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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

 
Notice is hereby given that the Council on Environmental Quality  
will convene a regular public meeting at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
September 21,  2016 in the Arthur Kunz Library, H. Lee Dennison 
Building, Second Floor, Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, NY 
11788.  Pursuant to the Citizens Public Participation Act, all citizens are 
invited to submit testimony, either orally or in writing at the meeting.  
Written comments can also be submitted prior to the meeting to the 
attention of: 
 
 Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 

Council on Environmental Quality 
Suffolk County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, NY  11788 
631-853-5191 
 
 

Council of Environmental Quality 
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Gloria Russo 
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  AGENDA 
 

MEETING NOTIFICATION 
 

Wednesday, September 21, 2016 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:  

August 17, 2016 
 
 

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 1 Actions: 
 

A. Proposed LT Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West 
Sayville Golf Course Property, Town of Islip 
 

B. Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen 
Impacts from Wastewater Sources 

 
Project Review: 
Recommended Unlisted Actions: 

 
A. Proposed Acquisition of Land Under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program – Open Space Component – North Fork Preserve Addition – for 
the Alan S. Gorman DDS, PC 401K Plan Property, Town of Riverhead 
 

B. Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main 
Piping Systems, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip and Village of Islandia 

 
C. Proposed Little Creek Stormwater Mitigation Project, Village of Patchogue 
 
D. Proposed Clean Lakes Patchogue Project - Patchogue Lake Aerator Installation, 

Village of Patchogue 
 
E. Proposed Lake Agawam Stormwater Remediation Phase IV Project, Village of 

Southampton 
 
F. Proposed Meadow Road Stormwater Management Project, Town of Smithtown  

 
Project Review: 
Recommendations for LADS Report: 
 

A. Recommendations for Legislative Resolutions Laid on the Table September 7, 2016 
 
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: September 21, 2016 

TIME:  9:40 am – 12:15 am 

LOCATION:  Arthur Kunz Library 

 H. Lee Dennison Bldg. – 2
nd

 Floor 

Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, New York 

 

 

PRESENT: 

Gloria Russo, Chair 

Michael Kaufman, Vice Chair 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 

Frank De Rubeis 

Michael Doall 

Eva Growney 

Hon. Kara Hahn 

Mary Ann Spencer 

 

ABSENT: 

Thomas Gulbransen 

Constance Kepert 

Larry Swanson 

 

CAC REPRESENTATIVES: 

None 

 

STAFF: 

Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner 

John Corral, Senior Planner 

Christine DeSalvo, Senior Clerk Typist 



 

GUESTS: 

Hon. Al Krupski, Suffolk County Legislator, District #1 

Catherine Stark, Suffolk County Legislative Aide for Legislator Krupski, District #1 

Alyssa Turano, Suffolk County Legislative Aide for Legislator Hahn, District #5 

Michael Pitcher, Director of Communications, Suffolk County Presiding Officer’s Office 

Lauretta Fischer, Chief Environmental Analyst, Suffolk County Department of Economic 

Development and Planning, Division of Planning and Environment 

Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of 

Economic Development and Planning, Division of Water Quality 

Gil Anderson, Commissioner, Suffolk County Department of Public Works 

John Donovan, Chief Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works 

Nick Gibbons, Principal Environmental Analyst, Suffolk County Department of Parks, 

Recreation and Conservation 

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

Services 

Christopher Lubicich, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of 

Health Services 

Eric Hofmeister, District Director, Senator Croci 

Joseph Dean, Superintendent Public Works, Village of Patchogue 

Joseph Keyes, Trustee, Village of Patchogue 

Steven Uccellini, Project Engineer, Village of Patchogue 

Dan Murphy, Gold Star Father of Lt. Michael Murphy 

Paul Dobiecki, Architect, Lt. Murphy Navy Seal Museum 

Vince Calrosa, Builder, Lt. Murphy Navy Seal Museum 

John M. Wagner, Attorney 

Joseph Prokop, Esq. Village Attorney, Village of Islandia 

Michael Zaleski, Village of Islandia 

Lara Urbat, Nelson Pope & Voorhis 

Robert Loscalze, C.O.O TriTec 

Mark Wagner, Principal, Cameron Engineering 

John Cameron, Managing Partner, Cameron Engineering 

 

 

Minutes:  

 

Minutes for the August 17, 2016, CEQ minutes were reviewed and discussed.    

 

A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to approve the August 17, 2016 minutes as 

amended.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Growney.   Motion carried. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Correspondence: 

 

A letter was received from Edward Romaine, Supervisor of the Town of Brookhaven, 

regarding the Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main 

Piping Systems, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip and Village of Islandia.  This letter 

was discussed during the project review of the Ronkonkoma Hub Sanitary Pumping 

Station and Force Main Piping System.   

 

Public Portion: 

None 

 

Historic Trust Docket:  

Director’s Report:   

 

Mr. Martin updated the Council on the following: 

 

 Housing Program:   

Mr. Martin noted that there is nothing new to report on the housing program.  

Suffolk County Parks is continuing to work on the interior renovations at 

Blydenburgh Cottage in Blydenburgh County Park.  

 

 Custodial Agreements:  

Mr. Martin noted that there are no new updates on the custodial agreements.  It 

was discussed that the Parks Department continues to work on the pending 

custodial agreements and they are moving forward.    

 

Mr. Martin also noted that Meadow Croft County Park, is available for the October 19, 

2016 CEQ meeting.  Chairwoman Russo confirmed that the CEQ will hold the October 

19, 2016 meeting at the Meadow Croft Estate in Sayville.    

 

 

Project Review: 

Recommended Unlisted Actions: (Taken Out of Order) 

 

B. Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force 

Main Piping Systems, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip and Village of Islandia  

 

John Donovan, Chief Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works, and 

Gil Anderson, Commissioner, Suffolk County Department of Public Works gave 

a presentation on the project.  The proposed project involves the construction of a 

sanitary pumping station and a seven mile long force main and gravity line piping 

system to convey the generated wastewater from the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit 

Oriented Development project to the Southwest Sewer District No. 3 and 

ultimately to the existing Bergen Point Sewage Treatment System.  The project is 

also being designed to allow for possible future connections to the proposed 

pumping station and force main piping system.   



 

Mr. Donovan noted that this project was previously before the CEQ in January, 

2015 when the project was stopped due to issues the Village of Islandia had with 

the project.   Mr. Donovan noted that the issues the Village of Islandia had with 

the project have been resolved and that Suffolk County is going to enter into an 

Intermunicipal Agreement with the Village to satisfy the Village’s concerns and 

insure that the Village will not oppose the project.  Mr. Donovan also noted that 

the project information submitted by the Suffolk County Department of Public 

Works includes information to address the questions raised by the CEQ at the 

January, 2015 meeting.  

 

As part of its project review the CEQ discussed the following topics: 

 

o Mr. Kaufman asked for clarification regarding how the force main will be 

constructed through the Connetquot River Headwaters area. It was 

discussed that to minimize impacts either a pipe jacking process or 

direction drilling process will be used where the force main crosses the 

Connetquot River headwaters.  It was also discussed that all work will be 

done in the existing road right-of-way.  

o Chairwoman Russo summarized a letter received by the CEQ dated 

September 20, 2016 from the Town of Brookhaven Supervisor Edward 

Romaine regarding the project.   The letter stated that the Town of 

Brookhaven is concerned about pumping the wastewater for the 

Ronkonkoma Hub development to the Southwest Sewer District instead of 

the original plan to a construct a Sewage Treatment Plant adjacent to the 

Ronkonkoma Hub Project.  The letter also notes the Supervisor’s concern 

of groundwater being pumped out of the Magothy Aquifer and then being 

discharged as treated effluent to the ocean.  Commissioner Anderson 

noted that the Suffolk County Department of Public Works has looked at 

the issue of replenishing groundwater and the issue of sending wastewater 

to the Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant.  It was noted by 

Commissioner Anderson that there is a clay lens between the Upper 

Glacial Aquifer and the Magothy Aquifer.  It was also noted that even at 

full buildout the 1.5 million gallons per day that will be pumped to the 

Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant still represents a very small 

percentage of water not being recharged back into the aquifer.  Legislator 

Krupski also asked an additional question on the issue of groundwater 

recharge and overdrafting and whether the issue has been considered for 

this project.  It was noted that the Suffolk County Department of Public 

Works spoke with Joe Pokorny the chief engineer for Suffolk County 

Water Authority which services the project area. Mr. Pokorny informed 

the Suffolk County Department of Public Works that he did not believe 

the amount of water being removed from the aquifer would have an 

impact on the Suffolk County Water Authority water supply wells.  This 

was based on the magnitude of the wastewater flow being pumped to the 

Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant in comparison to the magnitude of a 



Suffolk County Water Authority pumping well.  

o The possibility of additional connections to the line was also discussed.  It 

was noted that it will be possible for connections to occur along the line 

including in the Village of Islandia but there are no specific identified 

connections at this time.  It was also noted that Suffolk County is working 

on the planning stages to consider connecting the McArthur Airport 

Industrial Park to the sewer line.  Legislator Hahn noted that the 

possibility of other communities connecting to the proposed sewer line 

would result in the project having added environmental benefit.  

o The CEQ also noted that there should be a few edits made to the EAF and 

that Mr. Kaufman would work with the staff to make these edits prior to 

the Legislature reviewing the EAF and making its SEQRA determination 

for this project.    

o The Village Attorney, Mr. Prokop said that he would like to thank the 

County in their efforts in developing the IMA between the County and the 

Village but noted that the IMA has not yet been finalized.  Mr. Prokof also 

asked that the Village’s original comments be taken into account when 

edits are made to the project EAF.   

o The CEQ noted that while at this time the CEQ is reviewing this sewer 

connection project it is important that as Suffolk County considers future 

projects that the County have an overall long term strategy for sewering 

and wastewater treatment. 

 

After the extended discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 

Project Review: 

Recommended Type 1 Actions: 

 

A. Proposed LT Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West 

Sayville Golf Course Property, Town of Islip 

 

Richard Martin, Director of Historic Services, Suffolk County Department of 

Parks, Recreation and Conservation, Dan Murphy, Father of LT Michael Murphy 

and Paul Dobiecki, Architect for the Navy Seal Museum gave a presentation on 

the project. The project involves construction of a new one story 10,500 square 

feet structure and a connected 70 foot tall tower to be located in a cleared area of 

the pinetum (pine tree area) at Suffolk County’s West Sayville Golf Course 

Property.  The proposed structure will be used for a Navy Seal Museum as well as 

for a Navy Sea Cadet Corps Training Facility. The project also includes a new 

egress driveway to West Avenue, a new walkway with display areas and new 

vegetative plantings. 

 

After discussion a motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification 

of the proposed project as a Type 1 Action with a Negative Declaration.  The 



motion included that no ancillary equipment will be placed on the proposed 

museum tower.  The motion was seconded by Legislator Hahn.  Motion carried. 

 

It was discussed that the CEQ as the Historic Trust also needed to do a separate 

resolution for the Suffolk County Historic Trust approval of the proposed LT 

Michael Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West Sayville Golf 

Course Property. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to approve the proposed LT Michael 

Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West Sayville Golf Course with 

the provision that the applicant will continue to work with the Suffolk County 

Parks Department and the Suffolk County Historic Trust Committee on new 

landscaping and on the final design of the museum building. The motion was 

seconded by Hon. Hahn.   Motion carried.  Ms. Spencer abstained. 

 

B. Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen 

Impacts from Wastewater Sources 

 

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

Health Services gave a presentation on the proposed project.  The proposed 

project is for the approval and implementation of a County-wide wastewater 

program to mitigate nitrogen impacts emanating from wastewater sources.  Mr. 

Zegel noted that the Suffolk County Department of Health Services plans to work 

with the CEQ and Legislature to complete a Generic Environmental Impact 

Statement (GEIS) for this project.  It was also noted that the GEIS will include a 

public scoping session.   

 

After discussion a motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification 

of the proposed project as a Type 1 Action with a Positive Declaration.  The 

motion was seconded by Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 

Project Review: 

Recommended Unlisted Actions: 

 

C. Proposed Little Creek Stormwater Mitigation Project, Village of Patchogue 

 

Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 

of Economic Development and Planning and Joseph Dean, Superintendent of 

Public Works, Village of Patchogue gave a presentation of the proposed project.  

The proposed project involves the reconstruction of the drainage system at the 

south end of Little Creek to improve drainage capacity.  This reconstruction 

involves the removal and replacement of a check valve vault and three 30” inch 

pipes with three new pipes to be anchored to the bay bottom.  To facilitate 

collection and removal of debris a new headwall is also proposed to be 

constructed approximately 50 feet to the north of the bulkhead.  

 



After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 

 

D. Proposed Clean Lakes Patchogue Project - Patchogue Lake Aerator Installation, 

Village of Patchogue 

 

Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 

of Economic Development and Planning gave a presentation regarding the 

project.  The proposed project involves the installation of four aerators in 

Patchogue Lake for the purpose of increasing the water current to oxygenate, 

aerate and improve the overall water quality of the Lake. 

 

After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 

E. Proposed Lake Agawam Stormwater Remediation Phase IV Project, Village of 

Southampton 

 

Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 

of Economic Development and Planning, and Lara Urbat with Nelson Pope & 

Voorhis gave a presentation on the proposed project. The proposed project 

involves the installation of a series of leaching pools along Culver Street and Ox 

Pasture Road in the Village of Southampton to reduce stormwater runoff to Lake 

Agawam.  The drainage systems are proposed to be installed within the road 

right-of-ways and would not result in a change to impervious cover. 

 

After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 

F. Proposed Meadow Road Stormwater Management Project, Town of Smithtown  

 

Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 

of Economic Development and Planning and Allyson Murray, Environmental 

Planner, Town of Smithtown gave a presentation on the proposed project. The 

proposed project involves the construction of a bio-swale along Meadow Road to 

facilitate stormwater management of inputs to Mill Pond, the Nissequogue River 

and the Long Island Sound. 

 

After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 



A. Proposed Acquisition of Land Under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program – Open Space Component – North Fork Preserve Addition – 

for the Alan S. Gorman DDS, PC 401K Plan Property, Town of Riverhead 

 

Lauretta Fischer, Chief Environmental Analyst, Suffolk County Department of 

Economic Development and Planning gave a presentation on the proposed 

project.  The project involves the acquisition of 5.591+ acres of land by Suffolk 

County under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program and 

its dedication to the Suffolk County Parks Department in order to assure it remain 

in open space for passive recreational use. 

 

After discussion a motion was made by Ms. Growney to recommend 

classification of the proposed project as an Unlisted Action with a Negative 

Declaration.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Russo.  Motion carried. 

 

Project Review: 

 

Recommendations for LADS Report: 

 

Recommendations for Legislative Resolutions Laid on the Table September 7, 

2016. 

 

Mr. Corral noted that the staff’s SEQRA recommendations are listed on the 

September 7, 2016 LADS reports.    

 

Mr. Kaufman made a motion to accept staff recommendations for the September 

7, 2016 Legislative Resolutions.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Growney.  

Motion carried.   

 

 

 

Other Business: 

Ms. Russo, Chair of the CEQ, welcomed and introduced the two newest CEQ 

Members Frank De Rubeis and Michael Doall.  

 

CAC Concerns: 

None 

 

 

Meeting Adjourned 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Gloria Russo, Chairperson 
Council on Environmental Quality 

FROM: Ben Wright, P.E., Principal Civil En~ 
SUBJECT: Ronkonkoma Hub Sewerage Facilities 

DATE: September 7, 2016 

During January 2015, the referenced project was discussed at the CEQ meeting. The 
sewerage facilities for the Ronkonkoma Hub included a pumping station and force mains from 
that project through the rights-of way of the Towns of Brookhaven and Islip and the Village of 
Islandia. The ultimate disposal for treatment is Suffolk County Sewer District No. 3 - Southwest. 
The meeting resulted in issues concerning lead agency and concerns of the Village of Islandia 
regarding the force main route and construction activities. In order to respond to the various 
issues raised at that meeting including comments from the CEQ, it is noted that an inter­
municipal agreement has been approved by the Board of Trustees of the Village of Islandia and 
that through the various conditions of the IMA, the Village is comfortable with the design, 
construction, operation, and operational aspects of the system specifically through the Village of 
Islandia. At the January 2015 meeting, the CEQ also requested some additional 
information/documentation which is provided in the enclosed attachments. 

Based on the comments previously received and with the assistance of the CEQ staff in 
most of the attachments, we are providing 15 copies of the amended documents in response to 
comments for consideration at your upcoming CEQ meeting during September 2016: 

1. The Ronkonkoma Hub Parts 1 and 2 which were the basis of the January 2015 
meeting noting that attachment 'H' is an addendum to Part 1. 

2. Updated Part 3 including the following: 
(a) Attachment 'A' which is the NYSDEC Commissioner's lead agency finding. 
(b) Attachment 'B' Part III responses for all EAF Part 2 questions in which the 

impact was identified as potentially moderate to large. 

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 



(c) Attachment 'C' the Town of Brookhaven Ronkonkoma Hub SEQRA 
documents. 

(d) Attachment 'D' Suffolk County 2010 SEQRA determination for 10 million 
gallons per day expansion of Suffolk County Sewer District No 3 -
Southwest, Bergen Point Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

(e) Attachment 'E' information regarding Bergen Point Treatment plant's 
available flow capacity. 

(f) Attachment "F' information regarding the proposed usage of the proposed 
sewer line connecting Ronkonkoma Hub to Sewer District No. 3- Southwest. 

(g) Attachment 'G' information regarding the passage of the sewer line within the 
roadway of Johnson Avenue in the Village of Islandia through the Connetquot 
River headwaters. 

(h) Attachment 'H' amended items of Part 1 prepared during December 2014. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

BW:ni 
Attachment 
cc: Peter Scully, Deputy County Executive 

Gilbert Anderson, P .E., Commissioner 
John Donovan, P.E., Chief Engineer 
Janice McGovern, P.E., Principal Civil Engineer 
John Corral, Senior Planner, CEQ 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner 
Mark Wagner, C.E.P. LEED, Cameron Engineering 

H:\SANITATION\Engineering\Employees\wrightb\2016\bw9-7-16 Ronkonkoma Hub Sewerage Facilities memo to GRusso.doc 



Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 1 - Project and Setting 

Instructions for Completing Part 1 

Part 1 is to be completed by the applieant or project sponsor. 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 infonnation; indicate whether missing infonnation 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 infurmation. 

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 to the initial question is ';Yes", complete the sub~questions that follow. If the 
answer to the initial question is "No", proceed to the next question. Section Fallows 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 lis accurate and complete. 

A. Project and Sponsor Information. 

Name of Action or Project: 
Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main Piping Systems 

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map): 

Sanitary Pump Station to be loca1ed at tile corner of Mill Road and Railroad Avenue, Ronkonkoma, NY. F~rce main routing shown In Appendix 1. 

BriefDescription ofProposed Action (include Jlllrpose or need): 

lhe Town of Brookht;~ven' is developing approximately 58 acres of mixed-use ~esldential and commercial space. It has been determined that the new 
development will generate a volume of wastewater ln excess of that permitted by the SUffolk Courity Sanitary Code (Article 5). In order to address the 
sanitary density, the development will Include a means by whiCh wastewater generated by the development can be j:lroperly treated and disposed. The 
method chosen for treatment and disposal includes construction of a sanitary pumping etatlon and force main piping systems to convey the generated 
wastewater to the SouthweSt Sewer District No.3 and ummate!y to the existing Bergen Point Wastewater Treatment Plant located In West Babylon, NY for 
proper treatment and disposal. 

Wastewater generated from the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development will he collected and conveyed to the proposed sanitary pumping station by a 
gravity sewer collection system. 

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone: (631) 852-4010 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works {SCDFI~ 

E-Mail: Flublic.Works@suffolkcountyny.gov 

Address: 335 Yaphank Avenue 

City/PO: Yaphank State: New York J Zip Code: 11980 

Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone: (631) 852·4204 
John Donovan, P.E., Chief Engineer- SCDPW Division of Sanitation E~Mail: John.Donovan@suffolkcountyny,gov 

Address: 
335 Yaphank Avenue 

City/PO: State: I Zip Code: 
Yaphank NSWYork 11980 
Property Owner (if not same as sponsor): Telephone: 

E-Mail: 

Address; 

City /PO: State: I Zip Code: 
. 
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B. Government Approvals 

B. Government Approvals Funding, or Sponsorship. r'Funding" includes grants, loans, tax relie~ and any other fonns of financial 
assistance.) 

Government Entity IfY es: Identify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date 
Required (Aetna! or projected) 

a. City Council, Town Board, [JY es!;z!No 
or Village Board of Trustees 

b. City, Town or Village [JYes!;z!No 
Planning Board or Commission 

c. City Council, Town or oYesJl]No 
Village Zoning Beard of Appeals 

d. Other local agencies bZ]YesONo Suffolk County Department of Public Works Tech. Design Rpt. M 5114 
Contract Documents - 1/15 

e. County agencies ll!YesONo Suffolk County Department of Health Services ech. Design Rpl.- 5/14 
Contract Documents -1115 

f. Regional agencies [JY es!;z!No 

g. State agencies IZ!YesONo New York State Department of Environmental Tech. Design Rpt. - 5/14 
ConServation and NYSDOT, ESDC Grant Funding Contract Documents -1115 

h. Federal agencies !;z!Yes0No MTALIRR Contract Documents - 1/15 

i. Coastal Resources. 
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? DYesiZINo 

ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? DYeslllNo 
iii. Is the project site within a. Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? DYesJl]No 

C. Planning and Zoning 

C.t. Planning and zoning actions. 

Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the Jl]YesDNo 
only approval(•) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed? · 

• If Yes, complete sections C, F and G . 

• If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part I 

C.2. Adopted land use plans. 

a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or counly) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site OYesiZINo 
where the proposed action would be located? 

IfY es, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action DYesONo 
would be located? . 

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway OYesJl]No 
Brownfield Opportunily Area (BOA); desigrui.1ed State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan; 
or other?) 

IfY es, identifY the pllill(s ): 

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within· iln area 'listed in an adopted municipal open space plan, OYes!;z!No 
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan? 

IfYes, identifY the plan(s): · 
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' C.3. Zoning 

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance. liZJYesONo 
IfYes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district? 

Site Is zone industrial 

b. Is the use pennitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? OYesliZ!No 

c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? DYesliZ!No 
IfYes, 

i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site? 

C.4. Existing community services. 

a. In what school district is the project site located? Sanlta~ PurnJ;~Ing Station: Sachem School District 
Force Main Piping System: Sachem, Connetquol, Islandia & Central Islip School Districts 

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site? 
Suffolk Q:QUDI~ Pollee !l§~rtment, I~n of BroQisbmn Public :Q~l!£ and TO:n!IJ of lellg Pybl!c Safe!)! 

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site? 
Lakeland, CentrallsliQ1 Hau(!QBuge end Brentwood Fire Deeartments. Ston~ Brook HosQilal. Brookhaven Memorial HosQital, PassQort Health 

d. What parks serve the project site? 
!>!one. 

D. Project DetaUs 

D.l. Proposed and Potential Development 

a. What is the general natore of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercia~ recreational; if mixed, include all 
components)? 

Industrial/commercial 

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? 0.26 acres 
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? 0.28 acres 
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned 

or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? o acres 

c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? DYesliZ!No 
i IfYes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identifY the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units, 
square feet)? % Units: 

d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? DYesliZ!No 
IfYes, 

i Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specifY types) 

ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? DYesliZ!No 
iii. :Number of lots proposed? 
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum · Maximum 

e. Will proposed actioo be constructed in multiple phases? DYesliZ!No 
I. IfNo, anticipated period of construction: -·--24 months 

ii. IfYes: 

• Total number of phases anticipated --• Anticipated commencement date of phase.! (including demolition) month __ year --
• Anticipated completion date of final phase _._·· _ month _3ear 

• Gener(\}ly describe connections or r~13tiOnship_s among phases,_ incll!ding any contingencies where progress of one phase may 
detennine timing or duration of futore phases: 
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f. Does project include new 
lfYes; show numbers of units p~oposed. 

One Family Two Family Multiple Family (four m: morel 

Initial Phase 
At completion 

of all phases 

new 

I. Total number of structures 2 
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: t2 height; ---'-40'-width; and 50 limgth 
iii Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: 1 600 square feet 

h. Does action 
liquids, as creation of a water supply; reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage? 

IfYes, 
i. Purpose of the impoundment: tam ora stora e of sanlta wastewater generated b the ro osed Ronkonkoma Hub Develo ment. 

ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: Ground waterO Surface water streams 00ther specifY: 
Not a licable 

iii. If other than water, identity the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source. 
Sanitary wastewater generated by the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development. 

lv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment. Volume: 0.015 million gallons; surface area: ___ _,o"'.0"'0"-9 acres 
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: 5 height; 20 length 

vL Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete): 
Interior pump station wet well will temporarily store aanitarv wastewater generated by the proposed Ronkonkoma' H~b Development. 

any excavation, mining, or dredging, 
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or all excavaled 
materials will remain on site) 

IfYes: 
i. What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? excavation for construction of sanitary pumping station and force main piping systems 

iL How much rnalerial (including rock, earth, sediments, eic.) is proposed to be removed from the site? 
• Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): aPProx. 1,500 cvfor construction of the pump station 

• Over what duration of time? _,o,.p!"pro='l"'m"'at,.e,ly_,2"'4"'m"'o"n"'th"s'--o--,---,-o----,-,------
ili. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose ofthem. 

Existing site soils to be excavated and die posed oft-site for construction of the sanitary pumping station and anclllarv equipment vault. 
Existing site soils to be excavated and reused as backfill for construction of the farce main piping systems. 

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? OYesllJNo 
Ifyes,describe. _______________ -'-----------------------

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? -.---::--------------~9, acres 
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? 0.25 acres 
vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? 25 feet 
viii. Will the excavation require blasting? []YesJliNo 

ix. Summarize site reclamation goals andplan:~~~~~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~= 

into any 
IfYes: 

i. Identity the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic 

description): -------------------------------------
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• ii. Describe how the proposed action would affect that water body or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or 
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres: 

iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? 0Yes12!No 
If Yes, describe: 

iv. Will 

.. 
proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? 0Yes12!No 

IfYes: 
• acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed: 

expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining afier project completion: 
• purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beech clearing, invasive species control, boat access): 

• proposed method of plant removal: 
• if chemicallherbicide treatment will be used, specizy product(s ): 

v. Describe any proposed reclamationlmitigation following disturbance: 

c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water? 12!Yes[]No 
IfYes: 

i Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: 150 gallon.slday 
ii Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? 12!YesDNo 

IfYes: 

• Narile of district or service area: Suffolk Countl: Water Authorit~ 

• Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? 12!Yes0No 

• Is the project site in the existing district? llJYesONo 

• Is expansion of the district needed? 0Yesi2!No 
• Do existing lines serve the project site? 12!Yes0No 

iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? 0Yes121No 
IfYes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: 

• Source{s) of supply for the district: 
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site? D YesiZ!No 

If, Yes: 

• ApplicWltlsponsor for new district: 
• Date application submitted or anticipated: 
• Proposed source(s) of supply fur new district: 

v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide weter supply for the project: 

vi. If water supply will be from wells (Jiublic or pdvate), maximum pumping capacity: gallons/minute. 

d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? ll)YesDNo 
IfYes: 

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: 25 galions/day 
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wast~wati:r, industrial; if combination, describe all components and 

npproximate volumes or proporiions.of eoch): 
Prof!Osed E:Um!21!!Q etatlon fec_ilit~wnlservey~e Wf10s9d.Rcin~o.nk0ril<:' ·H.u·b OeVa!o~ment. 

iii. Will the proposed action use imy existing publicwas!ewatet.tieatment facilities? ll)Yes[]No 
IfYes: 

• Namo of wastewater treatment plant to. be" used: B~rgen· Polnl Wastewater Treatment Plant 

• Name of district: Southwest Sewer ·District No .. 3 ·.. · · 

• Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to servo the project? ll)YesDNo 
• Is the project site in the existing district? 0Yes12!No 
• Is expansion of the district needed? DYesll)No 
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. 

• Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? OYesllJNo 

• Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? llJYosONo 
If Yes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity ex.pansions proposed to serve this project: 
An a~eroximate 7 mile force main {!l(;!ing system will be constructed to conve~ wastewater from the gro!ect eite to the existing Southwest 
Sewer District No. 3 gravity sewer system and, ultimately to the existing Bergen Point Wastewater Treatment Plant 

iv. Willa new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to servo the project site? llJYesONo 
If Yes: 

• Applicant/sponsor for new district: Suffolk Countv 
• Date application submitted or anticipated: To be determined 
• What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? Atlantic: Ocean following proper treatment at the Bergen Point WWTP 

v. If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment fur the project, including specifying proposed 
receiving water (name and classification if surface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans): 

Not eggligi!ble- ao exltiDQ gublic fi:!cnrt~ {]~gen E:olnt WWTP} will be utilized to 11ro~de waatewa~trea.tment for the E:mi!i!ct . 

. vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: 

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stonnwater runoff, either from new point ll!Yes0No 
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? 

IfYes: 
i. How much impervious surfuce will the project create in relation to tots! size of project parcel? 

__ Square feet or 0.26 acres (impervious surface) 
__ Square feet or ~acres (parcel size) 

z'i. Describe types of new point sources. Stormwster runoff will be from the new sanitary pumping station buildlnQ. Parkln9 areas and site 
roaaways wlll utilize stonnwater leaching pools. 

il'i. Where will the stcrmwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stcrmwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties, 
groundwater, on-site surface water or off~site surface waters)? 
StoiTl'lwater runoff from the new sanlta!)l RUmging station will be directed to on site storm:w:ater leaching goola 1 which will discharge to 
groundwater. Parking areas and site roadways Will utilize stormwater leaching pools. 

• If to sutface waters, identifY receiving water bodies or wetlands: 

• Will storm water rw10ff flow to adjacent properties? OYesll!No 
ill. Does proposed plan minimize impervious s~faces, use penrious materials or collect and re-use storm water? ll!YesONo 

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel ll!YesONo 
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations? 

If Yes, identify: 
i. Mobile sources. during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles) 

Egufi!ment for construction of the new sanlta[Y I!Um~lng station & force main !;!il:);ing SY§tem will be utilized (1.e.1 excavator, backhoe, etc.~. 
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plWlt, crushers) 

Not Rnn{;r.abl•. 
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers. electric generation) 

A new emergency/standby generator will be provided to maintain sanHary pumping station operations, as required, during a power outage. 

