quality Protection Program – 2014 Referendum – 
Construction of Clean Lakes in the Village of Patchogue (CP 8733.311). (Co. 
Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 2/ 7/2017** 

  
1117. Resolution amending Bond Resolution No. 1168-2016, Adopted on December 20, 

2016, relating to the authorization of the issuance of $1,150,000 Bonds to finance 
the cost of improvements to County Marinas (CP 7109.111, .316). (Co. Exec.) 
**ADOPTED ON 2/ 7/2017** 

  
1118. Adopting Local Law No. -2017, A Local Law to increase the penalties for illegal 

dumping in Suffolk County. (Hahn) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1119. Authorizing an appraisal for the purchase of Development Rights of Farmland 

under the Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program, as amended by 
Local Law No. 24-2007 – Baiting Hollow Meadow Farm property – Town of 
Riverhead (SCTM No. 0600-062.00-04.00-002.000 p/o). (Krupski)  
ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1120. Adding two members to the Suffolk County Public Transportation Working Group. 

(Fleming)  PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
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1121. Authorizing fee modifications in the Suffolk County Department of Human 
Resources, Personnel and Civil Service. (Co. Exec.)  
**ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 2/ 7/2017** 

  
1122. Appropriating Sewer District Serial Bonds for the improvements to Suffolk County 

Sewer District No. 3 – Southwest (Ronkonkoma Hub Project (CP 8156)). (Co. 
Exec.)  PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1123. Amending Resolution No. 6-2017, fixing time of meetings of the County 

Legislature. (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 2/7/2017** 
  
1124. Adopting Local Law No.  -2017, A Local Law to implement continuing education 

requirements for electricians in Suffolk County. (Lindsay) SENIOR& CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 

  
1125. Authorizing the advance of funding to the Islip Arts Council for payment of 

expenses incurred. (Cilmi) **ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 2/7/2017** 
  
1126. Requiring Traffic and Parking Violations Agency to post its fine schedule online. 

(Browning)  WAYS & MEANS 
  

PROCEDURAL MOTION 
  
PM01.  Designating Veterans Organizations to receive funding for Memorial Day 

observances for 2017. (Stern) VETERANS 
  

 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso #938-2016 
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