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit 0Yesll!No 
or Federal CleaJl Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit? 

If Yes: 
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fulls to meet 0Yes0No 

ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year) 
ii In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate: 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO,) 

• Tons/year (short ton.s) ofNitrous Oxide (N,O) 

• Tons/year (shmttons) ofPerfluorocarbons (PFCs) 

• Tons/year (short ton.s) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF o) 

• Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent ofHydroflourocarbons (HFCs) 

• Tons/year (short tons) ofHazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 
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' h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants, OYes!liNo 
landfills, composting facilities)? 

If Yes: 
i. Esthnate methane generation in tons/year (metric): 

ii. 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 jn the release of air pollutants from open~air operations or processes, such as 0Yes!l1No 
quarry or landfill operations? 

IfY es: 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 QYes!liNo 
new demand for transportation facilities or services? 

If Yes: 
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check ail that apply): 0Moming 0 Evening DWeekend 

0 Randomly between hours of to 
ii. For commercial activities. only, projected number of semi -trailer truck trips/day: 

iii. Parking spaces: Existing Proposed ~et increase/decrease 
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? []Yes!liNo 
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access. describe: 

vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within ~ mile of the proposed site? !liYes~No 
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use ofhybrid, electric DYes No 

or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing 0Yes!l1No 

pedestrian or bicycle routes? 

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand !liYesONo 
fur energy? 

If Yes: 
i. Esthnate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: 

Assumes two {2} eum~s1 misc. motors, heating1 ventllation1 lighllng1 etc. o~eratlng 12 hre.tda~ = 31690 kW·hrs./da)£ 
iL Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity fur the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or 

other): 
Local utilitles1 Including PSE&G of Long Island and National Grid will e:rovide electrJci!X and natural gas1 re§!:ectlvel}!, for lhe Prefect. 

iii. Will.the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? QYes!liNo 

I. Hours of operation. Answer ali items which apply. 
i. During Construction: ii. During Operations: 

• Monday - Friday: 7:00am to 4:00 ~m · • Monday - Friday: 24 hre.lday, 365 days/~ear 

• Saturday: not B8:E!IIcable • Saturday: 24 h~<./day, 365 dal",'iyear 

• Sunday: not a~ellcable • Sunday: 24 hrs./day, 365 days/year 

• Holidays: not BQP:Ilcable • Holidays: 24 hrs./day, 366 daye/year 
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m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction, IZJYesONo 
operation, or both? 

If yes: 
i. Provide details including sources. time of day ~d duration: 

Existing ambient nol~ level ma:l b§ exceeded during construction as th~ msult of hea~ oou!J2:ment utilized to construct the oew sanitary gum~h:m §tation 
and force maln piping systems. Existing ambient noise levels will not be exceeded during operations o.fthe new sanitary pumping station. 
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise battier or screen? 0Yesi2!No 

Describe: Addltionallandsca(;l:ing features will be ~rovlded at the new saolta~:J: Qumging station that could act as noise barrier§. 

n .. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? IZJYesONo 
If yes; 
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height offixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures; 

New san[tarx !;!l,!mQ:Ing station will Qa Qrovided with exterior a~ea .lighting fgr securi1¥ RUmoses. All exterior llghUng wllllocor~orate 
LED l~hting (for energy efficiency) and "darl< skies" lighting technology. 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as alight barrier or screen? DYesiZINo 
Describe: AdQiliQoall!iJndscaQing fiisltures W]lll:!e grg!tl~ed at tl:J§ new san!Wo: f;!Umgiug station tbat QQ!.![d act a~ light barriers. 

o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? 0Yes1Z!No 
If YeS, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest 
occupied structures: 
Newsao!1a~ Pl!rnpfng slafion M!! be: bOIUl:!ii!d lru:Jom Ia addftlaa tbe t~i!~ rna)' be eqt !lpped witb odor caniml &}'Sterns~~ f•u:tber ted! tea 
the potential for odors. 

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage ofpetruleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) IZJYesONo 
or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage? 

lfYes; 
z'. Product(s) to be stored Diesel fuel for the emer-{lency standby generator, if required. Potassium permanganate for odor control, if required. 

ii. Volume(s) ___ TBD per unit time TBD (e.g., month, year) 
Iii.- Generally describe proposed storage f'Bcilities: 

If natural gas in unav$!ilable, diesel fuel wlll be reguired for the emer.gen2L etandb~ generator. Bfoxide may be regulred for odor cont[QI. 

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, 0 Yes IZJNo 
insecticides) during constructien or operation'l 

If Yes; 
i Describe proposed treatment(s); 

ii. Will the ~ro~osed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? IZl YesJJNo 
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal 1£1 Yes ONo 

of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)? 
lfYes: 

i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility; 
• Construction: 1,630 tons per 24months (unitoftirne) 
• Operation; 2 tons per month ( lUlit oftirne) 

ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste: 

• Construction: Suitable excavated materials for the force main ~lg:lng a~stem will be reused for backfill materiel . 

• Operation: Not aoolicable . 

iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site; 

• Construction: ExcaVated material for new sanlte!Y ~UmQing station wlll be l!ro~erl}:: transegrted and dlsJ;J:osed or at a.n existing and 
permitted off-elte disposal facility. 

• Operation;~ I and rat an existln·u and I off-site 
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? 0 Yes 1iZ1 No 
IfYes: 

i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting. landfiU, or 
other disposal activities): 

ii. Anticipated rate of disposaVprocessing: 

• Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or 
• Tons/hour, if .combustion or 1henna1 treatment 

iii. Iflandfill, anticipated site life: years 

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous 0YesliZJNo 
waste? 

IfYes: 
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility: 

ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: 

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated __ tons/month 
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: 

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? OYesliZINo 
If Yea: 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: 
tjazardoys waste will not ba generated b~ the QrOQosed agtion. 

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action 

E.l. Land uses on and surrounding tbe project site 

a. Existing land uses. 
i Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near tbe project site. 

D Urban 1iZ1 Industrial Ill Commercial f;zJ Residential (snburban) D Rural (non-farm) 
D Forest D Agriculture D Aquirtic Ill Other (spe<ify): transgortation (Long Island Railroad) 

ii. If mix of uses, generally describe: 
North= eommercial/industrlalj South= transgo@!Uon (LIRR and alrgort}i §est= resldent!ali West- oommerclallindusttial 

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site. 

Land use or Current Acreage After Change 
Covertype Acreage Project Completion (Acres +1-) 

• Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious 
surfaces 0 0.26 0.26 

• Forested 0 0 0 

• Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-
0 0 0 aoricultural, including abandoned agricultural) 

• Agricultural 
0 0 0 

(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.) 

• Surface water features 
0 0 0 (lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.) 

• Wetlands (fteshwater or tidal) 0 0 0 

• Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 0.26 0 0.26 

• Other 
Describe: 0 0 0 
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? 0Yes0No 
i. IfYes: explain: 

d, Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed 1£1Yes0No 
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 fuet of the project site? 

If Yes, 
i. Identity Facilities: 

Da:t: Care Center- Tutor Time In Ronkonkoma1 NY 

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? OYesiZINo 
If Yes: 

i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment: 

• Dsrn height: feet 
• Dsrn length: feet 
• Surface area: acres 
• Volume impounded: gallons OR acre-feet 

ii. Dsrn's existing hazard classification: 
Ui. 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, 0Yesi£1No 
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility? 

If Yes: 
i. Has the facility been fonnally closed? 0Yes0No 

• If yes, cite sources/documentation: 
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility: 

iii. 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 0Yesi£!No 
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose ofhazardous waste? 

IfYes: 
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred: 

h. Potential contsrnination history. Has there been a rePorted spill at the proposed project site, or have any OYesi£1 No 
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site? 

lfYes: 
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site 0Yesi£!No 

Remediation database? Check all that apply: 
D Yes- Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID numbor(s): 
0 Yes - Enviromnental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): 
0 Neither database 

li. If site has been subject ofRCRA corrective activities, describe co!>lrol measures: 
Not §liDiicable. 

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? 0Yesi£!No 
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s): 

iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status ofsite(s): 

. 
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>. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? OYesiZINo 

• If yes, DEC site ID number: 
• 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? 0Yes0No 
• Explain: 

E.l. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site 

a, Wbat is the average depth to bedrock on the project site? t,jl!!Q feet 

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? OYeslllNo 
lfYes, what proportion of the site is comprised ofbedrock outcroppings? O% 

c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: Plymouth (PIA) 100% 

% 
% 

d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: eo feet 

e. Drainage status of project site soils:gj Well Drained: ____j£Q_% of site 
0 Moderately Well Drained: __ %of site 
0 Poorly Drained __ %of site 

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: IZI. 0-10%: 100 %of site 
0 10-IS%: --0-% of site 
0 15% or greater: 0 %of site 

g. Are there imy unique geologic features on the project sire? OYesiZJNo 
If Yes, describe: 

b, Surface water features. 
i. Does aoy portion ofthe project site contain wetlandS or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, OYeslllNo 

ponds or Jakes)? 
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project sire? QYesiZJNo 

lfYes to.either I or ii, continue, If No, skip to E.2.i. 
iii. Are any of the wotlands or waterbodies within or a<ljoining the project site regulated by any federal, 0Yes0No 

state or local agency? 
iv. For each identified regulated wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information: 

• • 
Streams: Name Classification 

• 
Lakes or Ponds: Name Classification 
Wetlands: Name Approximate Size 

• Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) 
>. Are any ofthe above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation ofNYS water quality-impaired 0Yes0No 

waterbodies? . . . .· · . . . 
If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and b.Sis for listing as impaired: 

i. IS the project site in a designated Floodway? OYesiZJNo 

j. Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain? QYesiZJNo 

k. Is the project sire in the 500 year Floodplain? OYesiZJNo 
.. 

l Is the project site located over, or immediately adjohiing, apfimary, principal or sole source aquifer? IZJYesONo 
If Yes: 

i. Name ofaquifer: Suffolk Co1,1nty Groundwater ~Sriageme_nt_ Zone 111 . 
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site: 
not applfcable 

n, Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? 0Yesi2JNo 
lfYes: 

i. Describe the habitat/conununity (composition, function, and basis for designation): 

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: 
iii. Extent of community !habitat: 

• Currently: acres 
• Following completion of project as proposed: acres 
• Gain or loss (indicate+ or-): acres 

o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as OYes&ZINo 
endangered or threatened, or does it contain lillY areas identified as habitat fur an endangered or threatened species? 

p. Does the project site contein any species of plant or animal that is listed byNYS as rare, or as a species of UYes&ZINo 
special concern? 

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing? 0Yes121No 
If yes, give a brief description of how tne proposed action may affect tnat use: 

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Silo 

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified purnuant to oY•s&ZINo 
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 3047 

If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: 

b. Are agricultural lands ct'lnsisting ofbighly productive soils present? OYes&ZINo 
i. lfYes: acreage(s) on project site? 

ii. Source(s) of soil rating( a): 

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National OYes&ZINo 
Natural Landmark? 

IfYes: 
i. Nature of the natural landmark: 0 Biological Conununity 0 Geological Feature 
ii. 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? OYes&ZINo 
If Yes: 

L CEAname: 
ii. Basis for de.signation: 
iii. Designating agency and date: 
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e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district 0Yes0No 
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the 
State or National Register ofHistoric Places? 

JfYes: 
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: 0Archaeological Site OHistoric Building or District 

ii. Name: 
iii 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 0Yesi2JNo 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archae.ological site inventory? 

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? 0Yes0No 
JfYes: 

i. Describe possible resource(s): 
if. Basis for identification: 

h. Is the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local 12JYes0No 
sceriic or aesthetic resource? 

IfYes: 
i. Identify resource: lakeland Count~ Park, Connetguot River Slate Perk, Bohemia Count~ Perk1 Sans Soucl Count~ Park 
ii Nature of, or basis far, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway, 

etc.): state and local na<ks 
iii. Distance between project and resource: within 5 miles. 

i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers UYes!liNo 
Prcgnun 6 NYCRR 666? 

IfYes: 
i Identify the name of the river and its designation: 

ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRRPart 666? 0Yes0No 

F. Additional Information 
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project. 

Jf you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your propos a\ please describe those impacts plus any 
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

G. V erifleatlon 
I certifY that the information provided is true to tho best of my knowledge. ~ I 
Applicant/Sponsor Name Suffolk County Depart. ofPubllo Works Date. __ l.:.· -j-.::)-/'--~-0__:!_'{.L------

J/ I 
Signature ~L ;:J ; ...... : ~ Tit1e._c_· _fi_l <:_-r_-_C::'_')IG.. __ I r-1.:_~_-_"-__ _ 

I 



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 I 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 I. 
• 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 th e questiOn m a reasona b le manner cons! 'd enng . the sea 1 e and context of the pr()ject. 
1. Impact on Land 

The proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration 
YES [3:J 

of the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part !.D.!) 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 involve construction on land where depth to 
E.2.d 

water table is less than 3 feet. 13:1 D 
b. The_])foposed actin may_ involve construction on slopes of 15% or gJ'_eater. E.2.f 13:1 LJ 
c. The proposed actin may involve construction on land where bedrock is 

E.2.a 
exJlOsed, or generally within 5 feet of existing_ground surface. 13:1 D 

d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more 
D.2.a 

than 1,000 tons of natural material. 13:1 D 
e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more 

D.l.g 
than one year or in multiple phases. D 13:1 

f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from 
D.2.e 

physical disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by 13:1 D.2.q D 
herbicides). 

g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion 
B.ix 

hazard area. 13:1 D 
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I h. Other impacts: 1><1 D D 

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, YESD NO C8J 
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 

may occur 
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 Natural Landmark. E.3.c D D 
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 [gJ NOD 
(See Part l.D.2 & E.2.h) 
If "YES", answer questions a-l. 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 create a new water body D.l.j 

C8J D 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 increase or decrease in the surface area of any body D.2.b C8J D 
of water. 

c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than I 00 cubic yards of 
D.2.a C8J D material from a wetland or water body. 

d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a 
E.2.h 

freshwater or tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water C8J D E.2.i 
body. 

e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, either from D.2.a 
C8J D upland erosion, runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments. D.2.h 

f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) 
D.2.c C8J D for withdrawal of water from surface water. 

g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) 
D.2.d C8J D for discharge of wastewater to surface water(s). 

h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source 
of storm water discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of D.2.e C8J D 
receiving water bodies. 

I. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies 
E.2.h- E.2.1 C8J D within or downstream of the site of the proposed action. 

j. The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or D.2.q 
D herbicides in or around any water body. E.2.h- E.2.1 C8J 

k. The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of D.l.a 
D existing, wastewater treatment facilities. D.2.d C8J 
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II. Other impacts: I>< I 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 1:8] NOD 
aquifer. (See Part l.D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t) 
!/"YES", answer questions a-h. If"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 

D.2.c 1:81 D additional demand on supplies from existing water supply wells. 
b. Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and 

sustainable withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer. D.2.c 1:81 D 
Cite Source: 

c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas D.l.a 
1:81 D without water and sewer services. D.2.c- D.2.d 

d. The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to D.2.d 
1:81 D groundwater. E.2.p 

e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells D.2.c 
D in locations where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated. E.l.f- E.l.h 1:81 

f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or D.2.p 
D chemical products over ground water or an aquifer. E.2.p 1:81 

D.2.q 
g. The proposed action may involve the commercial application of E.2.h- E.2.l 

D pesticides within 100 feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources. E.2.p 1:81 
D.2.c 

h. Other impacts: >< D D 

5. Impact on Flooding 
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to 

YESD NO 1:8] 
flooding. (See Part l.E.2) 
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 occur 

may occur 
a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway. E.2.m D [] 
b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year 

E.2.n D D floodplain. 
c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year 

E.2.o D D floodplain. 
d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing D.2.b 

D D drainage patterns. D.2.e 
e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to D.2.b 

D D flooding. E.2.m- E.2.o 
f. If there is a darn located on the site of the proposed action, the dam has 

E.l.e D D failed to meet one or more safety criteria on its most recent inspection. 
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I g. Other impacts: 1><1 D D 

6. Impact on Air 
The proposed action may ioclude a state regulated air emission source. 

YESD NOIZI (See Part l.D.2.f, D.2.h, D.2.g) 
If "YES", answer questions a}: If "NO", move on to Section 7. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

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 I 000 tons/year of carbon dioxide (C02) D.2.g D D 
ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N20) D.2.g D D 

iii. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon equivalent ofperfluorocarbons (PFCs) D.2.g D D 
iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) D.2.g D D 
v. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of 

D.2.g D D hydrochloroflurocarbons (HCFCs) emissions 
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane D.2.h D D 
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 D.2.g D D 
combination of such hazardous 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 DJ.g 
BTU=s per hour. 

d. The proposed action may reach 50% of any two or more of the thresholds D.l.i 
D D in "a" through "c", above. D.2.k 

e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of 
D.2.s D D more than 1 ton of refuse 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 NOIZI (See Part l.E.2.q- E.2.u) 
If "YES", answer questions a,j. If "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 endangered species, as listed by New 
E.2.s D D 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 io a reduction or degradation of any 

habitat used by any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by E.2.s D D 
New York State or the federal government. 

Page 4 oflO 



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 
listed by New York State or the Federal government, that use the site, or 0 0 
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 special concern and conservation need, as E.2.t 0 0 
listed bv New York State or the Federal government. 

e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National 
Natural Landmark to support the biological community it was established E.3.c 0 0 
to protect. 

f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance 
in, any portion of a designated significant natural community. E.2.r 0 0 
Source: 

g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, 
foraging, or over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that E.2.q 0 0 
occunv or use the project site. 

h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of 
forest, grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat. E.l.b 0 0 
Habitat-tvne & information source: 

I. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) 
D.2.q 

involves use of herbicides or pesticides. 0 0 
J. Other impacts: 0 0 

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources 

>< 
The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. 

YESO NO~ (See Part l.E.3.a & E.3.b) 
jr "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 

mav occur 
a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 E.2.c 

through 4 of the NYS Land Classification Svstem. E.3.b 0 0 
b. The proposed action may sever, .cross or otherwise limit access to 

E.l.a 
agricultural land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, 

E.l.b 0 0 
etc.). 

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the 
E.3.b 

soil Profile of active agricultural land. 0 0 
d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-

E.l.b 
agricultural uses, either more than 2.5 acres iflocated in an Agricultural 

E.3.a 0 0 
District or more than 10 acres if not within an Agricultural District. 

e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural E.l.a 
land management system. E.l.b 0 0 

f. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased C.2.c, C.3 
develomnent potential or nressure on farmland. D.2.c, D.2.d 0 0 

g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal 
C.2.c Farmland Protection Plan. 0 0 

h. Other impacts: >< 0 0 
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9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources 
.. 

The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, of are in 
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project 

YESD NO [8l 
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. ff "NO", move on to Section 10. 

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, 

E.3.h D D state, or local scenic or aesthetic resource. 
b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or C.2.b 

D D significant screening of one or more officially designated scenic views. EJ.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) EJ.h D D 
ii. Year round EJ.h D D 

d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the 
proposed action is: EJ.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 
EJ.h D D and appreciation of the 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 
'h-3 mile D.l.i D D 
3-5 mile E.l.a D D 
5+ 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 

YESD NO [8l 
archaeological resource. (See Part l.EJ .e, EJ .f, E.3 .g) 
lf "YES", answer questions a-e. lf "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 
EJ.e D D on or has been 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 designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on 
E.3.f D D the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site 

inventory. 
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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 inventory . D D 
. 

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 the site or property. D D 

ii .. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property's setting or E.l.a, E. 1. 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 
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted YESO NO IZI 
municipal open space plan. (See Part l.C.2.c, E.l.c, E.2.u) 
lf "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 result in an impainnent of natural functions, or D.2.e, E.l.b 

"ecosystem services", provided by an undeveloped area, including but not E.2.h- E.2.1 D D 
limited to stormwater storage, nutrient cycling, and wildlife habitat. E.2.q - E.2.t 

b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future C.2.a, C.2.c 
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 IZI environmental area (CEA). (See Part l.E.3.d) 
lf "YES", answer questions a-c. If "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 

E.3.d 
resource or characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA. D D 

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 
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13. Impact on Transportation 
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation YEsD· NO~ 
systems. (See Part l.D.2.j) 
If "YES", answer questions aj'. If "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 may exceed capacity of existing road network. D.2.j D [] 
b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area 

D.2J D D for 500 or more vehicles. 
c. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access. D.2.j D D 
d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle 

D.2J D D 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 

YES~ NOD 
energy (See Part l.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 require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, 

D.2.k ~ D substation. 
b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy D.l.h 

transmission or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family D.l.i ~ D 
residences or to serve a commercial or industrial use. D.2.k 

c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of 
D.2.k ~ D electricity. 

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 
D.l.i ~ D 100,000 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 

YES~ NOD 
lighting (See Part l.D.2.m, D.2.n, D.2.o) 
If "YES", answer questions aj'. 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 produce sound above noise levels established by 

D.2.m ~ D local regulation. 
b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any D.2.m 

~ D residence, hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home. E.l.d 
c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour 

D.2.o ~ D per day. 
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d. The proposed action mav result in light shining onto adioining properties. D.2.n [g) 0 
e. The proposed action may result in lighting that creates sky-glow brighter 

>< 
D.2.n [g) 

than existing-area conditions. E.l.a 0 
f. Other impacts: 0 0 

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, YES [g) NOD 
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 

mav occur 
a. The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, 

licensed day care center, group home, nursing home or retirement E.l.d 0 [g) 
communitv. 

b. The site of the nronosed action is currently undergoing remediation. E.l.g, E.l.h [g) 0 
c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation or a completed 

E.l.g 
environmental site remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed [g) 

E.l.h 0 
action. 

d. The site of the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use E.l.g [g) 
of the oronertv (e.!!. easement, deed restriction) E.l.h 0 

e. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were . 

E.l.g 
put in place to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment [g) 

E.l.h 0 
and human health. 

f. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that 
future generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be D.2.t [g) 0 
protective of the environment and human health. 

g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid D.2.q [g) 
waste management facilitv. E.l.f 0 

h. The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous D.2.q [g) 
waste. E.l.f 0 

I. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or D.2.r [g) 
processing:, of solid waste. D.2.s 0 

J. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 
E.l.f- E.l.h [g) 

2000 feet of a site used for the disoosal of solid or hazardous waste. 0 
k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a E.l.f [g) 

landfill site to adiacent off site structures. E.l.g 0 
I. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate D.2.r, D.2.s [g) 

from the oroiect site. E.l.f 0 
m. Other impacts: :><::: 0 0 

17. Consistency with Community Plans 
The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans. 

YESO NO [g) 
(See Part l.C.l, C.2, C.3) 
If "YES", answer auestions a-h. If "NO", move on to Section 18. 

Moderate 
Relevant No, or 

to large 
Part 1 small impact 

impact 
Question(s) may occur 

mav occur 
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a. The proposed action's land use components may be different from, or in C.2, C.3, D.l.a, 
sharo contrast to, current surrounding land use pattem(s). E.l.a, E.l.b D D 

b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town 
C.2 

or village in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%. D D 
c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning 

C.2, C.3 
re~>ulations. D D 

d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other 
C.2 

re~>ionalland use plans. D D 
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. I.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, 
develonment that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. D.2.d, D.2,j D D 

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 

YESO NO\ZI (See Part l.C.2, C.3, D.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 
Question(s) may occur 

mav occur 
a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, E.3 .e, E.3 .f, 

structures, or areas of historic importance to the community. E.3.g D D 
b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community 

C.4 
services (e.g. schools, no lice and fire) D D 

c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an C.2, C.3,D.l.h, 
area where there is a shortage of such housing. D .l.i, E.l.a D D 

d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially 
C.2, E.3 

recognized or designated public resources. D D 
e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural 

C.2, C.3 
scale and character. D D 

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 environmental impacts will result.  
* Attach additional sheets, as needed. 

 
Below is a bulleted description of the attachments that make up this Part III Section.  The Part III Section includes the required 

responses to all Part II Questions where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large as well as information 

requested by the Suffolk County Council on Environmental Quality at its public meeting on January 20, 2015.  In addition, 

Attachment H has been added to provide additional information based on the September 21, 2016 CEQ meeting discussion.  

 

 Attachment A - NYSDEC Commissioner’s determination that Suffolk County should be the SEQRA Lead Agency for this 
project 

 Attachment B - Part III Responses for all EAF Part II Questions in which the impact was identified as potentially moderate to 
large.   

 Attachment C – Town of Brookhaven Ronkonkoma Hub SEQRA Documents 

 Attachment D – Suffolk County 2010 SEQRA determination for the 10 Million Gallon Per Day Expansion of the Suffolk 
County Southwest Sewer District # 3 - Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant 

 Attachment E – Information regarding Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant’s Available Flow Capacity  
 Attachment F – Information regarding the proposed usage of the proposed sewer line connecting Ronkonkoma Hub to the 

Southwest Sewer District 
 Attachment G – Information regarding the passage of the sewer line through the Connetquot River Headwaters 
 Attachment H – Addendum to Part I 
 Attachment I – Additional information based on the September 21, 2016 CEQ Meeting discussion  
 Attachment J –  Additional Information for EAF Part II, Question 4 - Impacts to Groundwater 

 

 



Determination of Significance 
Type 1 and Unlisted Actions 

SEQR Status: Type I i:8J Unlisted D 

Identify portions of EAF completed for this project: Part 1 i:8J Part 21:8:1 Part 3 i:8J 

Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF, as noted, plus the additional support information 
and considering both the magnitude and importance of each identified potential impact, it is the conclusion of Suffolk 
County as lead agency that: 

1:8:1 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 impacts. Accordingly, this positive declaration is issued. 

Name of Action: Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main Piping System 
Name of Lead Agency: Suffolk County. 
Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: 
Title of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: 
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: Date: 

Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer) Date: 

For Further Information: 
Contact Person: John Corral 
Address: H. Lee Dennison Bldg- 11th Fl 

100 Veterans Memorial Hwy 
P.O. Box 6100 
Hauppauge, NY 11788-0099 

Telephone Number: 631-853-5191 
Email: john.corral@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/CityNillage) 
Other involved agencies (if any) 
Applicant (if any) 
Environmental Notice Bulletin: htto://www.dec.nv.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 

I. 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 ofW ork: 
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 Architec1!Builder: 
History of Use: 
History of Alterations: 

6. SUBMISSIONS (check all that apply) 
0Map 0 Specifications 0 Samples 
0 Drawings 0 Environmental Assessment Fonn 0 Other: 
OHP-1 Form 0 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 Y ark, 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 

AppendixB 
Visual EAF Addendum 

This form may be used to provide additional information relating to Question 9 of Part I of the Full Environmental 
Assessment Form 

VlSffiiLITY 
Distance Between 

Project and Resource (in miles) 
!. Would the proiect be visible from: 0 - y., '14-Y2 y, -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 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 D D D D of Historic Places 

d. State Parks D D D D D 
e. The State Forest Preserve D D D D D 
f. National Wildlife Refuges and State Game Refuges D D D D D 
g. National Natural Landmarks and other outstanding natural 

D D D D D features 
h. National Park Service lands D D D D [] 
i. Rivers designated as National or State Wild, Scenic or 

D D D D D Recreational 
j. Any transportation corridor of high exposure, such as part 

D D D D D of the Interstate System or Amtrak 
k. A governmentally established or designated interstate or 

inter-county foot trail, or one formally proposed for D D D D D 
establishment or designation 

!. A site, area, lake, reservoir or highway designated as scenic D D D D D 
m. Municipal park or designated open space D D D D D 
n. Countyroad D D D D D 
o. State road D D D D D 
p. Local road D D D D D 

2. Is the visibility of the project seasonal? (i.e., screened by SUIIlmer foliage but visible during other seasons) 
DYes DNa 

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? 
DYes DNa 
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING VISUAL ENVIRONMENT 

4. From each item checked in question I, check those which generally describe the surrounding environment. 

Within 
Y4 mile* I mile* 

Essentially undeveloped 0 
Forested 0 
Agricultural 0 
Suburban Residential 0 
Industrial 0 
Commercial 0 
Urban 0 
River, Lake, Pond 0 0 
Cliffs Overlooks 0 
Designated Open Space 0 0 
Flat 0 
Hilly_ 0 0 
Mountainous 0 
Other: 0 0 
NOTE: Add attachments as needed. 

5. Are there visually similar projects within*: 
Y, mile: 0 Yes 0No I mile: 0 Yes 0No 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 0 0 0 
Involved in recreational activities 0 0 
Routine travel by residents 0 0 0 
At a residence 0 0 
At worksite 0 0 
Other: 0 0 

Page 2 of2 



Appendix  1 – Force main routing maps 
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Attachment A- NYSDEC Commissioner's Determination that Suffolk County Should Be the 

SEQRA Lead Agency for this Project 



New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

Commissioner's Determination 
· of 

· Lead Agency Under Article 8 
· of the 

Environmental Conservation Law 

PROJECT: Proposal by Suffolk County to develop a sewer pumping station and sewer 
main as a component of the Ronkonkoma Hub Development Project in the 

·.Village of Islandia, Town of Brookhaven and Town of Islip, County of · 
Suffolk · · · · 

DISPUTING AGENCIES: Suffolk County, through its Department of Public Works v. 
Board of Trustees of the Village of Islandia. · 

I have been asked to designate a lead agency to conduct an environmental review 
under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR; Article 8 of the 
New York State Environmental Conservation Law [EGL), with implementing regulations 
at Part 617 ofTitle 6 of the Official Compilation of Codes, Rules and Regulations of the 
State of New York [6 NYGRRPart 617)). The review is for the proposed development of 
a sewer pumping station and sewer main associated with the Ronkonkoma Hub 
Development Project. This designation of Suffolk County, through its· Department of 
Public Works, to serve as lead agency is based on my finding that each of the three 
lead agency criteria as discussed below favors the County to serve as lead agency. 

ACTiON AND siTE .. · 

The project involves installation of a pump station and new sewer lines to provide . 
sewage service to the Ronkonkoma HUB, a 58 acre mixed-use residential and· 
commercial development in the Town of Brookhaven. The pump station will be located 
in the Town of Islip. The sewer lines will run for approximately. seven miles through 
three municipalities (the towns of Brookhaven and Islip as well as the Village of Islandia) 
along roads and streets; conveying sewage to the Southwest Sewer District No. 3, and 
eventually to the Be'rgen Point Wastewater Treatment Plant located in West Babylon, 
New York: The project has the capacity to handle 400,000 gallons per day from the 
Ronkonkoma HUB, and the ability to connect an additional 600,000 gallons per day 
from other sources .. ,· . . . . . . . . . . . .• ... · 

REGULATORY SETTING 

The Ronkonkoma HUB Development was originally planned on the basis that 
wastewater from the project would flow from the Ronkonkoma HUB Development by a 
gravity main to an onsite sewage treatment plant {which would be fully contained on the 

·project site). The Town of Brookhaven was the lead agency for this project and a final 
generic environmental impact statement (Final GElS) was filed on May 22, 2014. While 



several other options for treatment of sewage for this project were discussed in the Final 
GElS, the current action selects the alternative that involves construction of a sewer line 
that would connect to the Southwest Sewer District Connection in Central Islip. It would 
do so by installing a pump station and running a new force main from the project in the 
Town of Brookhaven through the Towns of Islip and Village of_ Islandia. 

On December 23, 2014, the Viliage of Islandia received notification from the Suffolk 
County Planning Commission that the sewer project was classified.as an unlisted action 
arid a negative declaration would likely be issued. On January 6, 2015, the Board of 
Trustees of the Village of Islandia (Village Board) adopted a resolution to assert lead 
agency status fbr this action, classified it as ·a Type I action and noted concern that the 
project may result in an adverse impact. Suffolk County convened a meeting of all 
potentially involved parties to this action on January 20, 2015 to discuss designation of 
a lead agency. The meeting failed to reach agreement. On January 26, 2015, Gilbert 
Anderson, Commissioner of the Suffolk CountY Department of Public Works, requested 
that the Department resolve this lead agency dispute. 

The Village Board has oversight of approximately one mile of roadway within the Village 
where construction of sewer lines will be installed. The Village Board asserts that it 
must issue road opening permits and other construction, zoning and planning 
approvals, Suffolk County, on the other hand, through its Department of Public Works 
(Suffolk County), is the sponsor of the project and part of the construction will occur on 
county owned right of ways. The County is responsible for design and construction of 
the project.- The Suffolk County Legislature must approve the project for it to be 
authorized and commenced. 

Although other involved agencies were identified by the parties, the Village Board and 
Suffolk County are the only agencies involved in this lead agency dispute. · 

DISCUSSION . · -· 

In resolving a lead agency dispute, under 6 NYCRR §617.6 (b) (S)(v), I am guided.by 
three criteria listed in order of importance as follows: · 

(a) ~h~ther th!3 anticipated impacts of the action being considered ~re primarily of 
, statewide,. regional, or local significanc;e (i.e., if such impacts are of primarily local 

significance, all other considerations being equal, the local agency involved will 
be. lead agency); _ · 

(b) which agency has the broadest governmental powers to investigate the impacts 
of the proposed action; and · 

(c) which agency has the greatest capability to provide the most thorough.· 
environmental assessment of the proposed action. 

Page2 



A. FIRST CRITERION 

The first criterion concerns the location of the anticipated impacts of the action. The 
proposed sewer lines will be constructed primarily within exlsting·highway rights-of-way. 
The route will pass in close proximity to the. Connetquot Headwaters and ecosystem, 
and adjacent to the Lakeland County Park (which contains sensitive wetlands). While 
these resources could be impacted should the sewer line fail, such Impacts are 
specu"lative in nature because they would only occur 'if there was a major failure of the 
sewer line.jn addition, the resources identified by the Village.:._ Connetquot ·· 

·Headwaters a.nd ecosystem and Lakeland County Park - are of r~gional importance. I 
view the potential impacts from the project to be both local and regional in nature. Due · 
to the potential regional impacts of the project, the first criterion favors· the selection of 
an agency with regional jurisdiction, namely Suffolk County. · 

B. SECOND CRITERION 

The second criterion also favors Suffolk County to act as lead agency for this review. 
Suffolk County, as sponsor, designer, and the agency principally responsible for 
construction oversight of the proposed action, has the broadest governmental powers to 
conduct the environmental review, and, hence, greater atiility to investigate the impacts, 
if any, of the proposed action. Suffolk County has direct authority over all aspects of the 
project. As the sponsoring agency, Suffolk County is in the best position to identify and 
ensure implementation of any measures necessary to avoid or minimize potential 
impacts from the project that may be revealed during the environmental review process . 

. The asserted jurisdictions of the Village Board (related to road opening permits as well 
as planning and zoning approvals for only a segment of the line), are not broader than 
Suffolk County's authority as project sponsor. 

C. THIRDCRITERION 

The third criterion examines which agency has the greatest capability for providing the 
most thorough environmental ;:~ssessment. Both the Village Board and Suffolk County 
have in-house staff or the capability to engage consultants to assist their staff to 
manage the environmental review process. Although both agencies possess or could 
obtain capacity to administer the SEQR review of this project, Suffolk County through its 
Department of Public Works has greater in-house capability to review and manage an 
environmental review process. Therefore, the third criterion also favors Suffolk County. 
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FINDING 

I conclude that Suffolk County, through its Department of Public Works, should be lead 
agency for the SEQR review of the proposed pump station and new sewer lines through · 
the towns of Brookhaven and Islip and the Village of Islandia. 

The decision that' suffolk Coi.mty ~hall ser.ie as lead agenc~ in noway limits the 
responsibi.lities of other iiwolvecj agenCies, including the Village Board. Suffolk County 
must still seekand .obtain all necessary approvals and permits from other agencie::) or 
authoriti~s withjurisdiction .over any aspect of tile proposed project. All interested and 
involved parties t.o this aclion are encouraged to participate in the review being ... · ·· 
conducted by Suffolk County. · · · · 

Dated: March 13 , 2015 . -·-
Albany, N.ew York 
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·, 

Distribution of Copies: 

Disputing Agencies/Applicant 

Hon. Thomas Cilmi, Suffolk County Legislator 
Hon. Kara Hahn, Suffolk County Legislator 
Barry Greenspan, Acting Long Island Regional Director, Empire 

State Development· 
Mitch Pally, MTA LIRR. 
Eugen Smith, NYSDOT, Long Island Region 
Gilbert Anderson, P.E., Suffolk County Department of Public 
Works 
Hon. Allan Dorman, Mayor, Village of Islandia 
Mon. Edward Romaine, Supervisor, Town of Brookhaven 
Hon. Eric Hofmeister, Acting Supervisor, Town of Islip 
Hon. Richard Schaffer, Supervisor, Town of Babylon 
Jon Schneider, Deputy Suffolk County Executive 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 625 Broadway, Albany 

Roger Evans, Regional Permit Administrator, Region 1 (e-copy) 
Lawrence H. Weintraub, Office of General Counsel, Central Office (e copy) 
Robert L. Ewing, Division of Environmental Permits, Central 

Office (e copy) 
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Attachment B - Part III Responses for all EAF Part II Questions in which the Impact Was 
Identified as Potentially Moderate to Large   
 

Below are the EAF Part III Responses for all EAF Part II Questions in which the impact was 
identified as potentially moderate to large:   
 

 For EAF Part II Question 1.e which states “The proposed action may involve construction 
that continues for more than one year or in multiple phases” the moderate to large box 
was checked because the proposed project is anticipated to take 2 years.  However, this 
project length is not anticipated to result in a significant adverse impact on the 
environment because the proposed pump station is not adjacent to any uses that would 
be sensitive to the minor noise and visual impacts that may result from construction. 
The anticipated hours of construction for the pump station will also be limited to 7 AM 
to 4 PM Monday through Friday not including holidays.  In addition, while the entire 
force main piping system construction is anticipated to take two years, the construction 
time at any one individual location along the piping system will be of much shorter 
duration.  It is anticipated that the force main will be constructed at a rate of 
approximately 200 feet per day.  This will insure that a given location is not subject to a 
significant impact from the construction of the force main piping system. In addition, 
during actual construction the County will work to implement measures to coordinate 
traffic flow to insure the safety of the public.   
 

 For EAF Part II Question 16.a  which states “The proposed action is located within 1500 
feet of a school, hospital, licensed day care center, group home, nursing home or 
retirement community” the moderate to large box was checked because the proposed 
project is within 1,500 feet of a licensed day care center. However, the pump station is 
not anticipated to result in a significant adverse impact due to its distance separation of 
approximately 1,200 feet and the fact that the sanitary system will be housed indoors 
and include an odor control system to further control odors.  The pumping station 
project will also include landscaping features that will serve as noise and light barriers. 
In addition, the Ronkonkoma Hub development project will further buffer the licensed 
day care center from the pump station.  During construction typical pedestrian and 
public safety measures along the project boundaries will be incorporated.  In addition, 
during actual construction the County will work to implement measures to coordinate 
traffic flow to insure the safety of the public.   

 



Attachment C- Town of Brookhaven Ronkonkoma Hub SEQRA Documents 

Included please find the relevant pages of the Ronkonkoma Hub's Draft Supplemental Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement (DSGEIS), Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS), and 

the Town of Brookhaven's Ronkonkoma Hub Finding Statement that relate to the wastewater treatment 

component oft he Ronkonkoma Hub project. 



Draft Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub 
Transit-Oriented Development 
(TOD) 

Ronkonkoma, Town of Brookhaven 

Suffolk County, 
' 

New York 

Prepared for Town of Brookhaven Town Board 
Farmingville, New York 

Prepared by .Engineering. Sun,eyiug and LtmdscajmArcbftecture, RC. 

Hauppauge, New York 

November 2013 



0 Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, RC 

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT STATEMENT 
TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN 

PROPOSED RONKONKOMA HUB TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOO). 
HAMLET OF RONKONKOMA, TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN, SUFFOLK COUNTY 

PROJECT LOCATION: 53.73± acres 
Union Avenue and Union Street to the north; Village Plaza Drive to the 
east; County Road 29 (Ronkonkoma Avenue), Garrity Avenue and 
Hawkins Avenue to the west; and the railroad tracks of the Long Island 
Railroad to the south, in the hamlet of Ronkonkoma, Town of 
Brookhaven, Suffolk County 

APPLICANT: Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven 
One Independence Hill 
Farmingville, New York 11738 

Contact: Tullio Bertoli, AlA, AICP, LEED 
Commissioner 
Department of Planning, Environment and Land 
Management 
Town of Brookhaven 

LEAD AGENCY: Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven 
One Independence Hill 
Farmingville, New York 11738 

Contact: Tullio Bertoli, AlA, AICP, LEED 
Commissioner 
Department of Planning, Environment and Land 
Management 
Town of Brookhaven 

PREPARER & CONTACT: This Draft Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact Statement was 
prepared by: 

VHB Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, P.C. 
2150 Joshua's Path, Suite 300 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 

Contact: Kim A. Gennaro, AICP 
Associate 

(631) 234-3444 

DATE OF PREPARATION: November 2013 



OEngineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, RC. 

AVAILABILITY OF 
DOCUMENT: This document is a Draft Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact 

Statement (DSGEIS) prepared by the above-referenced applicant. Copies 
are available for public review at the Town of Brookhaven Town Hall, 
Office of the Town Clerk, One Independence Hill, Farmingville, New 
York 11738; as well as the Sachem Public Library located at 150 Holbrook 
Road, Holbrook, New York 11741 and the Cormetquot P~blic Library 
located at 760 Ocean Avenue, Bohemia, New York 11716. A copy of the 
DSGEIS is also available for viewing on the official website of the Town 
of Brookhaven at www.brookhaven.org. 

DATE OF ACCEPTANCE: 

DEADLINE FOR 
COMMENTS: 



-Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, P.C. 
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1.0 
Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction and Project History 

T11is Executive Summary is designed solely to provide an overview of the proposed 
action, a brief summa1y of the potential adverse impacts identified and mitigation 
measures proposed as well as alternatives considered. Review of the Executive 
Summary is not a substitute for the full evaluation of the proposed action performed 
in Sections 2.0 through 8.0 of the DEIS. 

This document is a Draft Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact Statement 
(DSGEIS) for the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development (TOO) prepared 
in accordance with the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its 
implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617 for the action contemplated herein, 
and is based upon the Positive Declaration that was adopted by the Town Board of 
the Town of Brookhaven (hereinafter "Town Board") on October 1, 2013. The 
proposed action consists of the following: 

)- Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan 
)- Adoption of the Land Use and Implementation Plan 
)- Adoption of a TOO District 
)- Change of zone of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area to the TOO 

District 
)- Approval of a Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") 

The Ronkonkoma Hub area, which constitutes the subject property, consists of 
53.73±-acres, generally bounded by Union Avenue and Union Street to the north; 
Village Plaza Drive to the east; County Road 29 (Ronkonkoma Avenue), Garrity 
Avenue and Hawkins AvenUe to the west; and the railroad tracks of the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) Long Island Railroad (LIRR) to the south, in 
the hamlet of Ronkonkoma, Town of Brookhaven, Suffolk County. 
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Commencing in 2007, the Town Board has been working with the community to 
revitalize the Ronkonkoma Hub area. Since that time, the Town of Brookhaven 
completed a two-phased planning study to revitalize the Ronkonkoma Hub area, 
known as the Ronkonkoma Hub Planning Study. The Town also prepared a draft 
Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development Draft Lmzd Use mzd Implementation Plan 
and a Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter the "2010 DGEIS"), 
which evaluated a theoretical maximum development scenario. Examination of the 
Theoretical Full Build Plan, as well as two altematives, enabled the Town Board to 
conduct a comprehensive environmental review of the overall proposed action and 
take a "hard look" pursuant to SEQRA and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR 
Part 617. 

The Town of Brookhaven Town Board, serving as lead agency, accepted the 2010 
DGEIS on September 21, 2010, and a public hearing was held on October 19, 2010. · 
The support for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area was evident from 
the aforesaid public hearing and the various community meetings. Subsequent to 
the public hearing on the 2010 DGEIS, the Town of Brookhaven, in an effort to ensure 
that the planning efforts would result in the actual redevelopment of the blighted 
Hub area, decided to seek private developer input. The Town issued a Request for 
Expressions of Interest (RFEI) and ultimately a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for a 
Master Developer. Upon review of preliminary plans received as part of the RFEI 
and RFQ processes, the Town of Brookhaven prepared The Ronkonkoma Hub Study 
Area Blight Study (Blight Study), which ultimately resulted in the preparation of an 
Urban Renewal Plan for the Ronkonkoma Hub area. The densities recommended in 
the Urban Renewal Plan are different than those originally evaluated in the 2010 
DGEIS, as such an updated Environmental Assessment Form was prepared by the 
Town Board, and, as previously noted, a Positive Declaration indicating the need to 
prepare a supplemental draft environmental impact statement was adopted on 
October 1, 2013. Thus, to ensure complete and comprehensive envirorunental review 
in accordance with SEQRA and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617, 
the Town of Brookhaven is preparing this DSGEIS to identify and evaluate potential 
significant adverse environmental impacts that may differ from those evaluated in 
the 2010 DGEIS, in accordance with 6 NYCRR §617.9(a)(7) Supplemental EISs. 

As the maximum potential development being considered for the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area, as defined in the Urban Renewal Plan, is greater than that evaluated in the 2010 
DGEIS, this DSGEIS is being prepared to address potential changes in impacts that 

would result from the modified proposed action. 
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1.2 Description of the Proposed Action 

Proposed Action and Planning 
Concept 

As indicated above, in order to redevelop the Ronkonkoma Hub area in accordance 
with the concept set forth in the draft Urban Renewal Plan and the Land Use and 

Implementation Plan, and the mix and density of development proposed by the Master 
Developer, the following actions would be required: 

> Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan 
> Adoption of the Land Use and Implementation Plan 
> Adoption of a TOD District 
> Change of zone of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area to the TOD 

District 
> Approval of a Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") 

Urban Renewal Plan 

In September 2012, the To,vn of Brookhaven prepared Blight Study for the 
Ronkonkoma Hub. The Blight Study found sufficient evidence to determine the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area to be a substandard or insanitary in accordance with both 
Article 15 of the New York State General Municipal Law and Article XLI of Chapter 
85 of the Town of Brookhaven Town Code. Based upon this, the Town authorized 
the preparation of an urban renewal plan. The intent of the Urban Renezval Plan is to 
address blighted conditions identified within the Project Area. It was prepared in 
order to facilitate the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area featuring a mix of 
higher density residential development, commercial, hospitality, institutional, office, 
and retail uses1 conference, entertainment and exhibition venues, and public 

designated outdoor spaces. 

The Urban Renewal Plm1 makes several recommendations with regard to land uses, 
zoning and other land use controls, building conditions and public improvements, 

most notably: 

> Redevelopment with several multi-family residential buildings, mixed-use 
buildings potentially containing office, residential and retail uses, mixed-use 
buildings potentially containing commercial, exhibition, hospitality, 
institutional, and residential uses, retail and. office buildings, as well as 
special use/entertainment venues. 

> Implementation of a TOD Zoning District in order facilitate the 

redevelopment. 
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> All structures to be acquired and demolished with the exception of the 
existing MTA parking garage and potentially the train station. 

> Improvements and upgrades to infrastructure, including roads, sidewalks, 
curbs, public hardscape and landscape, gas lines, water mains, electric 
distribution, stormwater runoff collection systems, street and walkway 
lighting, public parking areas, and an sewage treatment plant (STP). 

Based on the findings and recomn1endations of the Urban Renewal Plan, a Conceptual 
Land Use Plan was developed for the proposed redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area. In total, the Conceptual Land Use Plan provides the maximum permitted 
development densities for each of the anticipated use types: a maximum of 1,450 
dwelling units, approximately 195,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 
360,000 square feet of office/medical space, and approximately 60,000 square feet of 
flex space (for hospitality, conference, exhibition, and/or residential uses). 

Land Use and Implementation Plan 

The Land Use and Implementation Plan was prepared as a result of the extensive 
planning process undertaken by the Town of Brookhaven for the redevelopment and 
revitalization of the 53.73±-acre area si.tuated around the Ronkonkoma train station. 
It provides an overview of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, the background and history 
of the Town's planning process, the proposed form-based code (FBC), and a 
redevelopment concept (Conceptual Land Use Plan) that illustrates the overall type 
and level of development that could take place with the application of the proposed 
FBC. 

The Land Use and Implemen.tatimz Plan, among other things, examines the proposed 
TOD District, discusses SEQRA compliance and the environmental and public 
review process, and discusses the implementation strategy for realizing the Town's 
vision for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

TOO District and Change of Zone 

The TOD District has been designed as an FBC. It establishes objectives, policies, and 
standards to promote orderly developn;tent and redevelopment within the TOD 
District area for purposes of encouraging high-density mixed-use development, 
including housing, retail, entertainment, institutional and office uses. The overall 
intent of the TOD District is to encourage the efficient use of land, be a catalyst for 
revitalization, and foster a sense of place through development of a new transit­
oriented, mixed use, pedestrian-friendly community. 

Development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area would be governed by a 
"Regulating Plan." This plan designates the subdistricts that comprise the TOD 
District and the various roadways within and adjacent to the subdistrict. There are 
four subdistricts proposed, as follows: 
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> Neighborhood Subdistrict (A) -- The Neighborhood Subdistrict is a 
predominantly residential area with medium-to-high density building types. It 

allows for a limited amount of ground floor commercial use and live/work units. 

It provides a transition between single-family homes and more compact mixed­
use areas. 

> Downtown Living Subdistrict (B) -- The Downtown Living Subdistrict is 
predominantly a mixed-use residential area with medium-to-high density 
building types. It allows for up to 50 percent commercial use. 

> Marketplace Subdistrict (C) - The Marketplace Subdistrict allows for 
predominantly retail-focused mixed-use, maintaining a high level of flexibility to 

attract diverse local and national retailers. 

> Main Street Subdistrict (D) -- The Main Street Subdistrict is intended as 
predominantly a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use town center. Regional 
shopping, entertainment, and outdoor dining uses are encouraged. 

Each of the subdistricts is further broken down by maximum height in stories and 
maximum height in feet, as depicted on the Regulating Plan. The Regulating Plan 
also provides additional development parameters (e.g., street types, principal and 
secondary frontages, and blocks). Together with the Regulating Plan, development 
would be subject to compliance with the standards and regulations of the TOO 
District for streets and roadways (including streetscape standards), outdoor space, 

signage, lighting and parking. 

The TOO District, once adopted by the Town Board, is proposed to be applied to the 
54 individual tax parcels located within the 53.73±-acre Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

Maximum Density Concept Plan 

A Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") has been prepared to 
conform to the parameters of the Regulating Plan (described above). The Conceptual 
Master Plan presented herein is not a specific development proposal, as it is not 
feasible to define the specific development of the entire 53.73± acres of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area. Development is expected to take place over several years, 
and the specific uses and level of development will be dictated by market demand. 
However, review of the Maximum Density Concept Plan, which examines maximum 

potential development proposed within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, enables the 
Town Board to take a "hard look" at the relevant environmental impacts through the 
performance of a comprehensive environmental review pursuant to SEQRA and its 

implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617. 

The Maximum Density Concept Plan includes the following program: 1,450 
residential units; 195,000 SF of retail; 360,000 SF of office/medical; and 60,000 SF of 
flex space (including hospitality, conference and exhibition space, and/or residential 
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units). Total parking provided is 3,638 parking spaces, not including those spaces 
within the existing parking garage (1,043) and existing parking lot (341). 

The Maximum Density Concept Plan complies with the Regulating Plan (contained 
in the TOO District), which depicts the locations of the subdistricts set forth in the 
TOO District, and describes the character to be achieved within each of the 
subdistricts. The predominantly residential subdistricts are located within the 
northern and eastern extents of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, which relates to the 
existing surrounding residential development, while the predominantly retail 
subdistrict is situated at the western extent of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, along 
Hawkins and Railroad Avenues. The Regulating Plan also depicts mixed-use 
subdistricts (the Marketplace and the Main Street Subdistricts), that allow greater 
building heights, generally situated closer to the railroad tracks and around the train 
station. The Maximum Density Concept Plan conforms to the Regulating Plan in 
terms of distribution of uses, heights and density of development. 

Purpose, Needs and Benefits 

The purpose, needs and benefits of the proposed acti(ln have remained the same 
since the time of the 2010 DGEIS. Since the Town embarked on this planning 
initiative in 2007, the overall goal was, and remains, to revitalize the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area. The various actions that comprise the proposed action, which are 
contemplated herein, are consistent with the stated goals of the Ronkonkoma Hub 
Planning Study as they encourage the efficient use of land, provide for revitalization, 
and foster a sense of place through development of a new transit-oriented, mixed­
use, self-sufficient community. The proposed action would also enhance the tax base 
through redevelopment of existing vacant/unoccupied parcels and new development 
by increasing the area's marketability. The TOD District aims to encourage uses that 
complement the surrounding existing uses as well as better utilize existing public 
transit infrastructure at the Ronkonkoma Station. TI1e Maximum Density Concept 
Plan draws upon the conclusions of the Urbnn Renerunl Plan as a basis for the design 
plan, conforms to the proposed TOO District, and achieves the overall goals for the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area that have been set forth by the Town. 

Required Permits and Approvals 

The following table identifies pe1mits and approvals required for implementation of 
the proposed action. The approvals noted with an asterisk (*) in the table below 
would be required for actual development that would occur in accordance with the 
TOO District. These approvals are not needed for adoption of the Urban Renerunl 
Plnn, the Land Use and Implementation Plan, the TOO District or associated changes of 
zone of specific properties, which are all Town Board actions. 
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L' IS t 0 f R eqUire . d p ermr 't/A s ~pprova ....... s 
Agency . · .. ·• .. · Type of Permit/Approval Required . 

Town Board Adoption of Urban Renewal Plan 

Adoption of Land Use and Implementation Plan 
Adoption of New TOD Zoning District 

Change of Zone in the Ronkonkoma Hub area to 
the New TOD Zoning District 

Approval of a Conceptual Master Plan 

Town Planning Board'' Recommendation on Urban Renewal Plan, Site Plan 
and Potential Subdivision 

Suffolk County Department of Health Services' Water Connection and Sanitary Disposal 

Local Agencies' Town of Brookhaven Highway Department-
Roadway Improvements 

Building Department' Building Permits 

Suffolk County Executive and/or Legislature' Establishment of Sewer District and Construction of 
STP 

Agreement(s) to Accommodate Relocation of LIRR 
Parking 

Suffolk County Department of Public Works' Highway Work Permit 

Suffolk County Planning Commission' Referrals 

NYS Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)' Highway Work Permit 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)' Approval for license and/or sale of property 

... 
·~rha· .. ··sit'6""Pi8'ii'"··ancr-··pate·n·ti8'r"'"S'UbdiViS10'ii' ... approvals are required for actual development. The 

recommendation on the Urban Renewal Plan is required prior to formal action by the Town Board on the 
Urban Renewal Plan. 
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)> Use of double-paned glass windows · 

)> Providing laminating on both layers of window glazings 

};> Providing a wider airspace between window panels 

)> Upgrading building exterior massing, where necessary and practicable 

> Parcels developed or redeveloped would be required to install rooftop 
equipment that does not exceed Town noise code standards, and same 

would be evaluated during site plan review. Such equipment would be 
located in penthouse rooms and/or enclosures, or would utilize the building 

height and geometry to create building blockage for receptor locations, 

and/or install, as necessary to attenuate noise, screening around the 
extenially-located rooftop mechanical equipment. 

> Loading and service activities on parcels to be developed or redeveloped will 

be internally situated or screened to minimize noise associated with loading 
activities from the surrounding residential areas. 

> Construction equipment would be required to have appropriate noise 

muffler systems. Excessive idling of construction equipment engines would 
be prohibited. 

Socioeconomics 

As there are no significant adverse demographic or economic impacts associated 
with the proposed action, no mitigation measures are required. 

Community Facilities and 
Services 

In order to ensure that potential impacts to con1munity service providers are 
minimized, the following mitigation measures are proposed: 

> TI1e taxes generated by the proposed redevelopment of the properties within 
the Ronkonkoma Hub area would assist in off~setting the increases in the 
provision of community services, incl~ding fire protection, police protection 
and education. 

> Parcels developed or redeveloped will comply with New York State building 
and fire codes. 

> All development/redevelopment applications would be required to be 
reviewed by the Brookhaven Fire Marshal, and would comply with all Fire 

Marshal requirements. 
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> Parcels developed or redeveloped will provide proper egress and ingress for 
emergency service providers, including to below-grade and above-grade 
parking garages. 

Aesthetics 

> In order to ensure that there will be positive impacts to the visual character 
of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, and no significant adverse impacts will be 
created, the TOD District has incorporated design measures that must be 
complied with, to wit: any proposed building must meet the requirements of 
the building configuration, alignment and parking placement for the 
subdistrict in which it is '.located, as set forth in the TOD District. 

> Requirement for street assembly, streetscape improvements, designated 
outdoor spaces, signs and public supplementary lighting controls are 
specified in the TOD District. All development/redevelopment must 
conform to the specific requirements for the subdistrict in which it is located. 

Cultural Resources 

There have been no significant historic or archaeological resources identified within 
or adjacent to the Ronkonkoma Hub area that would be adversely impacted by the 
proposed action. Thus, no mitigation measures are required. 

1.5 Conditions and Criteria Under Which 
Future Actions will be Undertaken or 
Approved Including Requirements for 
Subsequent SEQRA Compliance 

6 NYCRR §617.10(c) and (d) state, in pertinent part 

"(c) Generic EISs ... should set forth specific conditions or criteria under which 
future actions will be undertakm ot· approved, including requirements for mty 
subsequent SEQR compliance ... " 

(d) When a final gmeric EIS has been filed tmde~· this part: 

(1) No furthe~· SEQR compliance is required if a subsequent proposed action 
will be carried out in conformmtce with the conditions and thresholds 
established for such actimts in the generic EIS OJ' its findings statement; 
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(2) An amended findings statement must be prepared zf the subsequent 
proposed action was adequately addressed in the generic EIS but was not 
addressed or was not adequately addressed in the findings statement for the 
generic EIS; 

(3) A negative declaration must be prepared if a subsequent proposed action 
was not addressed or was not adequately addressed in the generic EIS and 
the subsequent action. will not tesult in any significant envitonmental 
impacts; 

(4) A supplemmt to the final generic EIS must be prepared if the subsequent 
proposed action was not addressed or was not adequately addressed in the 
generic EIS and the subsequent action may have one or m:ore significant 
adverse environmental impacts." 

Based on the analyses contained in this DSGEJS, the following represent the 
conditions and thresholds, which, if met, would allow full development of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area within the Town of Brookhaven without the need for further 
SEQRA compliance or further approval from the Town Board: 

:> Total development of the Ronkonkoma Hub area shall not exceed the 

following development limits:' 

)> 1,450 residential units 
)> Approximately 195,000 SF- retail 
)> Approximately 360,000 SF - office/medical 
)> Approximately 60,000 SF - flex space (including hospitality, conference 

and exhibition space, and/or residential units) 

:> Sanitary discharge to the proposed STP associated with 
development/redevelopment of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
shall not exceed 400,000 gpd. In the event that development/redevelopment 
is proposed that would cause this capadty to be exceeded, additional 
evaluation must be conducted and additional sewage capacity must be 
secured to support the additional development. 

:> No residential development shall be permitted south of Railroad Avenue 
between Hawkins Avenue and Mill Road in order to minimize the potential 
for residents within the proposed development to be affected by LIRR 
operational noise . 

3
... 

' "Wit'h'"ih8···exc;-eptiOii"'Ofth8'"iiiTiitat"IOil"'O'ii"'f85ident!a1 units (which is a maximum), the amount of retail, 
office/medical and flex space can vary (as same will be dictated by actual market demand), as long as 
such development conforms with the requirements of the TOO District. 
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:> The development or improvement of the internal and immediate perimeter 
roadway systems within and bordering the Ronkonkoma TOO area should 
be performed as the parcels adjacent to those roads are developed to ensure 
adequate and safe access to surrounding roadways. Functionally, the 
proposed improvements to the majority of these roads are to provide 
parking areas and other roadside amenities to serve the adjacent and 
surrounding parcels. 

)o The roundabout proposed at Railroad Avenue and Mill Road must be 
completed at such time as the adjacent development access which forms the 
south leg is developed (see Condition Figure B).' 

)o T11e northbound right turn lane proposed at the intersection of Mill Road at 
Union Avenue (described in the Traffic Mitigation Table for location 6 and 
depicted on Condition Figure A) must be constructed when either the 
adjacent Parcel I or Parcel K, as shown on the Maximum Density Concept 
Plan, is developed. · 

)o With respect to off-site mitigation, the following discussion provides the 
required off-site mitigation phasing, and identifies trip generation thresholds 
at which certain mitigation must be in place. It is noted that these thresholds 
are based on the net trip generation, which represents the anticipated trips 
after adjustments for the TOO and pass-by credits' have been applied. 

>- Mitigation Level One (Initial Construction) -Prior to occupancy of the 
initially constructed building(s) within the TOO, Hawkins Avenue 
should be improved from Railroad Avenue to just south of the LIE. This 
includes the installation of a new traffic signal at Railroad Avenue. The 
mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation Table for locations 5 and 10 
and depicted on Condition Figure A, shall be completed during this 
initial phase and prior to building occupancy (except for the requirement 
for an additional northbound lane on Hawkins Avenue north of Union 
Avenue for which additional right-of-way is required, which is 
discussed as a separate mitigation phasing item). 

>- Mitigation Level Two - Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOO that 
increase net trip generation of the development during the weekday p.m. 
peak period above 400 vehicles per hour (combined entering and 
exiting), the mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation Table for 
locations 7, 8 and 9 and depicted on Figure A shall be completed . 

., 
'if'TilEi'fiQ'U'r·e·g··anii"i8bYEi'rEif€re·nc·e·d .. i"ii"tiliS"EX€Cutlve Summary can be found in Section 5.0 of this DSGEIS. 
5 The TOO credit is a reduction in gross trip generation of 25 percent, apPlied to all uses in the TOO. The 

pass~by credit is a further reduction in trip generation for retail and restaurant uses within the TOO as 
prescribed In the Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip Generation Manual, latest edition, but shall 
not exceed 20 percent for any specific use (see Section 3 of the Traffic Impact Study In Appendix H). 
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~ Mitigation Level Three - Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOD that 
increase net trip generation of the development during the weekday p.m. 
peak period above 500 vehicles per hour (combined entering and 
exiting), the mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation Table for 
locations 2 and 4 and depicted on Figure B, along the entirety of the LIE 
South Service Road shall be completed. 

~ Mitigation Level Four- Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOD that 
increase net trip generation of the development during the weekday p.m. 
peak period above 700 vehicles per hour (combined entering and 
exiting), the mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation Table for 
locations 1 and 3 and depicted on Figure B, along the entirety of the LIE 
North Service Road shall be completed. 

~ Mitigation Level Five- Upon reaching a trip generation of 1,100 vehicles 
in the p.m. peak hour (combined entering and exiting trips), traffic 
mitigation along Hawkins Avenue, between Union Avenue and the LIE 
South Service Road that was begun under Mitigation Level One (Initial 
Construction) must be completed, as detailed in the Traffic Mitigation 
Table for location 5 and depicted on Figure A. This includes the 
construction of the second northbound lane on Hawkins A venue from 
Union Avenue to the LIE South Service Road and the striping of the 
westbound Union A venue approach to three lanes as depicted on Figure 
A. No building permits shall be issued for development that would 
result in a trip generation of greater than 1,100 vehicles in the p.m. peak 
hour (combined entering and exiting) until such traffic mitigation is 
implemented, unless same is deemed unnecessary by the Town Board 
based upon a change in traffic conditions. 

1n the event that any of the conditions are proposed to be exceeded by future 
development, additional SEQRA compliance would be necessary in accordance with 
6 NYCRR §617.10{d){2), (3) or (4), as would be appropriate, given the actual 
development plan proposed and the associated potential environmental impacts 
associated therewith. 

Furthermore, with respect to future development approvals (i.e., after the Town 
Board adopts the TOD District, applies the zoning to the Ronkonkoma Hub area, and 
approves the Maximum Density Concept Plan, as described above), the applicants 
will be required to obtain site plan approval from the Plmming Board for proposed 
development. In addition to the standard site plan application requirements, at the 
time a site plan is submitted to the Town, a11 applicm1t must: 

> Prepare and submit a construction traffic management and logistics plan. 
This plan, at a minimum, should h1dicate the following: 
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> Days/hours of proposed construction activity 
> Designated routes of heavy vehicles to and from the site 
> Parking areas for workers and heavy vehicles 
> Construction staging areas 

> If existing designated commuter parking will be temporarily or permanently 
displaced to accommodate the proposed development, prepare and submit a 
plan that demonstrates that parking will be replaced at a minimum ratio of 
one-to-one. Sucl1 replacement parking shall be in place prior to the 
displacement of existing designated commuter parking, and shall be 
acceptable to the MTA. 

> Provide a letter of sewer availability (or documentation from the appropriate 
regulatory agency as to ilie approved method of sanitary discharge) prior to 
final site plan approval. 

> Demonstrate (for multi-story buildings) that there is adequate water pressure 
for the higher elevations in the buildings, and, where necessary, install a 
booster pump system. 

)- Implement water conservation measures, including low-flow fixtures, low­
flow toilets, and/or drip irrigation. 

> Submit confirmation that ·the site plan has been submitted to the 
Ronkonkoma Fire Department for review. 
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2.0 
Introduction and Description of 

the Proposed Action 

2.1 Project History and Summary of the 
SEORA Process 

Commencing in 2007, the Town Board has been working with the community to 
revitalize the Ronkonkoma Hub area. The Ronkonkoma Hub area consists of 53.73±­

acres, generally bounded by Union Avenue and Union Street to the north; Village 

Plaza Drive to the east; County Road 29 (Ronkonkoma Avenue), Garrity Avenue and 
Hawkins Avenue to the west; and the railroad tracks of the Long Island Railroad to 

the south, in the hamlet of Ronkonkoma (see Figure 1). Since that time, the Town of 
Brookhaven completed a two-phased planning study to revitalize the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area, known as the Ronkonkoma Hub Pla1111ing Study. The goal was, and 
continues to be, to develop a vision that supports the compact, mixed-use, transit­
oriented redevelopment of this area. Phase 1 of the planning study, completed in 
2008, focused on documenting existing conditions and identifying potential 

opportunity sites for transit-oriented development. Phase 2 of the study, completed 

in early 2009, built upon the work completed in Phase 1 and, among other things, 
reviewed case studies of existing successful transit-oriented development (TOO) 

projects and offered various recommendations relating to redevelopment 

opportunities, TOD zoning, transportation issues and concept plans. 

In 2010, the Town prepared a draft Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Orimted Development 
Drnft Land Use and Implementation Plan ("Dtaft Land Use and Implementation Plan") and 
a Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter the "2010 DGEIS"), 

which evaluated a theoret.ical maximum development scenario pursuant to the 
aforesaid Drnft Land Use and Implementation Plan. The proposed action examined in 
the 2010 DGEIS included the adoption the Draft Land Use and Implemmtation Plan, the 

adoption of the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District ("TOO 

District") (a form-based code [FBC]), the rezonh1g of the Ronkonkoma Hub area (also 
referred to as the "TOO area") to the TOO District, and the redevelopment of the area 

in accordance with the TOO District, based upon the Theoretical Full Build Plan. 
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The Theoretical Full Build Plan examined in the 2010 DGEIS included the 
redevelopment of opportunity sites with preferred land uses (i.e., multi-family 
residential, retail, restaurant, and office). The Theoretical Full Build Plan included the 
following program mix: 

> 615 Residential Units 
> 60,875 square feet- Retail 
> 49,375 square feet- Office 
> 30,000 square feet- Health Club 
> 200 seats- Restaurant Use (Total) 

> 2,701 new parking spaces 
> Sewage Treatment Plant 
> Plaza area for outdoor public use 

The Theoretical Full Build Plan was not a specific development proposal, but 
represented a potential redevelopment option that could achieve the goals and 
objectives of the Dmft Land Use and Implementation Plan and complied with the 
proposed TOO District. The DGEIS also examined two alternatives- the "No Action" 
alternative and the "Theoretical Maximum Build Out Plan." That alternative assessed 
the inclusion of property to the south of the railroad tracks within the Town of Islip 
that is currently used for parking, and was evaluated for potential development with 
retail space, structured parking and the STP. Examination of the Theoretical Full 
Build Plan, as well as the two alternatives, enabled the Town Board to conduct a 
comprehensive environmental review of the overall proposed action and take a 
"hard look" pursuant to SEQRA and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 
617. 

The Town of Brookhaven Town Board, serving as lead agency, accepted the 2010 

DGEIS on September 21, 2010, and a public hearing was held on October 19, 2010. 

The support for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area was evident from 
the aforesaid public hearing and the various community meetings that were held 
throughout the Phase 1 and Phase 2 planning processes. Subsequent to the public 
hearing on the 2010 DGEIS, the Town of Brookhaven, in an effort to ensure that the 
planning efforts would result in the actual redevelopment of the blighted Hub area, 
decided to seek private developer input as to the financial feasibility of the 
redevelopment concept. The Town issued a Request for Expressions of Interest 
(RFEI) and ultimately a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for a Master Developer. 

Upon review of preliminary plans received as part of the RFEI and RFQ processes, 
the Town of Brookhaven prepared The Ronkonkoma Hub Study Area Blight Study 
("Blight Study"). TI1e Blight Study found sufficient evidence to determine the Project 
Area to be a substandard or insanitary area in accordance with both Article 15 of the 
New York State General Municipal Law and Article XU of Chapter 85 of the Town of 
Brookhaven Town Code. Subsequently, the Town of Brookhaven Town Board, after 
review of the aforesaid Blight Study, by Town Board Resolution 2012-804, dated 
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September 20, 2012, designated the Ronkonkoma Hub as appropriate for urban 
renewal pursuant to Article 15 of the New York State General Municipal Law, and 

authorized the preparation of an urban renewal plan. 

In accordance with tl1e requirements set forth in Article 15 of the General Municipal 

Law, a draft Urban Renewal Plan for the Ronkonkoma Hub has been prepared and is 
being reviewed by the Town. TI1e Urban Renewal Plan recommends development at 

a different mix and density than that contemplated in the aforesaid Land Use and 
Implementation Plan and 2010 DGEIS. The uses and densities proposed in the Utban 
Renewal Plm1 include the following: 

> Potential maximum of 1,450 multi-family residential dwelling units 

> Approximately 195,000± square feet of 1·etail space 
> Approximately 360,000± square feet of office/commercial space 

> Approximately 60,000± square feet of "flex" space, to be utilized for 

conference, exhibition1 hospitality, and/or residential uses 

Based upon the revised densities, an updated Environmental Assessment Form was 
prepared by the Town Board, and a Positive Declaration indicating the need to 
prepare a supplemental draft generic environmental impact statement was adopted 

on October 1, 2013 (see Appendix A). TI1us, to ensure complete and comprehensive 
environmental review in accordance with SEQRA and its implementing regulations 
at 6 NYCRR Part 617, the Town of Brookhaven is preparing this Draft Supplemental 

Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DSGEIS) to identify and evaluate potential 

significant adverse environmental impacts. 

Pursuant to 6 NYCRR §617.9(a): 

"(7) Supplemental EISs. 

(i) The lead agency may require a supplemental EIS, limited to the specific 

significant adverse environmental impacts not addressed or inadequately 

addressed in the EIS that arise from: 

(a) changes proposed for the project; ot 

(b) newly discovered infonnation; or 

(c) a change in citcumstances related to the ptoject. 

(ii) The decision to tequite pteparation of a supplemental EIS, in the case of 

newly discovered information, must be based upon the following criteria: 

(a) the importance and relevance of the infonnation; and 

(b) the present state of the infonnation in the EIS. 
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(iii) If a supplement is required, it will be subject to the full procedures of 

this Part." 

As the maximum potential development being considered for the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area is greater than that evaluated in the 2010 DGEIS, this DSGEIS is being prepared 
to address potential changes in impacts that would result from the modified 
proposed action. 

In order to redevelop the Ronkonkoma Hub area as currently contemplated, the 
following would be required: 

~ Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan 
~ Adoption of the Land Use and Implementation Plan 
~ Adoption of a TOO District zoning code ("TOO Districr') 
~ Change of zone of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area to the TOO 

District 
~ Approval of a Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") 

This DSGEIS examines the proposed action and its associated potential 
environmental impacts, and focuses on addressing those impacts that have 
previously been examined but that may occur as a result of implementation of the 
modified proposed action. 

Accordingly, this DSGEIS has been organized by impact issue (see Section 3.0). For 
each impact issue, a brief summary of existing conditions is presented, followed by a 
discussion of potential impacts (and identifying those impacts that are different from 
those evaluated in the 2010 DGEIS), and a presentation of proposed mitigation 
measures. 
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2.2 Proposed Action and Planning 
Concept 

2.2.1 Proposed Action 

As indicated above, in order to redevelop the Ronkonkoma Hub ru·ea in accordance 
with the concept set forth in the draft Urba11 Renewal Plan and the La11d Use and 
Implemmtation Plan, and the mix and density of development proposed by the Master 
Developer, the following actions would be required: 

> Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan 
> Adoption of the Land Use and Implementation Plan 
> Adoption of a TOD District 
> Change of zone of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area to the TOD 

District 
> Approval of a Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") 

These actions are described in more detail below. 

Urban Renewal Plan for the 
Ronkonkoma Hub 

In September 2012, the Town of Brookhaven prepared The Ronlronlroma Hub Study 
Area Blight Study (hereinafter the "Blight Study") for the Rmikonkoma Hub (see 
Appendix B).' The Blight Study found sufficient evidence to determine the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area to be a substandard or insanitary in accordance with both 
Article 15 of the New York State General Municipal Law and Article XLI of Chapter 
85 of the Town of Brookhaven Town Code. Substandard and insanitary conditions 
observed within the Ronkonkoma Hub area included: vacant and partially-vacant 
properties (representing 6.5 percent of Study Area) and vacant and partially-vacant 
buildings (representing 5.5 percent of gross floor area of Study Area), significant 
underutilization of development potential (the 232,978± square· feet of development 
in the Study Area represents less than 39± percent of the total development potential 
permitted by zoning), deteriorated buildings, inadequate curb and sidewalk areas, 
lack of appropriate drainage and sewerage infrastructure, incompatible land uses, 
and an overall unattractive visual environment. 

Subsequently, the Town Board, after review of the aforesaid Blight Sh1dy, by Town 
Board Resolution 2012-804, dated September 20, 2012, designated the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area as appropriate for urban renewal pursuant to Article 15 of the New York 

... 
·s·rhEi"Bii9iiTS'iUd:V'iS"in·cor·por·atecras·Attach·m·e·nrA·or the urban Renewal Plan. 
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State General Municipal Law, and authorized the preparation of an urban renewal 
plan. 

In accordance with the requirements set forth in Article 15 of the General Municipal 
Law, an Urban Renewal Plan for the Ronkonkoma Hub (hereinafter the "U1'ban Renewal 

Plan") was prepared in order to facilitate the redevelopment of the. Ronkonkoma 
Hub area featuring a mix of higher density residential development, commercial, 
hospitality, institutional, office, and retail uses, conference, entertairunent and 
exhibition venues, and open spaces (see Appendix B). 11lis TOD area would be 
designed to both complement and benefit from the presence of the Ronkonkoma 
Long Island Railroad (LIRR) Station and its associated commuter passenger volumes. 

The intent of this U1'ban Renewal Plan is to address blighted conditions identified 
within the Project Area, defined by Section 501 of the General Municipal Law as 
#substandard, insanitary, deteriorated or deteriorating conditions, factors, and 
characteristics" that constitute a "serious and growing menace, is injurious to the 
public safety, health, morals and welfare ... and constitutes a negative influence on 
adjacent properties impairing their economic soundness and stability, thereby 
threatening the source of public revenues." In order to promote sound growth and 
development, and to address the aforementioned blighted conditions, Urban 
Renewal Law allows for the "clearance, replanning, reconstruction, redevelopn1ent, 
rehabilitation, restoration or conservation" of designated blighted areas. 

The objectives of the U1'ban Renewal Plan are as follows: 

)> Eliminate blighting conditions, including: vacant and underutilized 
properties and buildings; deteriorated buildings; inadequate sidewalks, 
drainage, and sewerage infrastructure; incompatible land uses; and, aesthetic 
and visual detriments 

)> Promote compact, mixed-use development in proximity to the commuter rail 
station 

)> Encourage development that supports transit 
)> Encourage a diverse mix of higher density residential development, 

commerciat office and retail uses, entertainment and exhibition venues, and 
open spaces for workers, visitors, and residents 

)- Promote economic development opportunities 
)- Encourage a pedestrian-friendly environment and pedestrian-oriented 

commercial enterprises and consumer services that do not primarily rely on 
automobile traffic to bring consumers to the area 

)> Encourage flexibility in site and architectural design 
)> Maintain a consistently high level of design quality 

A number of planning documents were reviewed in the Urban Renewal Plan with 
regard to the Ronkonkoma Hub to ensure that recommendations were consistent 
with the official goals and visions for the area. 1hese planning documents include 
the Brookhaven 1996 Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Draft Bmokhaven 2030 Plan, 
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Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Developmmt Planning Study, Long Island 2035 

Visioning Initiative Final Report, Town of Brookhaven Dmft Blight to Light Study, and the 
Blight Study. 

The Urban Renewal Plan makes several recommendations with regard to land uses, 
zoning and other land use controls, building conditions and public improvements, 
most notably: 

> Redevelopment with several multi-family residential buildings, mixed-use 
buildings potentially containing office, residential and retail uses, mixed-use 
buildings potentially containing commerciaL exhibition, hospitality, 
institutional, and residential uses, retail and office buildings, as well as 
special use/entertainment venues. 

> Implementation of a TOD Zoning District in order to facilitate the 
redevelopment as described above. 

> All structures to be acquired and demolished with the exception of the 
existing MTA parking garage and potentially the train station . 

.> Improvements and upgrades to infrastructure, including roads, sidewalks, 
curbs, public hardscape and landscape, gas lines, water mains, electric 
distribution, stonnwater runoff collection systems, street and walkway 
lighting, public parking areas, and an STP. 

Based on the findings and recommendations of the Urban Renewal Plan, a Conceptual 
Land Use Plan was developed for the proposed redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area (see Figure 2). The Conceptual Land Use Plan provides a framework for 
the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area in a transit-Oriented manner, 
including higher density residential development, commercial, hospitality and 
conference uses, office uses, retail uses, entertainment and exhibition venues and 
instihltional uses. 

These uses are generally distributed on the Conceptual Land Use Plan in accordance 
with the subdistricts that have been defined in the TOO District, including the 
Neighborhood, Downtown Living, Marketplace and Main Street subdistricts. The 
Conceptual Land Use Plan depicts the maximum height (in stories and feet) 
permitted in each. 

In total, the Conceptual Land Use Plan provides the maximum permitted 
development densities for each of the anticipated use types: a maximum of 1,450 
dwelling units, approximately 195,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 
360,000 square feet of office/medical space, and approximately 60,000 square feet of 
flex space (for hospitality, conference, exhibition, and/or residential uses). 
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Land Use and Implementation 
Plan 

As part of this proposed action, the Town Board is considering the adoption of a Land 
Use and Implementation Plan for the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub area (see Appendix 
C). The Land Use and Implementation Plan was prepared as a result of the extensive 
planning process undertaken by the Town of Brookhaven for the redevelopment and 
revitalization of the 53.73±-acre area situated around the Ronkonkoma train station. 

TI1e Land Use and Implementation Plan provides an overview of the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area, the background and history of the Town's planning process, the proposed 
form-based code (FBC), and a redevelopment concept (Conceptual Land Use Plan) 
that illustrates the overall type and level of development that could take place with 
the application of the proposed FBC. The Land Use and Implementation Plan, among 
other things, examines the proposed TOD District, discusses SEQRA compliance and 
the environmental and public review process, and discusses the implementation 
strategy for realizing the Town's vision for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area. 

As previously indicated, a Draft Lm1d Use and ImplemeJJtation Plan was analyzed as 
part of the 2010 DGEIS, which evaluated a theoretical maximum development 
scenario. Since support for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub was evident 
from the DGEJS public hearing, the Town then sought private developer input, and 
ultimately issued a RFQ for a Master Developer. 

Subsequently, a Blight Study and draft Urban Renewal Plan were prepared. The draft 
Urban Renewal Plan set forth uses and densities for the Ronkonkoma Hub area, as 
follows: 

> A potential maximum of 1,450 multi-family residential dwelling units 
> Approximately 195,000 square feet of retail space 
> Approximately 360,000 square feet of office/medical space 
> Approximately 60,000 square feet of "flex" space, to be utilized for 

conference, exhibition, hospitality, and/or residential uses 

Ronkonkoma Hub Transit· 
Oriented Development District 
(TOO District) 

The TOO District has been designed as an FBC. As indicated in the 2010 DGEIS, FBC 
zoning is different from conventional zoning in that it emphasizes building form. and 
appearance rather than specifying bulk regulations. FBC zoning focuses on 
regulating the public realm, including street types, blocks, and civic spaces and 
provides for flexibility in use, site and architectural design. Form-based code zoning 
also includes an extensive use of graphics to illustrate, for example, the anticipated 
relationship of the building to the street or site. 
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The TOD District establishes objectives, policies, and standards to promote orderly 
development and redevelopment within the TOD District area for purposes of 
encouraging high-density mixed-use development, including housing, retail, 
entertainment, institutional and office uses. The overall intent of the TOD District is 
to encourage the efficient use of land, be a catalyst for revitalization, and foster a 
sense of place through developn1ent of a new transit-oriented, mixed use, pedestrian­
friendly community. 

The TOD District would also encourage redevelopment of vacant and/or 
underutilized, blighted properties, which would enhance the tax base and 
compliment the surrounding communities and uses as well as better utilize existing 
public transit infrastructure at Ronkonkoma Station through improved access and 
increased ridership. 

Development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area would be governed by a 
"Regulating Plan" (see Appendix D and Figure 3). This Regulating Plan designates 
the subdistricts that comprise the TOD District and the various roadways within and 
adjacent to the subdistrict. With respect to approvals, the Planning Board would 
determine whether proposed development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
complies with the Regulating Plan and with the descriptions, building configurations 
and alignments, and other development parameters applicable to each of the 
subdistricts, as defined in the TOD District. 
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TI1e subdistricts included within the TOO District are shown on the Regulating Plan 
(see Figure 3). These subdistricts convey the specific character that the Town wishes 
to aclueve within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

~ Neighborhood Subdistrict (A) -- The Neighborhood Subdistrict is a 
predominantly residential area with medium-to-high density building types. It 

allows for a linlited amount of ground floor commercial use and live/work units. 
It provides a transition between single-family homes and more compact mixed­
use areas. 

~ Downtown Living Subdistrict (B) -- The Downtown Living Subdistrict is 
predonunantly a mixed-use residential area with medium-to-high density 
building types. It allows for up to 50 percent commercial use. 

~ Marketplace Subdistrict (C) -- The Marketplace Subdistrict allows for 
predominantly retail-focused mixed-use, maintaining a high level of flexibility to 
attract diverse local and national retailers. 

~ Main Street Subdistrict (D) -- The Main Street Subdistrict is intended as 
predonlinantly a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use town center. Regional 
shopping, entertainment, and outdoor dining uses are encouraged. 

As shown on the Regulating Plan, Neighborhood Subdistrict A forms the northem 
perimeter (along Union Avenue) and the eastern perimeter of the Ronkonkoma Hub 
TOO area. Downtown Living Subdistrict B is located south of Union Avenue, 
adjacent to Hawkins Avenue and adjacent to Carroll Avenue. Another portion of 
Downtown Living Subdistrict B is located east of the Mill Road roundabout, north of 
the railroad tracks. Marketplace Subdistrict C is surrounded by Union Street to the 
north, Hawkins Avenue to the east, Garrity Avenue to the west and Railroad Avenue 

to the south. Finally, Main Street Subdistrict D forms the remainder of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub TOO area. The majority of Subdistrict D is located along the 
northern and southern sides of Railroad Avenue, from Ronkonkoma Avenue (with 

the exception of the area of Marketplace Subdistrict C) to Mill Road, and includes the 
train station and the existing parking garage. It also extends to the north along 
several new private streets and abuts Downtown Living Subdistrict B to the east and 
west (see Figure 3). 

Each of the subdistricts is furtl1er broken down by maximum height in stories and 
maximum height in feet, as depicted on the Regulating Plan (see Figure 3). 
Specifically, 

> Neighborhood Subdistrict (A) -- Maximum height of four stories, 70 feet, east of 
Carroll Avenue and maximum height of three stories, 56 feet west of Carroll 
Avenue 

> Downtown Living Subdistrict (B) --.Maximum height of four stories, 70 feet 
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> Marketplace Subdistrict (C) -- Maximum height of three stories, 56 feet 

> Main Street Subdistrict (D) -- Maximum height of five stories, 70 feet, with the 
exception of four blocks south of Railroad Avenue, which would have a 
maximum height of four stories and 60 feet 

TI1e Regulating Plan also provides additional development parameters (e.g., street 
types, principal and secondary frontages, and blocks). 

Together with the Regulating Plan, development must also conform to street and 
roadway standards (including streetscape standards), outdoor space standards, and 
signage, lighting and parking regulations, as defined in the TOO District. 

A more detailed discussion of the proposed TOO District is contained in Section 3.4.2 
and Appendix D of this DSGEIS. 

Change of Zone of Parcels within 
the Ronkonkoma Hub area to the 
TO D District 

The TOO District, upon adoption by the Town Board, is proposed to be applied to the 54 individual tax 
parcels located within the 53.73±-acre Ronkonkoma Hub area. These parcels are listed below, and are 

shown in 

Figure 4. 

Mixed Use-
and Commercial 

2 0200 79900 0300 033001 Commercial J6 

3 0200 79900 0300 033002 Undeveloped J6 

4 0200 79900 0300 034000 Commercial J6 

5 0200 79900 0300 035000 Vacant J6 

6 0200 79900 0300 036000 Commercial J6 

7 0200 79900 0300 037000 Commercial J6 

8 0200 79900 0300 038000 Commercial J6 

9 0200 79900 0300 039000 Commercial J6 

10 0200 79900 0300 040001 Undeveloped J6 

11 0200 79900 0300 040002 Vacant J6 

12 0200 79900 0300 041000 Commercial J6 

13 0200 79900 0300 042000 Vacant J6 

14 0200 79900 0300 043000 Vacant J6 

15 0200 79900 0300 044000 Vacant J6 

16 0200 79900 0300 045001 LIRR Ronkonkoma Station L1 
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Station 

18 0200 79900 0300 050000 LIRR Ronkonkoma Station Li 

19 0200 79900 0400 044000 Commercial J6 

20 0200 79900 0400 047001 Commercial J6 

21 0200 79900 0400 048000 Vacant J6 

22 0200 79900 0400 049000 Residential J6 

23 0200 79900 0400 051001 Commercial L1 

24 0200 79900 0400 052000 Commercial L1 

25 0200 79900 0400 053000 Commercial L1 

26 0200 79900 0400 054000 Residential L1 

27 0200 80000 0100 027001 Commercial Li 

28 0200 80000 0100 028000 Parking Facility Li 

29 0200 80000 0100 031001 Commercial Li 

Mixed Use- Residential 
30 0200 80000 0100 033001 L1 

and Commercial 

31 0200 80000 0100 034000 Commercial L1 

32 0200 80000 01 00 035007 Commercial Li 

33 0200 80000 01 00 035008 Undeveloped J6 

34 0200 80000 0100 035009 Commercial L1 

35 0200 80000 01 00 036000 Parking Facility L1 

36 0200 80000 0100 038000 LIRR Ronkonkoma Station L1 

37 0200 80000 0200 009000 Commercial L1 

38 0200 80000 0200 010000 Commercial L1 

39 0200 80000 0200 01 1000 Commercial Li 

40 0200 80000 0200 012000 Residential L1 

41 0200 80000 0200 013000 Commercial L1 

42 0200 80000 0200 014000 Commercial L1 

43 0200 80000 0200 015000 Vacant L1 

44 0200 80000 0200 016000 Commercial L1 

45 0200 80000 0200 017000 Residential - L1 

46 0200 80000 0200 018000 Residential L1 

47 0200 80000 0200 019000 Commercial L1 

48 0200 80000 0200 020000 Residential L1 

49 0200 80000 0200 021000 Commercial L1 

50 0200 80000 0200 022000 Commercial L1 

51 0200 80000 0200 023000 Commercial L1 

52 0200 80000 0200 028001 Commercial J4 

53 0200 80000 0200 028003 Commercial J2 

54 0200 80000 0200 028004 Industrial J2 

Sources: Town of Brookhaven Department of Assessor and field verification by VHB, August 2012. 
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Conceptual Master Plan 
(Maximum Density Concept Plan) 

A Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") has been prepared to 
conform to the parameters of the Regulating Plan (described above). The Maximum 

Density Concept Plan presented herein is not a specific development proposal, as it is 

not feasible to define the specific development of the entire 53.73± acres of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area. Development is expected to take place over several years, 

and the specific uses and level of development would be dictated by market demand. 

However, review of the Maximum Density Concept Plan, which examines maximum 
potential development permitted within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, enables the 

Town Board to take a "hard look" at the relevant environmental impacts through the 

performance of a comprehensive environmental review pursuant to SEQRA and its 
implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617. 

The Maximum Density Concept Plan presented in Figure 5, which is more fully 
detailed in the Conceptual Master Plan Package (dated October 11, 2013) in 

Appendix E, is based upon the conclusions of and the parameters (e.g., maximum 

development potential and the heights of the buildings) set forth in the U,-bmt 
Renewal Pla11, which will ultimately be codified on the Regulating Plan included in 
the TOO District. The Maximum Density Concept Plan includes the following 

program: 

> 1,450 residential units' 

> 195,000 SF of retail' 

> 360,000 SF of office/medical" 
> 60,000 SF of flex space (including hospitality, conference and exhibition 

space, and/or residential units)10 

Total parking provided is 3,638 parking spaces, not including those spaces within the 
existing parking garage (1,043) and existing parking lot (341). 

7
•"" ···F·or .. ·pur·paS9S"Of'8il8iYSiS';··'it.HW8S··assum·ecf' that so percent of the units (725) would be rental and so 

percent {725) would be for-sale. The ownership and rental units would each be comprlsed of 50 
percent one-bedroom units and 50 percent two-bedroom units. However, this was done solely for 
analysis purposes. Actual unit type and bedroom mix will be determined by market demand. 

8 For purposes of analysis, It was assumed that 40,000 SF of the total195,000 SF of retail space would be 
comprised of restaurants (1 ,080 seats). However, actual retail mix will be determined by market 
demand. 

9 For purposes of analysis it was assumed that of the total360,000 square feet of commercial space, there 
would be 306,000 SF of general office space and 54,000 SF of medical office space. However, the 
actual mix of office and medical office space would be determined by market demand. 

1° For purposes of analysis, the flex space has been considered to be a 120-room hotel. The actual use of 
this flex space will be determined by market demand. 
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As demonstrated in Section 3.4.2 of this DSGEIS, the Maximum Density Concept 
Plan complies with the Regulating Plan, which depicts the locations of the 
subdistricts set forth in the TOO District, and describes the character to be achieved 
within each of the subdistricts. As illustrated on the Regulating Plan and as noted 
above, the predominantly residential subdistricts are located within the northern arid 
eastern extents of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, which relates to the existing 
surrounding residential development, while the predominantly retail subdistrict is 
situated at the western extent of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, along Hawkins and 
Railroad Avenues. The Regulating Plan also depicts several different mixed-use 
subdistricts (tl1e Marketplace and the Main Street Subdistricts), that allow greater 
building heights, generally situated closer to the railroad tracks and around the train 
station. The Maximum Density Concept Plan conforms to the Regulating Plan in 
terms of distribution of uses, heights and density of development (see Figure 5). 
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2.3 Comparison of Impacts 

The following table provides a summary comparison of the impacts of the 
Theoretical Full Build Plan presented in the 2010 DGEIS and the maximum potential 
development under the TOO District, which is depicted on the Maximum Density 
Concept Plan evaluated in this DSGEIS. It should be noted that development 
potential was limited in the TI1eoretical Full Build Plan scenario presented in the 2010 

DGEIS, as that scenario contemplated the construction of an STP on within the 53.73± 
1,\onkonkorna Hub area. However, since the time of the acceptance of the DGEIS, 
Suffolk County has decided to form a sewer district and construct a plant on the 
south side of the LIRR tracks. Accordingly, there is more area available within the 
53.73± acres that could accommodate development. 
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excavation, 
Soils~ General installation, grading. paving. and landscaping- No significant 

adverse impacts 

Topography- Cut and Fill Not Determined 

No adverse 

Compliance w/ Town's stormwater ordin(!nce; use 
Groundwater- 208 Study I indigenous vegetation species; installation of adequate 

drainage structures 

Article 6- As an STP would be constructed on-site, sanitary 
density limitations are not applicable 

Groundwater- Suffolk County Sanitary Code I Article 12- Appropriate SCDHS permits for the installation of 
underground or above ground storage tanks would be 
obtained 

Sewage Treatment Plant I On-site STP- capacity of 275,000 gpd 

Sewage Disposal- Generation l 169,000 gpd 

Groundwater- Water Usage I 186,000 gpd (including irrigation) 

Stormwater Runoff- Stormwater Runoff During Construction Activities I Would comply with Town's stormwater ordinance 

Stormwater Runoff- Post-Development Stormwater Runoff Management I Would comply with Town's stormwater ordinance 

Wetlands and Floodolains- General I No wetlands on srte 

Vegetation Impacts I Native/Indigenous species to be used 

Wildlife impacts l Suitable habitat would remain after construction activities 

None 
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excavation, 
utility installation, grading. paving, and landscaping. 
No slgnifiq!.nt adverse impacts 

Approximately 65,108 Cf of cut 

stormwater ordinance; use 
of indigenous vegetation species; installation of 
adequate drainage structures 

Artide 6 - All sanitary waste is proposed to be 
accommodated by a new STP to be constructed by 
Suffolk County, south of the railroad tracks, south 
of the eastern extent of the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
Article 12- All redevelopment of properties where 
underground or above ground storage tanks are 
proposed in quantities with a combined capacity 
greater than 1,100-gallons, the applicant would be 
required to secure the appropriate permits under 
Article 12 from the SCDHS 

Off-site STP- capacity of 500,000 gpd 

399,060 gpd 

440,000 gpd {including irrigation) 

Would comply with Town's stormwater ordinance 

Would comply with Town's stormwater ordinance 

No 

Native/Indigenous species to be used 

Suitable. habitat would remain after construction 
activities 

None 
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including: 
.. 615 residential units • 1,450 residential units 

Land Use- General 
• 60,875 sq. ft. of reta·11 space 
• 200-seat restaurant 

• 155,000 sq. ft. of retail space 
• 40,000 sq. ft. restaurants (1,080 seats) 

• 49,375 sq. ft. of office space • 306,000 sq. ft. of office space 
• 30,000 sq. ft. of health club space • 54,000 sq. ft. of medical office space 
• 5 acres for a STP • 60,000 sq. ft. offlexspace (hotel-120 rooms) 

Land Use- Community Character 
The proposed TOD would revitalize the area with 
various TOO-related uses with visual continuity and a 
user-friendly public realm 

The proposed T()D would revitalize the area with various TOO­
related uses with visual continuity and a user-friendly public realm 

Zoning- Farm-Based Code Rezoning of the Project Area to the TOD Zoning District Rezoning of the Project Area to the TOD Zoning District 

Zoning- Local Approval Process Approvals from various local agencies required Approvals from various local agencies required 

Zoning- Proposed Impacts of TOD District 
Allow for uses currently not permitted; industrial uses 
not permitted 

Allow for uses currently not permitted; industrial uses not 
permitted 

Land Use and Implementation Plan- General N/A N/A 

Relevant Land Use Plans- Ronkonkoma Hub Transit~Oriented 
Planning Study Proposed action consistent with this plan Proposed action consistent with this plan 

Relevant Land Use Plans- Brookhaven 1996 Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan 

Transportation- Consistent 
Land Use and zoning~ Use prescribed not consistent 
with Proposed Action 

Transportation- Consistent 
Land Use and Zoning- Use prescribed not consistent with 
Proposed Action 

Relevant Land Use Plans - Draft Brookhaven 2030 Plan Consistent with plan Consistent wft:h plan 

Relevant Land Use Plans Long Island 2035 Visioning Initiative Final 
Consistent with 
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Full Build: 480 AM Peak Hour Trips/ 811 PM Peak Hour Trips 
Traffic· General 

TOO Adjusted: 360 AM Peak Hour Trips/ 608 PM Peak Hour Trips 

Full Build: 1,514 AM Peak HourTrips/2,413 PM Peak Hour Trips 

TOO Adjusted: 1,135 AM Peak Hour Trips/1,810 PM Peak Hour Trips 

LIE North Service Road and Hawkins Avenue- Overall lOS: C {AM) LIE·North Service Road and Hawkins Avenue- Overall LOS: E {AM) 
LIE South Service Road and Hawkins Avenue- OveraU LOS: F {PM) LIE South Service Road and Hawkins Avenue- Overall LOS: F (PM) 
Hawkins Avenue and Union Avenue -Overall LOS: B (AM/PM) Hawkins Avenue and Union Avenue- Overall lOS: C {PM) 

Traffic- Traffic Operotions Union Avenue and Mill Road- avera[[ LOS: C (PM) Union Avenue and Mill Road- Overall LOS: E (PM) 
Analysis: Worst Case Peak Hour Hawkins Avenue and Railroad Avenue -Overall LOS: B (AM/PM) Hawkins Avenue and Railroad Avenue -Overall LOS: N/A 

(Build 2020) Hawkins Avenue and Railroad Avenue- SB LOS: F (AM) Hawkins Avenue and Railroad Avenue -SB LOS: F (AM/PM) 
Ronkonkoma Avenue at 2"d Street/Powell Street- EB LOS: F (AM) Ronkonkoma Avenue at 2nd Street/Powell Street- WB LOS: F {PM)/ EB LOS: F (AM) 

LIE North Service Road at Ronkonkoma Avenue- Overall LOS: D (AM) 

LIE South Service Road at Ronkonkoma Avenue- Overall LOS: F (PM) 
Railroad Avenue at Powell Street-Overall LOS: B {PM) 
Johnson Avenue at Northwest link -Overall LOS: B (PMl 

Potential increases in motor vehicle emissions (CO, 

., Sources I Increases of 6 dBA or less 

Potential incr.eases in motor vehicle emissions oot to be 

Noise- Location of Residential Uses I Throughout Ronkonkoma Hub area I No residential uses south of Railroad Avenue between Hawkins Avenue and Mill Road 

Noise- Stationary Sources I Would be required to conform to Town's noise ordinance I Would be required to conform to Town's noise ordinance 

Noise- Facility Operations I Would be required to conform to Town's noise ordinance I Would be required to conform to Town's noise ordinance 

Noise -Interior I Interior noise level not to exceed 4S dBA from external sou ices I Interior noise level not to exceed 45 dBA from external sources 

Noise- Construction-Related I Expected to be below 80 dBA and would conform to Town's noise I Exoected to be below 80 dBA and would conform to Town's noise 
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Ownership Units: 1,324 persons 

Projected Population - General Rental Units: 1,444 Persons 
Total: 1,058 persons Total: 2, 768 persons 

Projected Property Tax Revenues I $2,447,100 (net increase of $1,954,725) at full build-out $16,179,702 (net increase of $15,711,714) <~tfull build-out 

Not Determined Permanent Jobs: FTE Jobs 

Increase of 55.19 calls per year; demand for 0.05 ambulance 
Community Facilities and Services­ vehicles; demand for 0.05 ful!-time personnel. Additional tax Additional tax revenues to the Ronkonkoma Fire Department {which provides 

Ambulance Services revenues to the Ronkonkoma Fire Department {which provides ambulance services) are projected to be $740,000± at full build~out 
ambulance services) are projected to be $72,762 at full bulld-out 

Increased need for 2.49 fire personnel; increased need for 0.2 fire 
Community Facilities and Services~ vehicles; increased need for 378 sq. ft. of fire protection facility Additional tax revenues to the Ronkonkoma Fire Department are projected to be 

Fire Protection Services: space. Additional tax revenues to the Ronkonkoma Fire $740,000± at full build~out 
Department are projected to be $72,762 at full build~out 

Increased need for 3.02 police personnel; increased need for 3.02 
police vehicles; increased need for 302.4 sq. ft. of police 

Community Facilities and Services~ Additional tax revenues to the Suffolk County Police Department are projected to be 
protection facility s·pace. Additional tax revenues to the Suffolk 

Police Services $2.1± million at full build~out 
County Police Department are projected to be $255,066 at full 
build~out 

Community Facilities and Services~ Brookhaven Memorial Hospital and Stony Brook Medical Center 
Brookhaven Memorial Hospital and Stony Brook Medical Center serve the area 

Health Care Facilities serve the area 

68 school-aged children to be generated with a cost of $1,265,242 
Community Facilities and Services­ 214 school-aged children to be generated with a cost of $4,433,438 (net revenue to 

(net revenue to school district projected to be $1,634,007 at full 
Educational Facilities the school district projected to be $6,744,904 at full build-out) 

build-out) 

Community Facilities and Services­
124.14± tons per month 377± tons per month 

Solid 

Aesthetics Overall improvement to 
Overall improvement to architectural character and streetscape elements 

elements 

to 5 stories 
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2.4 Purpose, Needs and Benefits 

The purpose, needs and benefits of the proposed action have remained the same 
since the time of the 2010 DGEIS. Since the Town embarked on this planning 
initiative in 2007, the overall goal was, and remains, to revitalize the Ronko.nkorna 
Hub area. · The various actions that comprise the proposed action, which are 
contemplated herein, are consistent with the stated goals of the Ronkol!koma Hub 

Plaaning Study as they encourage the efficient use of land, provide for revitalization, 
and foster a sense of place through development of a new transit-oriented, mixed­
use, self-sufficient cormnunity. The proposed action would also enhance the tax base 
through redevelopment of existing vacant/unoccupied parcels and new development 
by increasing the area's marketability. TI1e TOO District aims to encourage uses that 

complement the surrounding existing uses as well as better utilize existing public 
transit infrastructure at the Ronkonkoma Station. The Maximun1 Density Concept 
Plan draws upon the conclusions of the Urban Renewal Plan as a basis for the design 

plan, conforms to the proposed TOO .District, and achieves the overall goals for the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area that have been set forth by the Town. 

25 IntrodUction and Description of the Proposed Action 



OEngineerlng, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, P.C. 

2.5 Project Schedule 

A preliminary project schedule has been developed based upon the current status of 
the proposed action, as follows. 

> Urban Renewal Area Designation: 3'' Quarter 2012 - 4"• Quarter 2013 

> SEQRA Approval and Change of Zone: 3<d Quarter 2012 - 4th Quarter 2013 

> Road and Infrastructure Financing: 2nd Quarter 2012- znd Quarter 2014 

> STP Design and Construction Process: 4th Quarter 2012 -4th Quarter 2016 

> Property Acquisition Process: 4th Quarter 2012 -4th Quarter 2016 

> Site Plan Approval Process: 1" Quarter 2013- 4th Quarter 2017 

> Vertical Development: 4th Quarter 2014- 4th Quarter 2020 
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3.2 Water Resources and Sanitary 
Disposal 

3.2.1 Existing Conditions 

Groundwater 

As noted in the 2010 DGEIS, the water table in the Ronkonkoma Hub area ranges 
from 45± feet to 48± feet amsl. As previously discussed, the elevation of the 

Ronkonkoma Hub area ranges from 92± feet to 111± feet amsl. Thus, depth to 
groundwater ranges from 47± feet to 63± feet below grade surface (bgs), from 
generally east to west. The groundwater flow direction in the area is generally to the 
south. 

The site is located in Hydrogeologic Zone I: Deep Flow System (Magothy Recharge 
Area), according to the 208 Study and the Suffolk County Department of Health 

Services (SCDHS) Article 6 map. The relevant highest priority areawide alternatives 
for Zone I are as follows: 

> Implement "Best Management Practices" to control runoff and remove 
nitrogen for treatment plants recharging effluent 

> Restrict the use of inorganic fertilizers. Promote the use of low-maintenance 
lawns 

> Control stormwater runoff to minimize the transport of nutrients, metals, 
sediments, organic chemicals 

> Promotes water conservation to reduce overall demand on Long Island's 
water supply 

As indicated in the 2010 DGEIS, the Ronkonkoma Hub area is not situated within the 
boundaries of any Special Groundwater Protection Area (SGPA). 

In order to protect the groundwater quality in Sttffolk County, the SCDHS adopted 

Articles 6, 7 and 12 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code (SCSC). A discussion of 

relevant provis~ons follows. 

Article 6. Sanitary Density and Disposal 

Pursuant to Article 6 of the SCSC, sewage discharge from on-site systems in 

Hydrogeologic Zone I is limited to 600 gallons per day per acre if an on-site sanitary 

system is used as the method of sanitary waste disposal. Thus, the maximum 
potential sanitary discharge to on-site sanitary systems for the 53.73±-acre TOO 

District is approximately 32,238 gallons per day. TI1e Ronkonkoma Hub area is not 
currently within an area served by public sewers. 
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As explained on page 34 of the 2010 DGEJS, sanitary waste generated by properties 
within the Ronkonkoma Hub area is accommodated with individual on~site sanitary 
systems, as there is no public sewer service. As shown in Table 4, the total sanitary 

flow by existing land uses within the Ronkonkoma Hub area has been projected at 

13,069± gpd, using seDHS design flow standards. It is important to note, for 
purposes of comprehensive analysis, the existing vacant developed properties were 

assumed to be occupied by uses permitted within the zoning district(s) in which they 

are situated. 

Table 4- Projected Existing Sanitary Flow 
Land Use Gro.ssFioorArea Design Category Wsignflow · Design Unils ·. J o.tal Flo\\' 

(square fe~t)' · · · ·· · (GPD) .•. ···. 

Residential (9 Lots) 16,783.24 Residential GPO/unit 2,700.00 

Commercial 181,835.21 Gen. Ind. 0.04 GPO/sq. ft. 7,273.41 

Office 10,555.35 Office 0.06 GPO/sq. ft. 633.32 

CommerciaiNacant 17,788.16 Gen.lnd. 0.04 GPO/sq. ft. 71 1.53 

ResidentiaiNacant (1 Lot) 1,893.33 Gen. Ind. 300 GPO/unit 300.00 

Industrial 36,249.37 Gen. Ind. 0.04 GPO/sq. ft. 1,449.97 

TOTAL 13,068.23 

1. Based on information from the Town of Brookhaven GIS Database, 2010. 

Article 7. Water Pollution Control 

The Ronkonkoma Hub area is located in a deep recharge area. As such, the storage 
of any restricted toxic or hazardous materials, as defined in the sese, would be 

regulated by the seDHS. 

Article 12, Toxic and Hazardous Materials Storage and Handling Controls 

Article 12, Toxic and Hazardous Materials Storage mtd Handling Controls, relates to the 
storage and handling of toxic and hazardous materials. Due to the nature of the 
existing uses within the Ronkonkoma Hub area (i.e., conunercial/industrial 

properties), it is likely that w1derground and aboveground fuel oil storage tanks exist 
on many of the properties for the purpose of heating. As such, Environmental Data 

Resources, Inc. (EDR) was requested to provide a computerized database search of 
the Ronkonkoma Hub area (see Appendix E of the 2010 DGEIS). The search radius 

for each database was set at the ASTM-standard radius plus one-half mile. TI1e 

database output was reviewed specific to the NYSDEe Petroleum Bulk Storage (PBS) 

database. 

The database report also includes a summary of "Orphan" sites. Orphan sites are 
those sites where due to poor or inadequate address information the location of the 

property cannot be determined sufficiently for it to be included on the radius map. 

However, sites with similar street names or zip codes are summarized in the 

database report as these sites may present environmental risks to the subject 
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property. There were no listings for the project area within the Orphan Summary of 
the EDR database report. 

The following sites were identified on the subject site to have been registered for 

above-ground and/or underground storage tanks (ASTs and/or USTs). 

)- Ronkonkoma Lumber Company -15 Hawkins Avenue 

One (1) 18,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST installed in 1965 and removed in 

1990 
One (1) 25,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST installed in 1965 and removed in 

1990 

)- Town Bus WE Transport, 14B Hawkins Avenue 

Two (2) 4,000-gallon gasoline UST installed in 1969 and removed in 1990 

One (1) 5,000-gallon diesel UST installed in 1991 

One (1) 275-gallon No.2 fuel oil AST installed in 1980 
One (1) 100-gallon kerosene AST installed in 1970 and removed in 1991 

One (1) 275-gallon waste oil AST installed in 1991 and removed in 2001 
One (1) 275-gallon motor oil AST installed in 1991 and removed in 2001 

One (1) 2,000-gallon diesel AST installed in 1991 and removed in 2001 

One (1) 275-gallon No.2 fuel oil AST 

> DelfernCorporation, 6B Union Avenue 

One (1) 275-gallon waste oil AST removed in 1994 

)- Whelen Automotive, 234 Carroll Avenue 

One (1) 275-gallon waste oil AST removed in 1991 

)- Roadkill, 23 Hawkins Avenue 

One (1) 4,000-gallon gasoline UST installed in 1950 and removed in 1990 

One (1) 1,000-gallon waste oil UST installed in 1950 and removed in 1990 
One (1) 275-gallon No.2 fuel oil AST 

)- Affordable Cesspool, 49 Hawkins Avenue 

One (1) 4,100-gallon sulfuric acid AST 

)- A1 Towing, 47 Hawkins Avenue 

One (1) 4,000-gallon gasoline UST installed in 1975 and removed in 1990 
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Two (2) 3,000-gallon gasoline USTs installed in 1975 and removed in 1990 

One (1) 3,000-gallon gasoline UST installed in 1979 and removed in 1990 

> KPW Enterprise, Inc., One Hawkins Avenue 

One (1) 3,000-gallon gasoline UST removed in 1985 

Two (2) 2,000-gallon gasoline USTs removed in 1985 

> Tru Green Corporation, 66 Union Avenue 

One (1) 150-gallon industrial waste UST installed in 1982 and removed in 

1992 

One (1) 6,400-gallon fertilizer AST removed in 1992 
One (1) 6,400-gallon methanol AST removed in 1992 

One (1) 1,200-gallon industrial waste AST installed in 1982 and removed in 

1992 

> William Mall ins Cesspool, 54 Union Avenue 

Two (2) 4,000-gallon gasoline USTs installed in 1979 and removed in 1990 
One (1) 8,000-gallon diesel UST installed in 1979 and removed in 1990 
Two (1) 10,000-gallon sanitary waste USTs installed in 1979 

One (1) 4,000-gallon gasoline UST 

One (1) 10,000-gallon diesel UST installed in 1991 
One (1) 275-gallon waste oil AST installed in 1978 and removed in 2000 

> Ronkonkoma Wheel Aligmnent, 54 Union Avenue 

One (1) 275-gallon waste oil AST installed in 1979 and removed in 1991 

Although the EDR database indicates that the majority of the sites have removed 

tanks, Article 12 of the SCSC does not require registration of tanks with a combined 

capacity less than 1,100-gallons. As such, it is likely that there are unregistered USTs 
and/or ASTs within the project area that would require removal. More specifically, 

heating oil tanks are likely present on the residential parcels and commercial 
properties where natural gas is not utilized. 
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Water Usage 

As indicated on page 32 of the 2010 DGEIS, potable water is supplied by the SCWA. 

As explained in the 2010 DGEIS (pages 32-33) and shown in the table below, the 

existing water usage by land uses within the Ronkonkoma Hub area is projected at 

approximately 14,375 gpd, including a 10 percent factor for water not entering the 

sanitary system (e.g., irrigation)." 

Table 5- Projected Existing Water Use 
Land Use . Gross Floor Area Design C~tegory Design Flow' · D~sign .Units Total Flow 

(square feet)' · ·· · · (GPD) 

Residential (9 Lots) 16,783.24 Residential 300 gpd/unit 2,700.00 

Commercial 181 ,835.21 Gen. Ind. 0.04 gpd/sq. ft. 7,273.41 

OHice 10,555.35 Office 0.06 gpd/sq. ft. 633.32 

CommerciaiNacant 17,788.16 Gen. Ind. 0.04 gpd/sq. ft. 71 1.53 

ResidentiaiNacant (1 Lot) 1,893.33 Gen. Ind. 300 gpd/unit 300.00 

Industrial 36,249.37 Gen. Ind. 0.04 gpd/sq. ft. 1,449.97 

TOTAL WATER USAGE 13,068.23 

ADDITIONAL 10% FOR 1,307• 
WATER NOT ENTERING 
SANITARY SYSTEM 
TOTAL WATER USAGE 14,375:1: 

1. Based on information from the Town of Brookhaven GIS Database, 2010. 

2. Based upon Suffolk County sewage design flow standards. 

There are six-inch, eight-inch and 12-inch public water mains owned by SCW A that 

serve the area within the Ronkonkoma area. 

Stormwater Runoff 

As discussed in the 2010 DGEIS, several drywells exist on each of the LIRR paved 

parking areas in order to accommodate stormwater runoff. Drywells also exist on 
most of the commercial and industrial properties throughout the Ronkonkoma Hub 

area. Storrnwater from existing roadways is discharged to subsurface leaching 

structures. 

Surface Water, Wetlands and 
Floodplains 

As indicated in the 2010 DGEIS, there are no surface waters on or adjoining the 

Ronkonkoma Hub area. 1here are no regulated freshwater wetlands on or adjoining 

·rz··'ifTS'''iiTii)OTi:'8'i1'i"'tO'··r;·o"f'S'"Fh'8f''fQf'"PU'i-'PO'S'8S'"Qf "" comprehensive analysis, the existing vacant developed 
properties were assumed to be occupied in accordance with current zoning. 
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the TOD District. The Ronkonkoma Hub area is not situated proximate to any tidal 
wetlands. Furthermore, Ronkonkoma Hub area is not located within a 100-year or 

500-year flood zone. 

3.2.2 Potential Impacts 

Groundwater 

The Long Island Comprehensive Waste Treatment Management Plan 

As noted in the 2010 DGEIS, the Ronkonkoma Hub area is located in Hydrogeologic 
Zone I, which is characterized as a deep flow, Magothy Recharge Area. In order to 

ensure the protection of groundwater, future site-specific development applications 
in accordance with the TOD District would be required to comply with the relevant 
recommendations of the "Wastewater Management Alternatives" and the ''Highest 
Priority Areawide Alternatives" of the 208 Study. 

As explained in Section 4.2.1 of the 2010 DGEIS, the first relevant recommendation is 

to implement best management practices to control runoff and remove nitrogen for 

treatment plants recharging effluent. A companion recommendation is to control 
stormwater runoff top minimize the transport of contaminants. In compliance with 

this recommendation, to control runoff, all site-specific applications would be subject 

to compliance with the Town's stormwater ordinance (Chapter 86 of the Town 
Code). Stormwater would be contained and recharged on the site through the use of 

leaching pools, which are proper drainage methods. The installation of adequate 
drainage structures and the regrading of sites to direct stormwater would minimize 
the transport of sediments, nutrients, metals, organic chemicals and bacteria to 
ground and surface waters. 

With respect to sanitary discharge, as explained in greater detail below, Suffolk 

County is proposing to establish a sewer district and construct a sewage treatment 
plant on the south side of the LillR tracks (which location was examined as an 

alternative in the 2010 DGEIS) that would handle sanitary flow from development 
within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. That sewage treatment plant would remove 

nitrogen before recharge to groundwater. 

TI1e next recomn1endation is to restrict the use of inorganic fertilizers, and promote 

the use of low-maintenance lawns. To comply with this recommendation, 
development within the Ronkonkoma Hub would be required to incorporate 

indigenous species, to the maxim.um extent practicable, to encourage a low­

:n:taintenance landscape. 

The final relevant recommendation is to promote water conservation to reduce 

overall demand on Long Island's water supply. In compliance with this 
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recommendation, water conservation methods would be used to the maximum 
extent practicable to decrease overall water usage. 

Based upon the foregoing, implementation of the proposed action, including 
development in accordance with the Maximum Density Concept Plan, would comply 
with the recommendations of the 208 Study and would minimize impacts to 
groundwater resources to the maximum extent practicable. 

Article 6. SanitarY Density and Disposal 

The Ronkonkoma Hub area is situated within Groundwater Management Zone I. 
Pursuant to Article 6 of the SCSC, the maximum permissible flow for this area is 600 
gallons per day per acre or approximately 32,238 gallons per day (based on 53.73± 
acres) if an on-site sanitary system is used as the method of sanitary. waste disposal. 
All sanitary waste generated by new development within the TOD District area is 
proposed to be accommodated by a new STP to be constructed by Suffolk County, 
south of the railroad tracks, south of the eastern extent of the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
(see discussion below). Thus, the sanitmy density limitations are not applicable to 
the development in conformance with the TOD District. 

As indicated in Section 3.2 of this DSGEIS, the Ronkonkoma Hub area is located in 
Groundwater Management Zone I. In this zone, the maximum allowable sewage 
flow is 600 gallons per acre per day without formal sewage treatment with nitrogen 
removal. Sewage generated by the Theoretical Full Build Plan analyzed in the 2010 
DGEIS (approximately 169,000 gpd) was greater than the 32,328 gpd of allowable 
flow for this area, and, therefore formal sewage treatment including nitrogen 
removal was required. The Theoretical Full Build Plan included the construction of 
an STP with a capacity of 275,000 gpd, within the boundaries of the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area. The 275,000-gallon capacity would have accommodated the Theoretical 
Full Build Plan as well as connection of existing uses to remain and/or 
redevelopment and connection of parcels not specifically identified in the Theoretical 
Full Build Plan. 

Since the DGEIS was accepted and the public hearing held, the development 
potential of the Ronkonkoma Hub area has changed. The projected sanitary flow for 
the development program depicted on the Maximum Density Concept Plan (and 
based upon the assumptions outlined in Footnotes 3 through 5 regarding the number 
of restaurant seats, medical office space and hotel rooms) has been calculated using 
Suffolk County sewage design flow standards, and is shown on the following table. 
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Table 6 - Projected Sanitary Flow: Development Under Maximum Density 
Concept Pan . Use.' ' .<'.' '· ,. . - Flo\\f Rat~ .. ·.'.···. ·•. , •. . ' .. · .. Projected Flo\\1 (gpd) ·.·,•,. 

1,450 residential units 225 gpd/unit 326,250 

155,000 SF retail 0.03 gpd/SF 4,650 

10 gpd/seat + 20 gpd/seat (kitchen 
40,000 restaurants (1,080 seats) 32,400 

flo\\1) 

306,000 SF office 0.06 gpd/SF 18,360 

54,000 SF medical office 0.10 gpd/SF 5,400 

60,000 SF flex (120-room hotel) 100 gpd/room 12,000 

TOTAL PROJECTED FLOW 399,060 gpd 

As this flow, like the Theoretical Full Build plan evaluated in the DGEIS, exceeds the 
allowable population density equivalent of 32,328 gpd for on-site systems (as 
described above), connection to an STP is required. 

Suffolk County is currently proposing to establish a sewer district and construct a 
STP on a 7.74-acre property, south of the LIRR tracks, opposite the southeastern 
portion of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. As part of the development of the new STP, 
the County is proposing to form a new sewer district, which will include the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area. The formation of this district is regulated by County Law 
Article 5-A, Sections 253, 254 and 256A. As part of district formation, the County will 
conduct an environmental review process in accordance with SEQRA and its 
implementing regulations. Once SEQRA and other required reviews are completed, 
formation of the sewer district is expected to occur between 2014 and 2015 and 
construction is anticipated to be completed by December 2015. 

The proposed STP development includes plans for the construction of a sanitary 
wastewater collection system and associated treatment facilities. According to the 
draft Ronkonkoma Hub STP Engineering Report (March 2013) (hereinafter the "STP 
Engineering Report") prepared by Cameron Engineering & Associates, LLP 
(consultant to the Suffolk County Department of Public Works [SCDPW]), the 
property on which the STP is proposed to be constructed is bounded by Railroad 
Avenue to the south, Long Island MacArthur Airport to the east, a LIRR parking lot 
to the west and six MTA-owned lots to the north. 

The new treatment plant will be sized With an initial capacity of 500,000 gpd with the 
ability to expand to 750,000 gpd on the site. The treatment facility will feature the 
sequence batch reactor (SBR) technology for nitrogen reduction. The capacity was 
established based upon the approximately 400,000 gpd anticipated for future 
development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, plus an additional 100,000 gpd for 
future connections in the Town of Islip, including, for example, potential future 
connections to MacArtlmr Airport. In addition, provisions for an additional 250,000 
gpd (for a total capacity of 750,000 gpd) are being considered to accommodate 
potential future growth within the sewer district. 
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According to the draft STP Engineering Report, if possible, the design will incorporate 
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) principles in the treatment 
processes as well as the buildings and site. Also, a high quality effluent suitable for 
reuse can be produced by the facility if it is determined that there is a local need. 

The treated wastewater is proposed to be disposed of on-site via subsurface leaching 
pools. The leaching field has been designed for an initial172 leaching pools with an 
expansion area for an additional 60 pools. 

The following tables, reproduced from the draft STP Engineering Report (with 
additional notes), present the expected influent characteristics and the expected 
effluent requirements. The values shown on Table 7 represent typical influent 
concentrations from mixed-use developments in Suffolk County. The proposed 
facility will not accept scavenger waste or leachate. Also, wastewater from any 
industrial sources will be pretreated prior to discharge to meet County pretreatment 
standards. However, it should be noted that the proposed TOD District does not 
permit any new industrial uses within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. Table 8 provides 
the anticipated effluent limitations to be defined in the State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (SPDES) permit that is ultimately issued for this facility. Notes 
have been added to these tables to provide definitions of uncommon parameters. 

Table 7- Typical Influent Concentrations 

BOD,(i) 272 mg/1 

Suspended Solids 320 mg/1 

TKN (2) 65 mg/1 

Alkalinity 250 mg/1 
(1) The biochemical oxygen demand of wastewater during decomposition occurring over a five~day 

peliod. A measure of the organic content of wastewater. Source: 
http:Uiaspub.epa.goV/sor intemet/registry!termreglsearchandretrieve/tennsandacronyms/search.do? 
search 

(2) Total Kjeldhal Nitrogen (TKN) is the sum of organic nitrogen and ammonia in a water body and is 
measured in milligrams per liter (rng!L). TKN is a portion of the total nitrogen measurement. Source: 
http:Uwww.unc.edu/-shash.i{fablePages/tkn.html 

Table B- Expected Effluent Requirements 
P<uameter 

BOD, <30 mg/1 

Suspended Solids <30 mg/1 

Total Nitrogen <10 mg~ 

TDS (i) <1,000 mg/1 

pH 6.0-9.0 

(1) Total dissolved solids 
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According to the draft STP Engineering Report, it is the experience of the County that 
since the treahnent system is located indoors, odor control may not be necessary. 
However, provisions for odor control, including allocation of space a11d installation 
of support utilities will be provided in the initial fadlity construction. If, in the 
future, an odor control system is warranted, the County will make the necessary 
improvements. Furthermore, the SCDHS requires enclosed treatment plants to 
account for proper ventilation, odor control and noise attenuation in accordance with 
best engineering practices. Therefore, potential odors and noise from the STP would 
not have a significant adverse impact on the surrounding community, including the 
properties within the Ronkonkoma Hub. 

As future development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area would be connected to a 
new STP and effluent generated would meet parameters set forth in the STP's SPDES 
permit (an application for which was submitted to the NYSDEC, and which permit is 
currently pending), there would be no significant adverse impact to groundwater 
resources resulting from sewage disposal from the redevelopment of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

Article 7. Water Pollution Control 

Should the storage of any restricted toxic or hazardous materials, as defined in the 
sese, occur in the future for which a permit is required, an applicant would be 
required to apply for such Article 7 permit from the SCDHS. Compliance with the 
Article 7 regulations would assist in ensuring that there would be no significant 
adverse impacts to groundwater quality. 

Article 12. Toxic and Hazardous Materials Storage and Handling Controls 

It is expected that tl1e natural gas would be used for heating and cooling purposes, 
and National Grid has previously confirmed its ability to supply natural gas to the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area. In the event that properties within the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area do not com1ect to natural gas, an Article 12 permit from the SCDHS may be 
required. 

The requirement for an Article 12 permit relates to the storage of fuel oil in above 
grow1d or underground storage tanks. All redevelopment of properties within the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area, in accordance with the proposed TOD District, where 
underground or above ground storage tanks are proposed in quantities with a 
combined capacity greater than 1,100-gallons, would be required to secure the 
appropriate permits under Article 12 from the SCDHS. Compliance with these 
regulations would help ensure tl1at no significant adverse impacts to grow1dwater 
would result from tank installation and operation. 
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At the time of acquisition and/or development, the applicant will perform site 
specific environmental investigations to confirm environmental conditions, to 
determine the presence of tanks within the individual properties and to remediate 
such environmental conditions, as required. 

Water Usage 

Utilizing the SCDHS design sewage flow rates as the basis for estimating potable 
water requirements, the don1estic water use for development in accordance with the 
Maximum Density Concept Plan would be approximately 400,000 gpd (see Table 6). 
With an additionallO percent of water estimated for irrigation and domestic uses not 
entering the STP, the total projected potable water demand for development in 
accordance with the Maximum Density Concept Plan is approximately 440,000 gpd. 

Consultations were undertaken with the SCWA to evaluate the available 
Infrastructure ln the area and to identify any necessary upgrades required to meet 
the water demand. According to correspondence from Herman J. Miller, PE, Deputy 
CEO for Operations, dated June 27, 2013 "based on current conditions, SCWA can 
provide the volume of water required for domestic water service and fire protection" 
(see Appendix F of this DSGEIS). Furthermore, Mr. Miller indicated that the required 
distribution system "improvements can be installed under our standard SCWA 
contracts." The letter also acknowledges the potential need for on-site systems to 
provide the pressure required for certain struchues. 

Based on the foregoing analyses, there would be sufficient water supply to serve the 
anticipated future development under the Maximum Density Concept Plan with 
respect to both domestic and fire protection needs. With respect to fire flow, in the 
event that the sew A's system pressure is not adequate to serve the higher floors of 
the buildings, a booster pump system would be installed by the Master Developer. 

Nonpoint Source Management Handbook 

The Nonpoint Source Management Handbook was reviewed as to recommendations 
related to the proposed action. Discussion of the proposed project's consistency with 
the relevant recommendations follows: 

Land Use 

Limit new developmmt, particulal"ly industrial uses, in the deep recharge and critical shallow 
techarge areas. 

Although the subject parcel is located in a deep recharge area, the proposed TOD 
District does not permit construction of new industrial uses. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to facilitate the redevelopment of underutilized or vacant parcels 
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within the TOO District with residential, retail, office, restaurant uses and hospitality 
and entertainment uses. Thus, the proposed project complies with this 

recommendation. 

Limit the mnoval of natural vegetation and the creation of lawn areas. 

The majority of the properties identified for redevelopment in accordance with the 
Maximum Density Concept Plan are sites that are paved or otherwise impervious 
with weedy vegetation. Other areas of the Ronkonkoma Hub area are largely 
comprised of ecological communities that are considered to be demonstrably secure 

within New York State by the NYNHP, including Mowed Lawn, Mowed Lawn with 
Trees and Flower Herb Garden. Thesre are all common in the general surrounding 

area of the site. 

There are areas within the Ronkonkoma Hub area that contain Successional Southern 

Hardwoods and Successional Shrubland (see Section 3.3 of this DGEIS). However, 
both communities exist as a result of past clearing or other anthropogenic 
dishirbance, and support a variety of invasive/non~native vegetation. T11ere is also a 
small area of Pitch Pine-Oak Forest located on the eastern portion of the TOD District 
area. However, due to the small size of the parcel and the presence of invasive/non­
native species in perimeter areas, the parcel does not support a large, undisturbed 

block of interior woodland habitat. 

Although site specific landscaping plans have not yet been developed, the creation of 
lawn areas are expected to be limited on most building sites to building perimeters 
and planting areas along the road frontage and site interiors. The designated · 
outdoor space, including public plazas, would be provided as indicated in the TOO 
District, such that these areas do not constitute less than five percent of the total 
buildable lot area covered by the proposed site plan application and all previously­
approved site plans in the Ronkonkoma Hub TOO District. Future development 

would comply with this recommendation. 

Stormwater Runoff 

Minimize grade chmzges mzd site clearing. Preserve swales in their natural state. Avoid 
disturbance of existing grades, vegetation or soils and the alteration of surfoce hydrology. 

TI1e topography of the TOO District area is relatively flat, and thus, there would be 
no significant changes in grade of properties within the TOO. The only exception is 
excavation and grading associated with the construction of underground parking 

garages. 

Also, the majority of the properties identified for redevelopment are sites that are 
paved or otherwise impervious with weedy vegetation. Overall surface hydrology 
would not, therefore, significantiy change. The redevelopment of properties would 
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require minimal grading to direct stormwater into on-site drainage structures. As 
part of the Town's stormwater ordinance, all stonnwater would be required to be 
contained and recharged on-site. There are no swales within the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area. Overall, while minimal grade changes would be required for site 
redevelopment, drainage would be provided to minimize potential adverse impacts 
associated with stormwater runoff. As such, the project complies with the intent of 
this recommendation. 

Provide temponmJ on-site m·eas to receive stormwater runoff flows that are generated by 
construction and other site development activities. Do not allow·increased sedinzellt tesulting 
from the cOJzstruction or opemtion phnse of site development to leave the site or to be 
dischatged into stream C011'idors, marine or freshwater wetlands. Minimize the amount of 
soil area exposed to rainfall and the period of exposure. Cover or plant exposed soils as soon 
as possible. 

In accordance with Town's stormwater ordinance requirements, a stormwater 
pollution prevention plan would be required before any land development activity is 
undertaken. Pursuant to §86-6(8)(1), the stormwater pollution prevention plan is 
required to contain, among other things, "temporary and permanent structural and 
vegetative measures .. .for soil stabilization, runoff control and sediment control for 
each stage of the project from initial land clearing and grubbing to project close-out." 
As such1 the proposed action complies with this recommendation. 

Detain nmoff and direct stonnwater from road surfaces to sediment basins before discharge to 
a sump wherever topography limits or precludes on-site recharge. 

As previously noted, the topography of the Hub area is relatively flat. Therefore, on­
site leaching structures are feasible methods of stormwater control. Stormwater from 
road surfaces would be handled with a leaching basin system, as described below. 
Thus1 this recommendation is not applicable- to the proposed action, as on-site 
recharge is feasible. 

Stabilize exposed slopes during and after construction by using tempomry and/or permanent 
structutal or nonstructural stabilization measures. 

If areas within the Ronkonkoma Hub are proposed to be regraded to create slopes in 
excess of 10 percent, slope stabilization methods during and after construction would 
be required in accordance with Town Code. As such, the proposed action complies 
with this recomn1endation. 

Fertilizer 

Retain as much of the natural vegetation of the site as possible. Minimize grade changes and 
site clearing. 
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As indicated earlier, the majority of the properties identified for redevelopment are 
sites that are paved or otherwise impervious with weedy vegetation. Little natural 
vegetation currently exists within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

Grade changes would not be expected to be significant due to existing conditions 
(i.e., sites are primarily developed and the topography is relatively flat). As such, the 
project complies with the intent of this recommendation. 

Use native plants for the planting of areas that have been distu1'bed by grading. Consider the 
use of altemative types of gi'Dtmdcover and other plant materials to avoid or reduce lawn area 
and the consequent need for fertilizer applications, extmsive watering and maintenance. 

In conformance with this recommendation, native and low-maintenance species 
would be planted to the maximum extent practicable. 

Stormwater Runoff 

Development is subject to Chapter 86 of the Town of Brookhaven Town Code 
entitled Stonmvater Management and E1'osion Control. 

Stormwater Runoff and Management During Construction Activities 

As the various components of the future development (whether public infrastructure 
or individual development blocks) are designed for construction, the applicant(s) 
will be required to develop plans to address compliance with Chapter 86 of the Town 
Code (Storm Water Management and Erosion Control), as well as the NYSDEC 
SPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activities (GP-
0-10-001). As it is likely that development will proceed in phases over a number of 
years, it is not possible at this time to provide one overall plan for erosion and 
sediment control during construction; individual site plan applications would 
require detailed plans prior to approval, and would be designed in conformance 
with prevailing regulations. 

All individual construction projects withi11 the development (e.g., construction of all 
or portions of the public roads and infrastructure or construction of ind.ividual 
development blocks) will be required to prepare Erosion and Sediment Control Plans 
to detail measures needed to control erosion and prevent sediment-laden storm 
water from leaving the site(s) during construction. Should it be determined that the 
development as a whole or any part of the overall development plan has the 
potential to discharge to surface waters, the applicant(s) will also be required to 
prepare full Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, including water quality and 
quantity control components, which will be submitted to the Town for approval. 
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Thus, as plans would be required to be prepared in accordance with the Town Code 
and relevant NYSDEC regulations, no significant adverse impacts associated with · 
storm water runoff or erosion and sedimentation during construction are expected. 

Post-Development Stormwater Runoff Manaaement 

Stormwater r'moff generated within each of the individual private development 
blocks will be required to be collected and recharged 0n-site, in accordance with 
current Town site plan requirements and Chapter 86 of the Town Code. Therefore, 
the storm drainage addressed herein is limited to the runoff generated from and 
collected in the proposed public rights-of way. 

In accordance with Town standards for subdivision roadway improvements, a 
leaching basin system is proposed for each of the individual tributary areas within 
the public rights-of-way. Each leaching basin system consists of a series of eight­
foot-diameter precast concrete drywells, supplemented with precast concrete catch 
basins where necessary for efficient collection of surface runoff, and 12-inch 
reinforced concrete interconnecting pipe. Each individual system is designed to store 
the runoff from a five-inch rainfall. The PreliminanJ Grading, Drainage & utility Plans 
(see Appendix E) depict the layout of each of the leaching basin systems in 
conjunction with the other utilities located in the public roadways. 

Therefore, as the stormwater systems will be designed to collect and recharge runoff 
in accordance with Town requirements, no significant adverse impact with respect to 

storm water runoff is anticipated. 

Surface Water, Wetlands and 
Floodplains 

Since the Ronkonkoma Hub area does not contain surface waters or wetlands, and is 

not located within a flood zone, implementation of the proposed action will not 
impact same. 

3.2.3 Proposed Mitigation 

In order to ensure that impacts to groundwater and surface water resources are 
minimized, and to minimize the impacts associated with stormwater runoff, the 
following mitigation measures are proposed: 

> Sanitary waste from newly-developed/redeveloped parcels within the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area will be accommodated by the proposed off-site STP 
being developed by Suffolk County, and, therefore, would conform to the 
prevailing regulations of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code. Moreover, the 
NYSDEC will establish discharge limits in accordance with the permit 
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ultimately issued for the STP. These measures will help mitigate potential 
impacts to groundwater from the sewage effluent generated by development 
within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

)- Parcels developed or redeveloped within the Ronkonkoma Hub area will 
implement water conservation measures, including low-flow fixtures, low­
flow toilets, and/or drip irrigation. 

)- Parcels developed or redeveloped within the Ronkonkoma Hub area are 
required to comply with Chapter 86 of the Town Code, Storm Water 
Managemmt and Etosion Control. 

>- Parcels developed or redeveloped within the Ronkonkoma Hub area will use 
native or low maintenance plantings, to the maximum extent practicable, to 
reduce irrigation needs and fertilizer demand. These measures will mitigate 

potential impacts to water quantity and quality. 
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· Ap]teQdices;\, lland:Ceif tbis FI:;EIS,.re~p.ectiVe\y. 
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1.0 
Introduction 

thi~·doC:t.Jln@t.i~ai'itlalGilrteticEnvltortn:l<itltalV:i>p<>citSt~telh~\t.(FCEIS), w!iic:hllas.been pt~p~eii.to 
•tei\tJOttd·.to·~QIMWX>I$.<:)11 Jiqththe Draft Ge,nerkEuvfronmen!al~aj:tSlatement dated. September 2010 
(2010. OGEIS) ;Jnd ·lhe Dr'lf(SUpJi'lemental Ge,neric Envfromnental:I\npact Statement dated Noven:fuer 
2013 (bSGElS) fo~ l:hepr0posed action. · 

The ~H>pqsed actit:>n<:orif;i~ts t?£ ~evi!rill tow Bol'\rdactiptts ·l:hat.Wo\.l.l>f.<ll{lm.in~te in the redev~lopinenl 
of.fue Rohkc®<omaHub ilt~<l>:w]llcil consist~ pf $::1/73±,.aql)~1 tS~!Ie.r$ytl;m@ded by UI)ion:Avenue and 
VIJi<>n Street tO.I:he n<;>J:th; 'l/lUl'\~e P:laza Orive t& the ¢ast; Rcjttkonk<>il\l! AV$ttue, patr)ty Avllrtueaud 
Baw~dr.,;Avllrtueto th•hvest; !!J1d.theraili;oqd traci,s!>ffhe Metrqpolitan 'l'raJ.'is~f f,uthority(¥f.A:}Long 
Jsland R<li!J:0ad..~LIRR) tothesottth/irithe h~et of R<>l1kQl1kmna, Towo~~tP:okli:aven,SuffoJ.KCoWtty 
(se~ 'Fi!lute 11· 



·~(wuw(ng, S!lfl!ff)ilng.ahd.limtlsCt!}Je At'c&ie:ctm<e1 P.C 

Legend 

t:J"stutfYAf.i!i:l· 

A ~OFeet 2 

Ronkonkoml! H~b 
Transit•Ori~o~ed Development 

Prepstedfctthe T9w11 Of Brookhaven, Ocf9biJr 2013 



> Adoption .PfM TJrbart Ren~wal Plan 
> Adoptiqn ofaL~nd (Jse.allclltl:\plem~ntation Plan 
> Adoption of a T1ar\sit O~len:tiid Pevelopme#t (TOQ} DJSttici 
> Chmge of zpne ofpatcels within the Ronl;qnkarnaHub I;U'ea to the l'OD District 
»' Apprqv;J) ot a Cof\c;¢ptuaJ.Mr!~tel'Plar\.C'M~l(llntn'rj QI:!!J$.ity (:'o!lcept l?liln1;J 

Byway afhistory anct as·mofe fully describe& itl th¢ llforesaid :20l(l'DGEIS af\d DS§'EIS11:he Town Board 
hasbee,n wo.ukiitg.wlfh the cornrnunityfor apprcxim~i'ely seve!\ Yeilts toreVi,ialize the Rbttl<orikornaHub 
~rea, The ri>wn of Br.Ookhavenco.tnpleted a lrWo•phasedpl<inoing study lo revltali:te f;):ui ROI\l(o.nl<;(:>:r:!l:a 
tM!ateaAq!ow 'Is the /Sonkonkom~#u~ Planning Stliay. The TownalseprepMed a draftRonkonkom" 
Hub TransiM3IjB1Jt~/J, pev~lopmeltt Dr<ift4mcl Use .ancll1PP1efn~nlafim1 Plqn Md "'Draft Generic 
llAvdr'O,l;lit).entallmpa<;t Statement 1 Whlcli evalitaft'd a theotat;ka1 maxiA\uni.devclpp!lwrtt scet\ario, 
El?<afuirta,tion: i~U!l W<\lulilfol1 of, amtmg (:>iher Utffig$, a theo~tjdal inaxin'lum developxnent scenru:io 
.e!!~t'bJ~d.the town Bqattl: to cond11d a compr#t~v~ t>l1Vlto1'1,!11erital re¥iew of tl\e .oy<:rallproposed 
ii:tiiln ar\d take. a "hard look'' purstf9'\t to the~st~te EAvlronmental Quality :R,eview A~t (SEQRA) <~Jlc\ its 
ii:upleine:ntitlg *gu'lations at 6 NYCI<Rt'art·611. . . . · 

• 

Tl:\~ To,V!!) ot 'ar<Jo!<h<l~en To~rtHo~tn:l, serviu~ ftS lea a a.gency,. accepted th., :W:to DGEIS on Septemb«r 
21,2d10iaf\d a,publich:earin!1; was h~il oh Oct.6:\JM'l9f'~010,. 'I'he public~co.tnrnept p.er,iqd on the2010 
DGEI1hv.as cl()setl: on October :29, .:)()10. ItwM clear frqrn the con:tments ••~civet( that there was .n:tucl\ 
wmmfuiley sl!ppott for the proposed il\itlpn (see f\l>pertdk; E of thjs FCElS), 

BUbsequentt.OJhe public he'arJn:g en the.2010 DGJ;:!S, the Tow .o:f l{rookhalien, in ru:t eftqrt to e~ure that 
!he pl<IMfrlg eff~>rts.wo~d result in iheactual retl:evelopinentoftJte H\tb @!a, .detide<:l;to seek prllia:te 
i{eyel!}))er inp:tlt. 'rhe 1'0WJ> is~liled! a Request ~or Expre!lSions of Interest (RFE1): l\lld ulthnately f\ fu,quest 
fat Qllalifi.t~tio;'t$ (~Q) for a Mr!ster Developer, Upop rev£ew 0£ ;pt~lih.1)1'tilry plans received ~$.part of 
th¢ RFEI ~rid RFQ ptpcesses, the Town of B.rookhaYeJ~Vpr~P)ated trw £mkonkoma Hub Study At<?if Blight 
Sludy(Blight Sti~dy)1 wllich uil:imately resulte.;l in the: preparation 0£ M Utbqn Renezvali'faniot the 
;Ro.nl<;Qnl<mna H\tTh ~re.a, .The ~nsities :reqqltlrr)endec( in the llrbail!Wil~wa!Plan wt:re !;lifferent fh@ tl'\ose 
original,lyev<!lttated m the 2010 PGEfS, as such art \Jpdated EnVfro!'Ui!ef!ta1 As~es&rnentForm was . 
preparedhy th~ T0Wn :Soard, al)d a PosiH:ve Declarati()J.l ~icatiil~the rte'ld to p•epare a suppl.!linental 
df.aft env.Jl:o!'Ui!entallrnp.act statement was adopted ol\,Octob.er1,.2b'1'3. Thus, to enMe co"\plete.ancl 
t;<.mtprel!eqsty~ ®viJ:orlm,ellvl!l~vieW 1'\1 accQrdil!\~e W.ith SEQRA af\d it$lrnpJ~menting tegt~atlOltiS ~t (i 
1'4Y<:;RR Part 6'li, tl)e Town (>fBro9!<haven prepared >i:n;.J)SG:BIS l:Qidehtlf}r art <II ~:\TI!luate potential 
$i.i~iPll1t aclver~<i €I)<v!+<mmental iW!><tCts that may 4iffef fr'oin tho$J1 evaluated, il) .the 2.010 PGEIS, iA 
acc9t4ance Witti 6 N)!'CJIR:§o~7.9(a)(7), whi~h ~t~te~: 

'T7). Supplem¢ntal E15$, 
.OJ 'J::It? read, agency may .require a $upplementa! EIS,liniiled to. the specific significant gi(ver;;e 
en!iirontf;e.ntalirnpactsll<it.!lddressed or ittaclequatelyar:ldres$ed in the EIS that arise from: 

3 Intrb"i;lttcHon 



(a) c&tiltges prapds(;#or tMprojer:t; or 
M newly discovertd.itiforrnaiian; or 
(!') a.changein r.trc!lmsta;nces r~lated to the projed, 

(#) Th.e deeision.to reqtJite preparation 6f4. s)fppten~~tai}:JIS,.i&.t~ CMe of newly discovered 
injimnution, must b~ based:Upon the fqllowing C1;iteria: 

(M lhe.imporUmte and ,,elevance of theinjbrmati6n; and 
. . (b) ~Mfiresent state of the iti{firtttaliO!! ~It the EIS. · .. . . . 

(iii) 1(11 ~!fPplenzent is• requireil, it ,vii! be stiqjectto thefztll prociitfures of this 'f!ar£," 

4!i'the m!!"ttn1Jtl:i pQt<;i):tUal deve!Qplri~J;It being COJ;1SidetedJo11'!lie RonkMkQl;i'\l'\ H\lb !it<Ja, ~~ define.d. in . 
thE) Urban Renel/Jiilll1an, is.gteaw than that evl\luated in tlle 2()10 DGEJS, $e bSc:';EIS w:as prepar¢d;to 
;a!;\dress poterd:i:~l<'hat)'ges in:lmpf!cts ~h~t w~uld t<SS~Ilt frqm $empdified ptoposed a<' !ion. 

The 'town ofc BtQokhavehTown Board, ~arv'ktg its lead ~gency,. a~cept~d th~ )!)$GElS on Niwe)nbil~ 1~,. 
20IS, <~J;~~ ap1.1blichearina' Was'held (lnJI'Iliuary Q,.2014,. The pul:>lfu co)JliJi<rot period on. the DSGBIS 
¢los~il m:t]'el;lr1.1.uy },O; 2(114, .. As with .the 2010 DGEI$ hearing and :plll:>lic comment periQd, S1.1pportfo'r 
liWI:mo4ifi¢d;p.I(QJ?Rs~<l\l(ction w~s eyi!l,ent (seel>.l)pel;ldjce>;.A!(W:l C o£tllis FGl;llS). 

A final 'EIS.1r!tt$£ ¢()nsi$t of; the:dnift ms;tltdtttfingany rifJJJ$ions ~r S!tppleinentS.to ·it! copies Of a: 
st~ltilrumJ ofllie subsf.lll!live cOIJt'llfflts tecei.ved a;na, their. source (whetlier or :not tit~ comments !lierl' 

rtCI!lverf ih tlie tontext iJfo lmatilw~; and the lea.d a gene!/'$ ~sponses to. aiJ suhostanilve cf111!menls. '!he dr#ft 
EIS Wily !le ~/recti¥ incat;pomted into th~fiha1.I3($ orma1f be ineot;poratetl qy reference. TMlead agcn.cy1s 
resp(lnsibiqor.tfi~M~quacv and acc~~tl!¢i!afthefitta!EIS, refl1tdles.s of mho prepares it; lUfrevisicms af.J.tJ, 
supptemerl~(i>·tWaraft .. El$11!1!St h~:spkcifically·ip!iicated·atul identifiedas.such.inthlffitta115J$, . 

. !'\$ evk1.¢t)'c~4 by f~eW of co.mffi~ts ,~JrQvid,ed qn bq~ th(2,p~o t:;>GEIS <lr\d. the DSCF;f$ (se~ App~ndices 
A lfuot~ghE o! th\s FGBIS), the y,astmajQti.ty ofcomrt\EJ;~ts Te()llive4 wet\'! in.~upport Q£ Ute Town's <S{forts 
~d. the ptop\)aed actitm: A~cqrdirtgly,:, whil<l'thes.e eomm,.nts are iflcluaed fu the afgrem~I\tioped. 
'!pp.ettdices, fhey ilcfermt"sitl;l~tantive comnteJ;~ts'~.>i$ contemplated in. t1NYCRR.§61'.\'.9(b)(8). 

>. Se'<1ti<>n 2:0• 'W$~6/Cqmn;iel:ltators ili\d Co®nent~~ttets :hj.Sttpjoott from. oscms. Bearing of 
JM\t<ll'Y ;!,.2,~l"--<'¢d Ass<;>c~ated l'ubli\:CP)l;irl;lE!rifPle~io<:t · 

> Sec£ion 3.0 ~"R~~ponsesf<Y.SiibstMt1ve¢'0Il1mentsRaised fioiu b$GJ;:Js·Fteari!\g ~fJanuary9; 20i4 
am\:Assodated Ptibliq Comrt\EJ;lt I'e.rlod · 

> SectiOJ;14.0 • R~spotJses to fih:\b$11'\litive Comn\ents R,~isec! frori\201 ODGaJS Hearing of Octol:!et · 
19, 2010·and :A.ssocl&t¢c!PttbliCC{)mn\~J;It Period 

,), Section5:0" CQlJ.dit{¢ti$.ai\d Crifeda.UJ;IderWhichcF1.1tt# AeUQli~·Will Be Undertak.en or 
Approved lncludir\1!' R.equirem¢rtts F.Pr. Sulilseqlil'J;It SBQ,RA, (Compliance. 



5 

$e¢tiott to o£thl~ );tGElS,p~ovJ4esaJist of eaM c0l'\1li)erit received m support of the pr6p:osed action; 
W)"!\lth¢rby lt!tt.er qt .11y $lll~~ment ~~the ass0:<1il)te<l. pulJlic hearmg, rn the sitttiltion where cdmm<mts !ri 
,support a)so mcluded <1 queStie!n1 S)lch quesHo,1iS a<ldress!ld m the .associll:ted Respon$e. to C:otnment.s 
·section. 

Section s.o,oH,llis FGJliS.sejs fottll e~ch substarttiveWritten or V'er'llal coilll:rlentmade ori the prol'osed 
li~j].Ori, ~.nd I'rbyid;es a xespt>ri$<; to>e;tclt substantive ~oil;\rl;\ertt. 

Sedlou 4Q.qf'this FQEISsets forth ea<~h,!!)ll;lstarifiVewrltteh !>~'Verbal coirtn\ert! p'lffod madeofi the 
ptevious)y,prqposed ~!(on and pr<;>vi<le~a.tesponse. tP .~ad>l sLibsfantivf)c<)iru:rl$1t. 

Sedipn s,o sefs . .forth the'coni!ltions art.d !1l'i!"'j.\a under whichft1ture a!Ciio)'l~wil! be ~m<lettal<en or 
~~!"rove<! irtc11,ttlirtg·teguirements foisub~~quent SEg!M compllimcepursml!tt to .6 NYCRR ~617;lB(cJ. 



2.0 
List o£ Commentators a;q,cl 

Crnnll1.ent Letters in Support £torn 
DS.GEIS Hearing o.fJanuary 9, 2014 and 

Associated. Publtc Comment Period 

Asexp)ait:teG! inS~di:01;tiXl; tb.e.D;\a)(lrltyQf "Cl#u;iwntsreceive<f. <ih l:;~,>th th.e 20l(lJ)(;E)S anq·.t)'let)SGEI$ 
were i:h$uppodoNhe'l\>Wl;1'~ efforts and4h$,pr!lpo~<i.actlon. ·n,acoP:ll'\'!.ents m suppol;loarel\ot 
'':iul?st\Ultlvecorriti,).l:n~" .. as 2onternplate4in 6 NYCAA§617;9(P)(B)• 

l'!iis Se¢tlOh Of\4e{ip~umehtpr6:Vi<J.$s a ljst of~~~h written <;()h).l.itertt r.~cei)l'ed. m St.\pporl durin$ the 
coxiuntlntperiod.on t;l:\e f)SGE!~. •lLl the.s.it\fst\m~ lVherecoqiinelJ,~s in$)ipp!lrt ~o .it\dudeq a question; 
sucr]i ~1iestion is a.4lir(J$$ed in. !he \'S!l.{lci>'ttet:fRI'!ap()n>e tp .Cotrun!ffits seQt\ori. 

Wtitlen conunents li:ave been. coded with the letter "C./' and eaCh indivi.dualletter receive¢! hO!l been 
nurnbereti• For petitivnsteceived in suppo~t of the propesed project, \heiridlv1duit1s'have been grouped. 
'J:);le wti~en ..;llmtne!lts '!'~cll;iV:ed lrisu)?po~t ·or the propQ~~d, project ~re fu~luikd inAif'pendixA of this: 
FGEIS .andea'ch ~onttllentletl.,r incl\:!li¢s the <JoJ;resporidlng.¢omn'lei!l.tnuJtiber l:>elbw, A.l.lst of.th!1.coded 
wriften·cotllments•<):i\the•ElSGE1S£6llows; 

' '·" ' '--- ---- -- '" '- --- ., - ,- - -- - - ' - ' ' ' ' - _- . 

List pfCdmnwntatoJ:$ ani! Coxtltnehl Leljers in Supportftoin 
D!>GBIS·.PI~arirtg of J Olrtu~n' 9;~014. anit/l.ssocfated PubJlc 
Coininent PeriOd 



CD 
Engineering, Surreytng r<n4 La~ufsr;;apeArcbitecture, PCJ. 

C3 ~Elinor G11nt 

C5·~ Sheri Boddy 

C6~l'he Holbr<wk charttbet of Coj)UI\erce, 

2.2 VerbalSupp.ott:Co:tnments at 
DSGEIS. Public Beating of 
January 9; 2014 

This secli01\ of the doc"menfprovldes a list of eaCh conunent received :m support during the pUb lit 
neari!\g on the DSGEISc 'm !be situO!tiOn Wh\lte cojj;jmijf\t&'·ln support also included a. question, SUch 
qu$stion is a<iiites~e.d irl'th.e associ~(ecl Resp6nse to Co!Ilhtents secti.Q!l. 

As With the Mitten comments, each person commentfug during th.e p1;1blichearing hasbeen assigo¢d a 
nwnber in the o~ci~r in whir.h e.ach comwent was .r<;iceiVed. and is preceded with the Iett{j!j' "H:' The 
tJStlEIS Public Heating h:an.Scriptin Appendix B of this FGl'liB'inlllucies \he comment tmmbet. A list of 

tlw cocled comments.frO:¢ the DSG:EJS public hearing follows; 

B3 .,.. Marianne (;arvin; t'resiclent and cEO o( .the CDC Development Corpqratlon !>ftongisland 

H5 - 'Phll Sorrentino 

H6 -Steve Jensen; thairman of the LQng Island BUilders 1nsHtule (I.,ffil) Com¢11nity Outreach 

Committee 

H7 -·P~bbie Il11¥1'!}' 

m -Len:ney Mlner~t4\i, L1BIM~rnl'>¢t 

HlO~ Brian Boker 

List of Cointneritatqrs and cCoiii)I\entLei:ters in Support from 
DSGEIS H"'lring of Jartual)i 9, 2014 md Assbdated Pl;lblic 
Comment Paiod 



H)2- Dolnise sclwntt\zi President <if the Ronkonkotna Chamber of Cotntn~rte 

.H1:3-Edward Enders, Council Repr~seilta£ive.£or the Northeast Regional Co\.lndl ofC~'rpenleis 

f-114 ~ mta.Pass~gio · 

.fll15- KeVin Law, Pres!d¢1it ru1d CEO of the Long Island A~odation 

Nt6 -Mario Mattera, Plumber<> Lota12oo 

H17- Gtatit Hendricks, .LICon tractors AssoCiati8n 

H19- Vince Lantella 

H22- Dale Spen<e.r, Cttrator, Lai<:e Ronkonkoma Historical Sodety 

ID4-,Artie Clpolet;tj 

}f2l\ ~ Cl\arles Barreda 

.HSo ~ B<u;t Clpolettl 

8 List ofCo!}1Itlenrntors and !Solfunettt Letters in Support from 
USGEIS Heatmg of.f~uary 9;2Qi4 anc\ Associated Pl:l91ic 
CpmmentPeriod 



B'32 ~ David.K<l;pell, Rauch Foundation 

B:?9 - J etutifer A,ppel, Gen<!ral.Colu\s.el/Progra¢Advisodor thetong l$land Housing P~rtn\lfship 

H40- Rob~rt Morano. 

9 ]Jst aLCamm~nhitol$.anl;j Cammenl Letter>; inSupport{rom 
DSGEISHeoiii:tg ai:Januaty 9;, ;201{ ~rtd ki•ad~teci Publfc 
CCJinl\J.lint Pedtic;l 



e 
!JtJgineerlng, SurtJey(ng «nd Lqndscqpri.Atch#er;ture, P.C. 

2.3 Othet Verbal Support .. 
Comm,ettts .at TqWn. of Islip 
J,>ub lk Fo:t:um of Feb:t:uacy 5, 
~014 

ThiS sl!dion. ofthe docurtiw;:ttptoyldes a list dt each Co!IU"llerlt received in support durj!)g the. ToWn. of 
:lsllp's pub]ic forum on the Ronkonkoma l-It\!:) Tra11S)t-0ri"!lted Development Pl$ttict he].:{ on F.eb:r;ttary!i, 
'1014. ln iliesitua~on where cDIIU"llents in support also included a questiorl, such question is addi:essecl 1r1 
the associate({ Rllsponse tq Comments section. 

As with th¢W17it£en comment$, each person d,>mmenting4uritig:th~publicJorum has been assignee({ a 
number in the o~derin whtcn.ead\ comment was received arid is preceded with fhe letter "f." The pttblic 
fptt:Jmtransctipt is incl1i!l.et;l mAppei:idlX, D of this FGBI&inclttdes the \:orre&p.pnt{ing cohlinent nt1mber. 
A list ofthe coded comments froi:n the Town oOslip ptil:i](c fo!1lnif91JQWI'' 

FW -Attie Opoletti 

l'H -Bud Cipoletti 

F12 - Chris Ragusa 

F28 - .Sob French 

FSO-Mario.Mattera 

F48. " Joe Montalbantf 

10 List ofeomrrwrlt~l!lrs ;md,Goq:u:Uent.Letters in5\ipp0't frolll 
QS(iJliS'ftearingof January 9, 2014 $d Associated Pi!l>lk 
Coq:u:UeJ.\O'er.iod 



0 
Engtn~erit;g, Su'/'!Je)'ing .and Landscape ArchtiectUre, R.r:f. 

3.0 
Responses to Substantive 

Contments Raised from DSGEIS Hearing 
of January 9, 2014 and Associated Public 

Comment . . Period . 

WlJ-;LIAM:HILLMAN, P.E., C:HIEJ;l ENGINEER 
DANIELJ. D:RESC:H,]:R. 
COUNTYOF StEFiioLK 

)an4aty 16; 2014 

Ror\konkottt(\ Avenuejs System Raaq 19 not County Ro~d ZQ. It is ql!Vned ariel maintained by the ToW1) 

ofilm(lkhaverj ;ltld the Io\1'(\.o,flsl\p• 

T 
tA'~'li\t;'i<"<i9ii:iffiffiF[tir;;\'W:~ssl.;Bttiliieci.'J;~''Kiir~rim;J;i;ifi(22S''smifhStreet, central Islip) during the Townofls)lp 

pt$lidorum held, on Febtl.\ary 5, 2014. Accordingl)t, h¢r patildpation is acknowledsec!, J:l,,t there was no 
substantive ·ron:rinerit to addreSs. 

11 Respo~es to Substa'I\tive C:Qrtutients R~se!'\ from 
DSGE!s t:Iearingqf january 9, 2014 and Nsociated 
PubliC Comment Period 



12 Re_spori.$M· to-Subs_f:artH"iffl Cotrtrrtents RaiSed-_ frbm 
DSGElS l'fearihg,of January 9, 201$ and A.ssodatetl 
llublk Commer\t .l'~do,:l· 



_Comment Cl:l-6: 

The adverse <U.criJnh:tatory effects of the TOD.is-i!rt!pUfied by the fact that it was pr.ouc\ly ')!Uiounced by 
lh¢ Town thatthe designated deyeloper hac\ 'liPPatet:ttly acquired or ol)tain~d c<;>J!\1l\itnwntsft>r those . 
properties u1side ''Phas~ Y'. Phasecl or staged deyelbpm~nt of the !;4 ~cte,sdoes notsee!Il to l;lave l)eeri 
-eilh<lr ~ddtessec\ ot ful}y considered. jnany of thec\ocumentation inre\aliQil.to the TOP,lmplementatlon 
Pll!Il, Ul:b<)nRenew&lPlan or,&or -fhat matter; The DSGEIS. 

T(l the eX:lenti.t can he ascertained, it <!):>pears that Phas.e I encoftlpasses the proposed apartntenis at the 
easwtn enc\ afthe,R'i'likon!<;oma Rub area. 'Yet, in t\le ahS"''\C€ ols~wers ot <!ther siU!ftary disposiil 
facilities, _the consttqction of apartments would !lf'Pear to be @pennissjl:lk ttndei: the reqt(irements o£ !he­
$u£ro!kCo!.lflty Departffie,tt o£ Health. It is tto\'edth<tt a_ S~'fer TJ:eatmertfi'Janl(SJ'Pl is !;he subject of 
consideration.and implemenfa\ion by the County gf St1ffo~, which i$ pl~inly not lil;llitec! toAhis J?~oject. 
The sewers being considered are :i:ntertdec\ to service the entir~ area, inclwilng vatious j:>bttiorts of lsllp. 
While it is my und<lrstandfug .thilt sfodies,h&ve been undertaken for the ht1,ple1I\E'nl~!tcm of this sew¢r 
project and the ¢<!)w;htuction.of a STP,no fun!iing h&$ been specifically ~,>ppropriated erbonc\ing isst1ed. 
Wl'rile Ute <;lesignawd developer. is likely to ];;e co(>tribttting to th.e cqnstrllclion of a STP, there does not 
seem tohave been tmy''hard look" conSideration of when, ot even If, lhisSTP will be constructed or It ow 
it ,:an be f<1asibly f:tnanced cor1sisterttwith !he econvmkviability oH>.othis)lp ali\cl llroo!<haven. 

Fu~~hE\tr itis Oil\' tmderstandinz thatthe construct)on status.pf the 51.'1' Hself.may be questionable and th<tt 
its >r,possible alternative, the County is conSidering comtection to l:he al.ready.,xisttngSouthwest Sewer 
District facilities to serv¢. the proposed proj~ct This, of course, is a facility which $ltOuld' also be e!lu&lly 
.ava1J~l:!le tg ±h.¢ current owners in formulattn~ !h~ir development plans. If's [sic] avaUability should not 
l)e.lin:litec;ito thePesign$Jerl.Dev~lQpe.r. Mot~o~t, i:£·l;l~e or conn\!¢tiott.p£1:he SouthwestSewertli~t:rlct ls 
und.er cons!der1).tlOI), We bi!1ifly,e it '\'as not thdro\lghly reviewed(''l\ard :)t>ok') in the J:US process. 

When first conceived, and as explained aile\ analyzed in the 2_0iO DGEJS1 tbqevitalization of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub atea included the consttuction of an STP withm the ToWn·of Broo!<;haven to solely 
serv~ the ROllkotiJ(oiil.a TOD. The.2010 DG);IJS explained, amQ)lg other things, ... lhattheth<:m-contemplated 
:Ronk®kom<! TOD incl\:tc\ed the ¢on~ftuction.ofal1STP;, wlucll;was shO;W!!,at that time, in the southeast 
pqtti(lrt QftheRonkonkoi!t<t Hup area (see Flgttte 24 in the 20iO''PGll!S). !3as.ed pn the program mJx in the 
201(lDGBIS, the .. jpr()jected siU!ftary waste volume ftom !hen.-at)ticipated new .fe,eiopm<!nt within the 
Ro. nkonkorna. TOP was 1691000 gpd (s. ee. $ectiort 4.2.- o . .£ the 2.01() PGEIS). lioWeve:r,. the S'J.'P wa$, attfult. 
lime,ptl'lposed to be sized toaccdrrunoclate all land Hseswlihll;i !l'fe.R.'i'liko#komaTOD~rea (]>r~jec!ed 
new dev~lopmentplus-existing cl'eveloprnent served by on•.site sanitary systems) .. Based on the 
approximately tive•acre land atea mtwllich th: STPwasprO]'osed to be situated, that facility would h<~ve 
l)e~n.c~pabl~ oE. tl;eattn8' 275,0QO gallons of sa)i\itary W;l.ste F'er d,y. Art <!t:talysis for the ~TP originally 
conteytplat~c\ b:ytheTow~\ dfBrookhavenwi•sprepal'ed and uw1uded in Appendix Do{ the2.010DG);IIS. 

sa Response;< toSubst~lilfe,Cainments Raised fro~ 
Df;GE!i).],!earit\g a1January·9; ZOlil ~ndAs~odat~d 
Publi~ Coimnetit fe)ia~ · 



0 
Bf!gin~erlng, Suroeying atut Lr;.nt#capeArcbltectucm, P.C. 

Since the titne of preparation of the 2010 DGillS (and as explained in S¢~tion 2.3 of th¢ I)sQ)JIS), Suffolk 
Co1,tnty proposed to <esta,blis]\ l! sewennstrict and cqnstruct a.S'l'I' \In ~ 7,7 4"~re property, s~uth oHhe. 
LJRR tracks1opposife the So\ltheastern, po!7lion of tire RQ~o~bmi\ Hub.area, As part offhe 
developmertt of a :new STP, the County was proposing .to form anew sewer district, Whl&would 
a.cc<;>mmodate sewage from.the Ronl<;otiJKomaHt1l:J .area as Well as frqm tmsewered areaS within tile ToWn 
o.(l$lip. Th.e .newSTP was prqposed to be sized with an initial capacity of 5()0,000 gpd With the ability tb 
e~pand to ·750,00(}gpd. 'The cap<~.city was est,.bllshed based UJ;I()n the appl'pxjm;~tely 400,000 gpd. 
ahtlc\pi!tedfor f\ltut~ development wi.fhln the Ronkonkoma H:ub area, plus. an addition~1100,Q00 gpd fot 
IL\t~reconnecllqtls .in thE! I<'>wn of I$lip, in¢luding, fqr ~xamploa,;potentialfJitut<u:ornt~ctions to 
Mi!~thur Airport. h1 ~ddd.lion, provisions f"'~ art l!ft!:lition~l ~~0,000 gpd (for a total c;Wadty. of750,000 
gpd) w~rce being cpnsid!'_red to accommod~tce potential future growilJ within the eeWer district. · 
As·explained at the DSGEIS hearing, Sttffolk Counfy is currently exploring another option to handle 
sewage fro!ll the ToWn of Islip and tlte ll.<;rtkw-ikoma Hub. Thi$. option consists of transporting ·sanitary 
was tee (tom Ronk9J1kollla Hub thJ;ougl1 <!force I1l<~in system ~<'>Meeting to thee Southwest Sewer DistriCt 
No. 3 (SWSP#3); where it Will be treated and disposed of (see ~orrespQndertc<'l d'!le.d MarCh 10, 2014 ftom: 
GJ!b~rl And<rrsqn, I'.I;!,,. Co!I1lrtis$ioner .ofthe sCDI'W in Appendix.() of.this FGEIS). 

As explalrteciby Commissioner Anderson (see Appendix G),. the SCDPW ttw~Ube expl!'lrirtgthe .potential 
of .connecting adjacent communifi#s. The capacity of the cu.rrent syster11 w:illbe Si;l:ed t9 handle fl(m,- up 
fo1 million gallons per day; !((}01.000 gallons p~r day capa~ii:JT.Will'be reserved for Ron.konkoma H\tp, 
The remai:n4ig 600;0(}0 g<tllonil',pE\t day is currently available for either 'faWn to connect to .. Discussions 
~lie beg@ with th~'J:qwn of Islip who is very .interested in c{)rinecting' th""A\tplilrt and. possibly other 
tt~~by amas to the f~cllity ." The ~;egional sew<1ge isstte is a .SUJi~lk. County is~ue,.@d SUfldtk County is 
responsi\Jle tor <:omplying with SEQ~ and its im.pl<W!ert\ing ~~gulat\ons alld My othe:r appl).cab)¢ laws 
ahq regulat.ions, · 

lnSui!1lni\l'y,.om ol;Jjections to theTOD/fu;.p!emel\tati{)n.Plan/Urban Renewal Plru1 ate that it (i) 
effectively confiscate~, destroys andtakeuny c1ients1.pJ;tipettieS and devg!opment poterttial without 
payrnertt of an)' compensation 1n viol~tiQ!l ofthe New York Md United States Constil;t,\lionsr(ii) 
J'Usgl;itnirtat~s .in favQr ofthe Designated Developer; (iii} eon~tib.ttes .. ail e~cessive. dilution Qt abdlcatiou of 
·fh~Towrt's sovereign zOUing p!;>Wer; 11\id (iyi)1as::rt91 It.l)ly reyi<;Wed the Nndi!iQt\S and in particular the 
pr0tr<~cted constructionperiod ilwolved in fh"j;>toposed devlllopmet\l. 

The TOD objective~, we l:Jt.Ueve, C:o1,1!d equa:llyLI.i,~ accom~lishe'd.Pf th~ akeady existing property own~rs 
l!rtder the Ct.\gf?nt)-6 zOl)ing C!t \Jy theTown pttivLding incentiv~s t6 the property owne:rs,. which. could 
conceiVably costfarle'ss and be more practically achievable than the·rnasstve project ert\<isioned'!JY the 
':1'01,); 

R~Spom;;:es·Jo Substarttivedommentl3 Raised -frQ_ffi­
DSGEIS ltearin~ 9fian;tary'Q, 2014 and As~aciated 
Public Col'lll\lent Ferio<l 
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Englnee·ring, Surveying and Landscape Arcbltectu1v, P.C. 

5.0 
Conditions and Criteria Under 

Which Future Action~ Will Be Undertaken 
or Appr()ved Including Requirements For 

Subsequent SEQRA Compliance 

"(cJ. Genetic EI5s .• ,shoz# set forth speqific conditio-ns qr criteria tmder <ri}#ch 
fr!lure actions will be undertaken or apPtiJIJed, Yndlf4in[?· requin;mentsfar:any 
~;tibMquent SEQR. contpliance ... " 

(d), When afinal genetic EIS:has ~eenfileclunder this part: 
(19 1'{6 j!lrther $EQR c01izpliance is r~qttiml if.a subsequent proposed action 

will be ¢ii.~ried O"it in c;.onfornl!I:Hce tvl!M/Ieeonditiotls,and tliresholds 
ei!tabiM'ieilfqt ~uch actions .in the generi¢ r.ts or lts.findings statement; 

(1). An am~nded ftiidt"ngs staterrzent m!lsl be prepared if I~ Sl!T!sequevt 
proposed action tvas adeq~alely addYesse4 in the genetic £15 buttvas nil! 
addressed or was not adeguat~ly qddressed"i"n the findings 'st'afementJilr ~~~ 
generic fiTS; 

(3) A negative de¢/artitian. musl beprepared if a s!ibsequent ptoposed action 
was tw.t addressed, Qr 1oas not adequately adaresspd in the generic EI$ .qnrl 
IJu; sttlfseqtient a<:tion<Vill not result in•arty signifi~ant environmental. 
impacts; 

(4) A supplement to lhejinalgeneric EJS must be pr'l',pat·edifthe 
subseque>it proposed a dian was nofatldressed or W<lf! not adequMely 

179 Conditioi:ls and Crlt.,la tlnder Whiclt Future Actions WHI Be 
tJ11.derta!<en or Approvec\Indut\lns Requitemehtsfot 
$ubseq11ent SEQRA-Ceropliance · 



Engineering, 
e 

Surveying andland$r:ape.A,rcl!/itecture, EC. 

llildresseiiin the genetic EISand the subsequent action may have one or 
more significant lid verse environmmtal impacts." 

Basecf on the amUyses cont.;ned in this tlSGEIS, fue following represent the 
cortditions aftc\ tljresh{)lds, which, if n:tet, wollic! .allow full d"'velopment oHhe 
Ronkonkoma Hub area wifuin the '):own of .:Brookhaven wlfuout the ne~d for furth<;>r 
SIJQM compliance ot :ftttfuer approviU.frorn the Town Bo.ard: 

)' Total d.~veloptJ:i~r\1: pf fue Ronkonkoma Hqb .area $ltall not exceed the 
following development li:mits;" 

J;> 1,450 residential uttits 
J;> Approximately 15,15,000 $\'1 • ret;tU ' 
). Approxitnately36Q,OOO Sl'" oft\ce/medical 
)' Approxi:mately 60,QOOSF -flex space (indudinghospitalil;y, conference 

and exhibilionspac~, and/ or residentlq]units) 

)' Sanitary di$charge (whetlwr thrm1aJ1 connection to .an e)(jstipg quf£0:ik 
Coun!:jt STP1 to a newSuff91k County STP or to another approvei\.location) 
associated wl!h developm~t/redevelopmentof pate~ within !he 
Ronkollkorna Hub area shall not ex,:eed 400,000 gpd. lJ1 !he ey¢ritthat 
dev:eloprnent/~edevelpprnent is propo$ed that would <all$e this ~apacity to 

· be exc~de.:l, adi:JitionaLevah.ration must be conducted anc! additiortal 
~~a$eeapacit)' must be sec:urei:! to:suppor\ :the aclditirmal develop:tn.e1;1t. 

)- Noresidential develop:tn.el\fshall be p<itrnit\ed squthof JiailtoadAvenu~ 
b<::tWeenl'!awkin~ Avenne andM:Jll R~;~a:d in order to D:llrlirnize the Poteittlal, 
lor resi<;le.nts within !he pto.pos.ed developrnertttp be a££ecred byL!RR 
operational 1\.oise . 

.... 
T•wiil{ili!l~~c~pfi~n';~nt;~·];;;;Ji~tionCiii.resict~;;ti;;f;_;;;H~·(W'liich-i!i"a maximwn), the amount of retail,:office/medlcal anti 

flex-Space qm vary(f\!1 same will I;J~ dic!ated by·.actual market demanil), as long as such development confotin$ WJlll 
llle requirements of the TOD District 

181;1 C0ru:\itio!1s and Grjterla Under Which Futl)l'e Actions w'i}i Be 
Und.~rtaken or Approved l!]c)11dit)g Requirements for 
StibaequerttSEQR:A: Oompliaime 



e 
Engin'eerlttg, Sur1Jeying c;tta 1,anefscape A.rchitectu:re, P.C:. 

> The devel9pA\enf ()r impi()yeme.ntof the internal11!1d immed~ate p!'rin:\eter 
t\)adw~ty ~ysterri.s Withitiiand,botl;lering the Rorik<ilti<Prria TQD area &hou,ld 
be perfo-r:me(il as the. parcels·adjacentto those roads a~e i:l.evelopecLlC>,e.tJS\jre· 
ac;l.eguaie 11!1<-f safe ac~ess to suj"~9ur\ding.ro"adways. Fi:utctiopa!Jy1 the · 
]fNposed improvements to the maj&ity of th:ese roa:<isaretoptovide · 
parl<lng.areas 11!ld .othet N>!dside :ameriities to serve .the adjasent and 
surrounding parcels. 

> Tfte tound(!l;lou,tpr()posed a.tRailr()a4AvenJ,WandMiU.Road mt.i$t.bl! 
comp1€!ted at 5Ji¢h thiie asfhe ~djacentdev~lt>pment a~~essvvhiillt £or~·the. 
so\l,th.leg is develoj>ecJ {see Q:u1ditiPn l'ign:\'!i Il [Frgure s herem)). 

1B1 Conditions inc! CriteJ;iaUrtder·Whidhl'uture Acti6"ns·Will Be 
Unqertaken.or Appri:wed lhcludtng.Jl_eq.~irements £ot · 
SllP?I'Ij\lent S!lQJl.A Compliance · · 



GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. 
COMMISSIONER 

STEVEN BELLONE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

March 10,2014 

PHILIP A. BERDOLT 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

Ms. Theresa Elkowitz, Principal 
VHB Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C., 
2150 Joshua's Path, Suite 300 
Hauppauge, NY 11788 

RE: PROPOSED RONKONKOMA HUB SEWERS 

Madam: 

Pursuant to your conversations with Deputy County Executive Minieri, this will confirm that this Department is pursuing 
transporting sanitary waste from Ronkonkoma Hub through a force main system connecting to the Southwest Sewer 
District No. 3 (SWSD#3), where it will be treated and disposed of. A plan of the current proposed route is provided for 
your review and consideration showing the sanitary connection from the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development 
westward to existing sanitary sewer facilities in the vicinity of the former Central Islip State Psychiatric Facility, 
approximately 7 miles. 

Although plans are in preliminary stages of development, the force main will be installed through either open cut 
trenching or directional drilling. Critical intersections such as Ocean Avenue (CR 93) and Johnson Avenue, or CR 100 
with NYS 454, will be crossed using directional drilling to minimize impact of construction. In both cases the work will 
pass through a community extremely quickly. Our goal is to complete construction as quickly as possible, not only to 
complete the work but also minimize the impact of construction to the local community. 

We will be exploring the potential of connecting adjacent communities. The capacity of ti)e current system will be sized 
to handle flows up to I million gallons per day. 400,000 gallons per day capacity. will be reserved for Ronkonkoma Hub. 
The remaining 600,000 gallons per day is currently available for either Town to connect to. Discussions have begun with 
the Town oflslip who is very interested in connecting the Airport and possibly other nearby areas to the facility. 

Should you have any further questions regarding these matters, please contact the undersigued. 

Very truly yours, 
,----.,.::;,. 

GA/bd 
Attachment 
cc: John Schneider, Deputy County Executive 

Joanne Minieri, Deputy County Executive/Commissioner of Economic Development 
Philip Berdolt, Deputy Commissioner 
John Donovan, P .E, Chief Engineer Sanitation 
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I 
RESOLUTION NO. 2014-503 
MEETING: JUNE 24, 2014 

ADOPTED ADOPTION OF THE SEQRA FINDINGS 
STATEMENT FOR THE RONKONKOMA HUB 

/BY THE BROOKHAVEN TOWN BOARD URBAN RENEWAL PLAN, RONKONKOMA 
HUB TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
LAND USE AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, 
AMENDMENT TO TOWN CODE CHAPTER 85 
ENTITLED "ZONING" BY ENACTING ARTICLE 
XXIII ENTITLED "RONKONKOMA HUB 
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT" AND CHANGE OF ZONE OF 
CERTAIN PARCELS TO THE RONKONKOMA 
HUB TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT 

WHEREAS, the Town Board is considering the adoption of the Ronkonkoma Hub Urban 

Renewal Plan, Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development Land Use and Implementation 

Plan, amendment to the Town Code Chapter 85 entitled "Zoning" by enacting Article XXIII 

entitled "Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District" and change of zone of 

certain parcels to the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing on the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented. Development 

(TOO) Land Use and Implementation Plan and the Draft Generic Environmental Impact 

Statement (DGEIS) was duly held by the Town Board on September 21, 201 0; and 

WHEREAS, subsequent revisions to the scope of the development were proposed, 

therefore requiring the preparation of revisions to the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented 

Development (TOD) Land Use and Implementation Plan and a Draft Supplemental Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement (DSGEIS); and 

WHEREAS, the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development (TOO) Land Use and 

Implementation Plan and the Draft Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

(DSGEIS) were accepted by the Town Board on November 12, 2013, and the public comment 

period was commenced; and 



WHEREAS, on January 9, 2014, a joint public hearing was held on the Ronkonkoma Hub 

Draft Supplemental General Environmental Impact Statement (DSGEIS), Ronkonkoma Hub 

Urban Renewal Plan, Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development Land Use and 

Implementation Plan, amendment to Town Code Chapter 85 entitled "Zoning" by enacting 

Article XXIII entitled "Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District" and change of 

zone of certain parcels to the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District at which 

time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard; and 

WHEREAS, the public comment period on the Draft Supplemental Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement (DSGEIS) was closed on February 10, 2014; and 

WHEREAS, on May 22, 2014, the Town Board accepted the Final Generic Environmental 

Impact Statement (FGEIS} for the Ronkonkoma Hub Urban Renewal Plan, Ronkonkoma Hub 

Transit-Oriented Development Land Use and Implementation Plan, amendment to Town Code 

Chapter 85 entitled "Zoning" by enacting Article XXIII entitled "Ronkonkoma Hub Transit­

Oriented Development District" and change of zone of certain parcels to the Ronkonkoma Hub 

Transit-Oriented Development District, and a ten day consideration period was commenced; 

and 

WHEREAS, in response to the submitted comments, questions and concerns, as well as 

the Town of Brookhaven's own analysis, the Town Board is considering adoption of the 

Ronkonkoma Hub Urban Renewal Plan, Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development Land 

Use and Implementation Plan, amendment to Town Code Chapter 85 entitled "Zoning" by 

enacting Article XXIII entitled "Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District" and 

change of zone of certain parcels to the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development 

District ; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of Part 617.11 of the State Environmental 

Quality Review Act, a written Findings Statement must be prepared prior to the adoption of the 

Ronkonkoma Hub Urban Renewal Plan, Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development Land 



Use and Implementation Plan, amendment to Town Code Chapter 85 entitled "Zoning" by 

enacting Article XXIII entitled "Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District" and 

change of zone of certain parcels to the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development 

District; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven 

that the attached Findings Statement for the Ronkonkoma Hub Urban Renewal Plan, 

Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development Land Use and Implementation Plan, 

amendment to Town Code Chapter 85 entitled "Zoning" by enacting Article XXIII entitled 

"Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District" and change of zone of certain 

parcels to the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District is hereby ADOPTED. 





STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW ACf 
RONKONKOMA HUB TRANSIT ·ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 

HAMLET OF RONKONKOMA, TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN 
SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK 

TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN 
FINDINGS STATEMENT 

Date: June 24. 2014 

This Findings Statement is issued pursuant to Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law (State 
Environmental Quality Review Act- SEQRA) and the implementing regulations therefor at 6 NYCRR Part 
617. 

Name of Action: Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development (TOO) 

Location: 53.73± acres bounded by Union Avenue and Union Street to the north; Village 
Plaza Drive to the east; Ronkonkoma A venue, Garrity A venue and Hawkins 
A venue to the west; and the railroad tracks of the Long Island Railroad to the 
south, in the hamlet of Ronkonkoma, Town of Brookhaven, Suffolk County 

' 

Lead Agency: Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven 

Address: Town of Brookhaven Town Hall 
One Independence Hill 
Farmingville, New York 11738 

Contact: Tullio Bertoli AlA, AlCP, LEED 
Commissioner 

Department of Planning, Environment and Land Management 

Telephone No.: (631) 451-6400 

SEQR Status: Type! 

The Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven (Town Board), as lead agency, subsequent to review of the 
Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (2010 DGEIS), the Draft Supplemental Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement (DSGEIS) and the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement 
(FGEIS), hereby certifies that: 

>- It has considered the relevant environmental impacts, facts and conclusions disclosed in the EIS; 

)> It has weighed and balanced relevant environmental impacts with social, economic and other 
considerations; 

)' The requirements of 6 NYCRRPart 617have been met; and 
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> Consistent with social, economic and other essential considerations from among the reasonable 

alternatives available, the action described below is one that avoids or minimizes adverse 
environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable and that adverse environmental 
impacts will be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable by incorporating, as 

conditions to the decision, those mitigative measures that were identified as practicable during the 
environmental review process. 

Description of Action 

The proposed action consists of several Town Board actions that would culminate in the redevelopment of 

the Ronkonkoma Hub area, to wit: 

> Adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan for the Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development 
(TOD) ("Urban Renewal Plan") 

> Adoption of the lAnd Use Plan and Implementation Plan for the Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Transit­
Oriented Development (TO D) ("Land Use and Implementation Plan") 

> Adoption of the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development District ("TOD District") 
> · Cllange of zone of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area to the TOD District. 

The approval of these actions by the Town Board would allow development/redevelopment of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area in accordance with the Urban Renewal Plan, Land Use and Implementation Plan, TOD 
District, and this Findings Statement. 

Urban Renewal Plan 

In September 2012, the Town of Brookhaven prepared The Ronkonkoma Hub Study Area Blight Study (Blight 
Study), for the Ronkonkoma Hub. The Blight Study found sufficient evidence to determine the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area to be substandard or insanitary in accordance with both Article 15 of the New York State General 

Municipal Law and Article XU of Chapter 85 of the Town of Brookhaven Town Code. Based upon this, 
the Town authorized the preparation of an urban renewal plan. The intent of the Urban Renewal Plan is to 
address blighted conditions identified within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. It was prepared in order to 

facilitate the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area featuring a mix of higher density residential 
development, commercial, hospitality, institutional, office and retail uses, conference, entertainment and 
exhibition venues, and public designated outdoor spaces. 

The Urban Renewal Plan makes several recommendations with regard to land uses, zoning and other land 
use controls1 building conditions and public improvements, most notably: 
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> Redevelopment with several multi-family residential buildings, mixed-use buildings potentially 
containing office, residential and retail uses, mixed-use buildings potentially containing 
commercial, exhibition, hospitality, institutionalr and residential uses, retail and office buildings, 
as well as special use/entertainment venues. 

> Implementation of a TOO zoning <listric! in order facilitate the redevelopment. 

> All structures to be acquired and demolished with the exception of the existing MTA parking 
garage and potentially the train station. 

> Improvements and upgrades to infrastructure, including roads, sidewalks, curbs, publichardscape 
and landscape, gas lines, water mains, electric distribution, stonnwater runoff collection systems, 
street and walkway lighting, and public parking areas. 

Based on the findings and recommendations of the Urban Renewal Plan, a Conceptus! Land Use Plan was 
developed for the proposed development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. In total, the 
Conceptual Land Use Plan provides the maximum permitted development densities for each of the 
anticipated use types: a maximum of 1,450 dwelling units, approximately 195,000 square feet of retail space, 
approximately 360,000 square feet of office/medical space, and approximately 60,000 square feet of flex 
space (for hospitality, conference, exhibition, and/ or residential uses). 

Land Use and Implementation Plan 

The umd Use and Implementation Plan was prepared as a result of the extensive planning process undertaken 
by the Town of Brookhaven for the redevelopment and revitalization of the 53.73±-acre area situated 
around the Ronkonkoma train station. It provides an overview of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, the 
background and history of the Town's planning process, the proposed form-based code (FBC), and a 
redevelopment concept that illustrates the overall type and level of development that could take place with 
the application of the proposed FBC. 

The Land Use and Implementation Plan, among other things, examines the proposed roo District, discusses 
SEQRA compliance and the environmental and public review prooess, and discusses the implementation 
strategy for realizing the Town's vision for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

TOD District and Change of Zone 

The roo District has been designed as an FBC. It establishes objectives, policies, and standards to promote 
orderly development and redevelopment within the Ronkonkoma Hub area for purposes of encouraging 
high-density mixed-use development, including residential, retail, entertainment, institutional and office 
uses. The overall intent of the TOD District is to encourage the efficient use of land, be a catalyst for 
revitalization, and foster a sense of place through development of a new transit-oriented, mixed use, 

pedestrian-frlendiy community. 
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Development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area would be governed by a "Regulating Plan." This plan 
designates the subdistricts that comprise the TOD Di.trict and the various roadways within and adjacent 
to the subdistrict. There are four subclistricts set forth in the TOD District, as follows: 

> Neighborhood Subdistrict (A)- The Neighborhood Subdistrict is a predominantly residential area 
with medium-to-high density bullding types. It allows for a limited amount of ground floor 
commercial use and live/work units. It provides a transition between single-famlly homes and 
more compact mixed-use areas. 

> Downtown Living Subdistrict (B) -- The Downtown Living Subdistrict is predominantly a mixed­
use residential area with medium-to-high density building types. It allows for up to 50 percent 
commercial use. 

> Marketplace Subdistrict (C)-- The Marketplace Subdistrict allows for predominantly retail-focused 
mixed-use, maintaining a high level of flexibility to attract diverse local and national retallers. 

> Main Street Subdistrict (D) - The Main Street Subclistrict is intended as predominantly a 
pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use town center. Regional shopping, entertainment, and outdoor 
dining uses are encouraged. 

Each of the subdistricts is further broken down by maximum height in stories and maximum height in feet, 
as depicted on the Regulating Plan. The Regulating Plan also provides additional development parameters 
(e.g., street types, principal and secondary frontages, and blocks). Together with the Regulating Plan, 
development would be subject to compliance with the standards and regulations of the TOD District for 
streets and roadways (including streetscape standards), outdoor space, signage, lighting and parking. 

The TOD District, once adopted by the Town Board, would be applied to the tax parcels located within the 
53.73±-acre Ronkonkoma Hub area. A Conceptual Master Plan ("Maximum Density Concept Plan") has 
been prepared to conform to the parameters of the Regulating Plan (described above). The Conceptual 
Master Plan is not a specific development proposal, as it is not feasible to define the specific 
development/redevelopment of the entire 53.73± acres of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 
Development/redevelopment is expected to take place over several years, and the specific uses and level 
of development will be dictated by market demand. However, review of the Maximum Density Concept 
Plan~ which examines maximum potential development proposed within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, 
enables the Town Board to take a 11hard look" at the relevant environmental impacts through the 
performance of a comprehensive environmental review pursuant to SEQRA and its implementing 
regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617, as further described below. 

The Maximum Density Concept Plan included the following program: 1,450 residential units; 195,000 SF of 
retail; 360,000 SF of office/medical space; and 60,000 SF of flex space (including hospitality, conference and 
exhibition space, and/ or residential units) (see attached). Total parking provided on the Maximum Density 
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Concept Plan is 3,636 parking spaces, not including those spaces within the existing parking garage (1,043) 
and existing parking lot (341). 

The Maximum Density Concept Plan complies with the Regulating Plan (contained in the TOD District), 
which depicts the locations of the subdistricts set forth in the TOD District, and describes the character to 
be achieved within each of the subdistricts. The predominantly residential subdistrict (Neighborhood) 
Subdistrict) is located at the northern and eastern extents of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, which relates to 
the existing surrounding residential development, while the predominantly retail subdistrict (Marketplace 
Subdistrict) is situated at the western extent of the Ronkonkoma Hub area, along Hawkins and Railroad 
Avenues. The Regulating Plan also depicts mixed-use subdistricts (the Downtown living and the Main 
Street Subdistricts), that allow greater building heights, generally situated closer to the railroad tracks and 
around the train station. The Maximum Density Concept Plan conforms to the Regulating Plan in terms of 
distribution of uses, heights and density of development. 

S!!!!l!!ll!IY of SEORA Process 

Commencing in 2007, the Town Board has worked with the community to revitalize the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area. Since that time, the Town of Brookhaven completed a two-phased planning study to revitalize the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area, known as the Ronkonkoma Hub Planning Study. Thereafter, based upon the 
aforesaid planning efforts, the Town of Brookhaven prepared an initial draft Land Use and Implementation 
Plan for the Ronkonkoma Hub area as well as an initial draft TOD zoning district. On August 17, 2010, the 
Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven, as lead agency, issued a positive declaration1 and required the 
preparation of a draft generic envll"orunental impact statement to evaluate the impacts of the adoption of a 
Land Use and hnplementation Plan and TOD zoning district, the rezoning of the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
to a TOD zoning district and the ultimate development/redevelopment of properties within the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area in accordance with the ultimately-adopted Land Use and hnplementation Plan and 
TOD zoning district. The Town Board determined that a generic environmental impact statement would 
be required, as the proposed action consisted of a sequence of actions as well as adoption of a land use plan 
and new zoning regulations for the Ronkonkoma Hub area. Pursuant to 6 NYCRR §617.10(a): 

"Generic EISs may· be broader, and more general than site or project specific E!Ss and should discuss the 
logic and rationale for the choices advanced. They may also include an assessment of specific impacts if such 
details are available. They may be based on conceptual information in some cases. They may identify the 
important elements of the natural resource base as well as the existing and projected cultural features, 
patterns and character. They may discuss in general terms the constraints and consequences of any 
narrowing of future options. They may present and analyre in general terms a ff'lv hypothetical scenarios 
tlult could and are likely to occur. 

A generic EIS may be used to assess the environmental impacts of: 

(1) a number of separate actions in a given geographic area which, if considered singly, may lulve 
minor impacts, but if considered together may have significant impacts; or 
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(2) a sequence of actions, contemplated by a single agency or individual; or 

(3) separate actions having generic or common impacts; or 

( 4) an entire program or plan having wide application or restricting the range of future alternative 
policies or projects, including new or significant changes to existing land use plans, development 
plans, wning regulations or agency comprehensive resource management plans." 

Moreover, a generic environmental impact statement provides for the establislunent of conditions and 
thresholds that guide requirements for future SEQRA compliance and future actions: Pursuant to 6 
NYCRR §617.10(c) and (d): 

"(c) Generic EISs and their findings should set forth specific conditions or criteria under which future actions 
will be underiaken or appr<1Ved, including requirements for any subsequent SEQR compliance. This may 
include thresholds and criteria for supplemental EISs to reflect specific significant impacts, such as site 
specific impacts, that were not adequately llddressed or a1Ullyzed in the generic EIS. 

(d) When a fi1Ull generic E!S has been filed under this part: 

(1) No further SEQR compliance is required if a subsequent proposed action will be carried out in 
conformance with the conditions and thresholds established for such actions in the generic EIS or 
its findings statement; 

(2) An amended findings statement must be prepared if the subsequent proposed action was 
adequately addressed in the generic EIS but was not addressed or was not adequately addressed in 
the findings statement for the generic EIS; 

(3) A negative declaration must be prepared if a subsequent proposed action was not addressed or 
was not adequately addressed in the generic EIS and the subsequent action will not result in any 
significant environmental impacts; 

( 4) A supplement to the fi1Ull generic EIS must be prepared if the subseqt<ent proposed action was 
not addressed or was not adequately addressed in the generic E!S and the subsequent action may 
have one or more significant adverse environmental impacts;" 

Subsequent to issuance of the aforesaid positive declaration on August 17, 2010, the Town prepared the 
2010 DGEIS, which evaluated a theoretical maximum development scenario ("Theoretical Full Build Plan"). 
Examination of the Theoretical Full Build Plan, as well as two alternatives, in the 2010 DGEJS enabled the 
Town Board to conduct a comprehensive environmental review of the overall then~proposed action and 
take a "hard look" pursuant to SEQRA and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617. The Town 
of Brookhaven Town Board, serving as lead agency, accepted the 2010 DGEJS on September 21, 2010, and 
a public hearing was held on October 19, 2010. The public comment period on the 2010 DGEIS closed on 
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October 29, 2010. The support for the redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area was evident from the 
aforesaid public hearing and the various community meetings that took place throughout the planning 
process. 

Subsequent to the public he111ing on the 2010 DGEIS, the Town of Brookhaven, in an effort to ensure that 
the planning efforts would result in the actual redevelopment of the blighted Hub area, decided to seek 
private developer input. The Town issued a Request for Expressions of Interest (RFEI) and ultimately a 
Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for a Master Developer. Upon review of preli.rrrinary plans received as 
part of the RFEI and RFQ processes, the Town of Brookhaven prepared the Blight Study, which. ultimately 
resulted in the preparation of the Urban Renewal Plan for the Ronkonkoma Hub area. The densities 
recommended in the Urban Renewal Plan were different than those originally evaluated in the 2010 DGEIS. 
Accordingly, a new Environmental Assessment Form was prepared by the Town Board, and a positive 
declaration was issued on October 1, 2013, which indicated the need to prepare a supplemental draft 
generic envirorunental impact statement. To ensure complete and comprehensive environmental review 
in accordance with SEQRA and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617, the Town of 
Brookhaven prepared the DSGEIS to identify and evaluate potential significant adverse environmental 
impacts that may differ from those evaluated in the 2010 DGEIS, in accordance with 6 NYCRR §617.9(a)(7) 
Supplemental EISs, to wit: 

"(7) Supplemental E!Ss. 

(i) The lead agency may require a supplemental EIS, limited to the specific significant adverse 
environmental impacts not addressed or inadequately addressed in the EIS that arise from: 

(a) changes proposed for the project; or 
(b) newly discovered information; or 
(c) a change in circumstances related to the project. 

(ii) The decision to require preparation aJ a supplemental E/5, in the case of newly discovered 
information, must be based upon the following criteria: 

(a) the importance and relevance of the information; and 
(b) the present state aJ the information in the EIS. 

(iii) If a supplement is required, it will be subject to the full procedures of this Part." 
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As the maximum potential development considered for the Ronkonkoma Hub area, as defined in the Urban 
Renewal Plan, was greater than that evaluated in the 2010 DGEIS, the DSGEIS was prepared to address 
potential changes in impacts that would result from the modified proposed action. The Town of 
Brookhaven Town Board, serving as lead agency, accepted the DSGEIS on November 12, 2013, and a public 
hearing was held on January 9, 2014. The public comment period on the DSGEIS closed on February 10, 
2014. As with the 2010 DGEIS hearing and public comment period, support fer this modified proposed 
action was evident. 

In accordance with 6 NYCRR § 617.9(b)(8), the FGEIS was prepared and filed by the Town Board on May 
22,2014. The FGEIS responded to ali substantive comments received on the 2010 DGEIS and the DSGEIS. 

Conditions and Criteria Under which Future Actions will be 
Undertaken or Approved. Including Requirements for any Subsequent SEORA Compliance 

As explained above, 6 NYCRR §617.10(c) indicates, in pertinent part, that generic environmental impact 
statements should set forth specific conditions and criteria under which future actions will be undertaken 
or approved, including requirements for any subsequent SEQRA compliance. Based on the analyses 
contained in the 2010 DGEIS, the DSGE!S and FGEIS, the following represents the conditions and 
thresholds, which, if met, would eliminate the need for further SEQRA compliance for 
development/redevelopment within the Ronkonkoma Hub area or further approval from the Town Board. 

SEQRA Compliance Thresholds and Conditions 

A. Total development of the Ronkonkoma Hub area shall not exceed the following development 

limits:' 

> 1,450 residential units 
> Approximately 195,000 SF· retail 
> Approximately 360,000 SF- office/medical 
> Approximately 60,000 SF - flex space (including hospitality, conference and exhibition space, 

and/or residential units). 

B. Sanitary discharge (whether through connection to an existing Suffolk County sewage treatment 
plant (STP), to a new Suffolk County STP or to another approved sewage treatment facility) 
associated with development/redevelopment of parcels within the Ronkonkoma Hub area shall 
not exceed 400,000 gallons per day (gpd). In the event that development/redevelopment is 
proposed that would cause this capacity to be exceeded, additional evaluation must be conducted 
. and additional sewage capacity must be secured to support the additional development. 

1 WHh the exception of the limitation on residential units (Yottlch Is a maximum}, the amount of retail, office/medical, flex space and 
othsr commercial uses can vary, as long as such development conforms to the requirements of the TOO District. 
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C. No residential development shall be permitted south of Railroad Avenue between Hawkins 
Avenue and Mill Road in order to minimize the potential for residents within the proposed 
development to be affected by LIRR operational noise. 

D. The development or improvement of the internal and immediate perimeter roadway systems 
within and bordering the Ronkonkoma TOD area should be performed as the parcels adjacent to 
those roads are developed to ensure adequate and safe access to surrounding roadways.~ 
Functionally, the proposed improvements to the majority of these roads are to provide parking 
areas and other roadside amenities to serve the adjacent and surrounding parcels. 

E. The roundabout proposed at Railroad Avenue and Mill Road must be completed at such time as 
the adjacent development access which forms the south leg of the intersection is developed (see 

Condition Figure B). 

2 This does not apply to certain improvements, as set forth in Item G of the •sEORA Compliance Thresholds and Conditions• section 
of this document. 
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Traffic Mitigation Table 

Capacity Improvements 
Location Signal Improvements 

Existing Conditions ~posed Mitigation 

Restripe approach to: 
Westbound- One One shared left~tum and 

exclusive left-tum lane, 
through lane, one 

one through lane and a 
through lane and a shared Change PM-cycle 

LIE North Service shared through and right-
through and right-tum length to 120 seconds. 

I Road & Hawkins tum lane 
lane Optimize AM I PM 

Avenue 
Increase left-tum storage phase-splits 

Northbound - One 
lane by removing a 

exclusive left-tum lane, 
portion of the raised 

two through lanes 
median 

Widen and add a 4• 
Eastbound - One approach lane. New 

exclusive left-tum lane, configuration: One left-
one through lane and a tum lane, two through 

shared through and right· lanes and a shared 
turn lane through and right-tum 

lane Change PM-cycle 
LIE South Service Restripe approach to add length to 120 seconds. 

2 Road & Hawkins Northbound - One an exclusive right-tum Optimize AM I PM 
Avenue through lane and a lane. New configuration: phase-splits shared through and right- Two through lanes and an 

tum lane exclusive right-tum lane 
Increase left-tum storage 

Southbound - One left- lane by removing a 
tum lane, two through 

portion of the raised 
lanes median 

Restripe approach to: 
Westbound- One 

LIE North Service One shared lefHum and Change PM-cyde 
exclusive left-tum lane, 

Road & through lane, one length to 120 seconds. 
3 one through lane and a 

Ronkonkoma through lane and a shared Optimize AM I PM 
shared through and right-Avenue through and right-tum phase-splits 

tum lane 
lane 

Widen and add a 4• 
Eastbound- One approach lane. New 

exclusive left-tum lane, configuration: One 
one through lane and a exclusive left-turn lane, 

4 
LIE South Service shared through and right- two through lanes and a Change PM-cyde 

Road & tum lane shared through and right- length to 120 seconds. 
Ronkonkoma turn lane Optimize AM I PM 

Avenue Widen and add a 3 phase-splits 
Northbound - One 

approach lane. New 
through lane and a configuration: Two 

shared through and right- through lanes and an 
tum lane exclusive right-tum lane 
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Traffic Mitigation Table ... continued 

caPaC:it:r lmprovements 
Location Signal Improvements 

Existing Conditions Proposed Mitigation 

Widen and add 3rd 
Westbound- One 

approach lane. New Change PM-cycle 
exclusive left-tum lane 

configuration: One length to 100 seconds. 
with storage & one right-

exclusive lefHum lane 
turn lane Hawkins Avenue & and two right-tum lanes Optimize AM I PM 

5 Union Avenue phase-splits 
New configuration: One 

Northbound - One 
through and a shared Prohibit right-turns 

shared through and right-
through and right-turn on red westbound 

turn lane 
lane 

Widen and add 2.-..:~ Change AM/PM-
approach lane. New cycle length to 80 

Northbound - One 
Union Avenue & configuration: One shared seconds. 

6 shared left-tum, through 
Mill Road left-tum and through lane 

and right-tum lane 
and an exclusive right- Optimize AM I PM 
tum lane with storage phase-splits 

Restripe median as left 
turn lane. New Add new three phase 

Northbound - One 
configuration: One traffic signal with 

through and one shared 
exclusive left-turn lane, leading southbound 

through and right-tum 
one through and one left turn phase. Side 

lane 
shared through and right- streets remain right 

Ronkonkoma turn lane. tum out only. 
7 Avenue & Powell 

Restripe median as left 
Street I 2"' Street tum lane. New Signal cycle length 

Southbound - One 
configuration: One same as LIE Service 

through and one shared 
exclusive left-turn lane, Roads with suitable 

through and right-tum one through and one offset to ensure signal 
lane 'shared through and right- progression 

tum lane. 
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Traffic Mitigation Table ... continued 

Capacity Improvements 
Signal Location 

Improvements 
Existing Conditions Proposed Mitigation 

Run both the 
Railroad A venue & intersections off one 

Powell Street I controller for 
Parking Lot improved 

Band No proposed capacity 
& coordination. At 

9 changes 
Johnson Avenue at Powell Street add 
Northwest Link I protected permitted 

Parking Lot southbound left~tum 
phase. 

Westbound - One 
exclusive left-tum lane, Channelized westbound 

one through and one right tum lane. Add new three phase 
exclusive right-tum lane traffic' signal with 

Hawkins Avenue & 
10 leading eastbound 

Railroad A venue left tum phase. 
Southbound - One 

Channelize southbound 
shared left-tum and right tum lane. 

through, one exclusive 
right-tum lane 

Restripe approach to add Modify traffic signal 
Southbound - One an exclusive left-tum lane. to add a leading 

11 LIE South Service shared left-tum and New configuration: One southbound 
Road & Pond Road 

through lane lefHum lane and one protected I permissive 
through lane left-tum phase 

Optimize PM phase-
12 Smithtown Avenue No proposed capacity 

splits 
& Lakeland Avenue changes 
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F. The northbound right turn lane proposed at the intersection of Mill Road at Union Avenue 
(described in the Traffic Mitigation Table for location 6 and depicted on Condition Figure A) 
must be constructed when either the adjacent Parcel I or Parcel K, as shown on the Maximum 
Density Concept Plan, is developed (see attached). 

G. With respect to off-site mitigation, the following discussion provides the required off-site 
mitigation phasing, and identifies trip generation thresholds at which certain mitigation must 
be in place. It is noted that these thresholds are based on the net trip generation, which 
represents the anticipated trips after adjustments for the TOD and pass-by credits' have been 
applied. 

(i) Mitigation Level One (Initial Construction) - Prior to occupancy of the initially 
constructed building(s) within the TOO, Hawkins Avenue should be improved from 
Railroad Avenue to just south of the LIE. This includes the installation of a new traffic 
signal at Railroad Avenue. The mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation Table for 

'locations 5 and 10 and depicted on Condition Figure A shall be completed during this 
initial phase and prior to building occupancy (except for the requirement for an 
additional northbound lane on Hawkins Avenue north of Union Avenue for which 
additional right-of-way is required, which is discussed as a separate mitigation 
phasing item). 

(ii) Mitigation Level Two- Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOO that increase net trip 
generation of the development during the weekday p.m. peak period above 400 
vehicles per hour (combined entering and exiting), the mitigation detailed in the 
Traffic Mitigation Table for locations 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12 and depicted on Condition 
Figures A and C, shall be completed. 

(iii) Mitigation Level Three - Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOO that increase net 
trip generation of the development during the weekday p.m. peak period above 500 
vehicles per hour (combined entering and exiting), the mitigation detailed in the 
Traffic Mitigation Table for locations 2 and 4 and depicted on Condition Figure B, 
along the entirety of the UE South Service Road, shall be completed. 

3 The TOD credit is a reduction In gross trip generation of 25 percent, applled to all uses in the TOO. The pass-by credit is a further 
reduction In trip generation for retail and restaurant uses within the TOO as prescribed In the Institute of Transportation Engineer's 
Trip Generation Manual, latest edition, but shall not exceed 20 percent for any specific use (see Section 3 of the Traffic Impact Study 
In Appendix H of the DSGEIS). At the time of each site plan application submission, the Planning Soard shall require that the applicant 
submit bip generation data associated with the development proposed as part of the site plan, In accordance with the m~thodology 
sat forth In Section 3 of the Traffic Impact Study In Appendix H of the DSGElS. The Planning Board will keep a running total of trip 
generation, based upon all slta plans approved In the Ronkonkoma Hub area, to ensure that the mitigation requirements are complied 
v.1th. 
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(iv) Mitigation Level Four- Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOD that increase net trip 
generation of the development during the weekday p.m. peak period above 700 
vehicles per hour (combined entering and exiting), the mitigation detailed in the 
Traffic Mitigation Table for locations 1 and 3 and depicted on Condition Figure B, 
along the entirety of the LIE North Service Road, shall be completed. 

(v) Mitigation Level Five- Upon reaching a trip generation of 1,100 vehicles in the p.m. 
peak hour (combined entering and exiting trips), traffic mitigation along Hawkins 
Avenue, between Union Avenue and the LIE South Service Road that was begun 
under Mitigation Level One (Initial Construction) must be completed, as detailed in the 
Traffic Mitigation Table for location 5 and depicted on Condition Figure A. This 
includes the construction of the second northbound Jane on Hawkins Avenue from 
Union Avenue to the LIE South Service Road and the striping of the westbound Union 
Avenue approach to three lanes as depicted on Condition Figure A. No building 
pennits shall be issued for development that would result in a trip generation of 
greater than 1,100 vehicles in the p.m. peak hour (combined entering and exiting) until 
such traffic mitigation is implemented, unless same is deemed unnecessary by the 
Town Board based upon a change in traffic conditions. 

In the event that any of the above-listed conditions are proposed to be exceeded by future development, 
additional SEQRA compliance would be necessary in accordance with 6 NYCRR §617.10(d)(2), (3) or (4), 
as would be appropriate, given the actual development plan proposed and the potential significant adverse 
environmental impacts associated therewith. 

Furthermore, with respect to future development approvals (i.e., after the Town Board adopts the TOD 

District and applies the zoning to the Ronkonkoma Hub area, as described above), the applicants will be 
required to obtain site plan approval from the Planning Board for proposed development. In addition to 
the standard site plan application requirements, at the time a site plan is submitted to the Town, an 

applicant must: 

Allproval Thresholds and Conditions 

A. Prepare and submit a construction traffic management and logistics plan. This plan, at a minimum, 
should indicate the following: 

» Days/hours of proposed construction activity 
» Designated routes of heavy vehicles to and from the site 
J> Parking areas for workers and heavy vehicles 
J> Construction staging areas. 

B. If existing designated commuter parking will be temporarily or permanently displaced to 
accommodate the proposed development, prepare and submit a plan that demonstrates that 
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parking will be replaced at a minimum ratio of one-to-one. Such replacement parking shall be in 
place prior to the displacement of existing designated commuter parking, and shall be acceptable 
to the MTA. 

C. Provide a letter of sewer availability/ connection approval (or documentation from the appropriate 
regulatory agency as to the approved method of sanitary discharge) prior to fioal site plan 
approval. 

D. Demonstrate (for multi-story buildings) that there is adequate water pressure for the higher 
elevations in the buildings, and, where necessary, install a booster pump system. 

E. Demonstrate that water conservation measures, including low-flow fixtures, low-flow toilets, 

and I or drip irrigation will be implemented. 

F. Submit confirmation that the site plan has been submitted to the Ronkonkoma Fire Department for 
review. 

G. Engage Suffolk County Transit in discussions regarding the potential need to increase or modify 
the level or type of service provided io the Ronkonkoma Hub area based on changes io demand, if 
any, as development occurs. Such discussions with Suffolk County Transit should continue 
throughout the development process to maximize the effectiveness of this service as the TOD 
develops over time. 

H. Initiate coordination with the FAA, and submit proof of such coordination to the Planniog Board. 
This coordina lion is required in order to comply with FAA Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 
77: Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. This coordioation will assess the potential impact of the 
project on airports and airspace procedures (instrument and visual routes and approach and 
deparlufe). In order to comply with FAR Part 77, coordioation with the FAA would be initiated 
when the specific. proposed locations (surveyed coordinates) and constructed heights of the 
proposed buildings are finalized. Once that information is available, the applicant must submit an 
FAA Form 746()-1 "Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration" along with surveyed 
coordinates and a site map of the proposed project to the FAA. The FAA will evaluate the potential 
for the project to affect aeronautical operations that occur withio the vicinity of the project site. The 
applicant must submit documentation to the Town regarding the FAA's determioation prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the building(s) that are the subject of the site plan(s) before the 
Planning Board. 

Findings and Mitjsation Measures 

Upon due consideration and among the reasonable alternatives available~ the Town Board has determined 

that the following represents the mitigation measures to be incorporated into the decision to ensure that 
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significant adverse environmental impacts will be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent 
practicable, to wit: 

Soils and TQpography 

1. Redevelopment of properties withln the Ronkonkoma Hub area would result in the <listurbance of 
soils withln the Ronkonkoma Hub area for foundation excavation, utitity instaUation, grading, 
paving, and landscaping. The disturbance of soils for construction and regrading activities 
increases the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Based on the soil characteristics and the 
planning and engineering limitations defined in the Soli Survey, it is not expected that 
development/redevelopment of properties in the Ronkonkoma Hub area would result in 
significant adverse soil impacts. However, site-specific applications for redevelopment within the 

Ronkonkoma Hub area would be required to conduct on-site borings to determine specific soil 
conditions, and to ensure that appropriate measures are implemented to mitigate issues that may 

arise. 

2. All development withln the Ronkonkoma Hub area would be required to employ proper erosion 
and sedimentation controls in accordance with Chapter 86 of the Town Code. In addition, dust 
control measures would also be employed, as necessary, during dry or windy periods. With 
suitable and proper erosion and sedimentation controls, in accordance with Chapter 86 of the Town 
Code, it is not expected that site development/redevelopment would result in significant adverse 
impacts associated with ground disturbance, regrading and/or construction activities. 

3. Since the topography is relatively flat, the overall topographic conditions of the area would not be 
expected to significantly change upon development/ redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 
Based upon preliminary earthwork calculations (pursuant to the Maximum Density Concept Plan 
evaluated in the DSGEIS), overall grading, installation of underground parking garages and 
installation of stormwater management structures would result in approximately 65,108 cubic 
yards of cut, although numerous factors (e.g., final building design, project phasing) could 
influence or lessen the actual earthwork volumes. There would be sufficient opportunity during 
the design of the various phases of the project to refine grading plans so as to bring the earthwork 
more into balance as development proceeds. Therefore, the estimate of earthwork quantities 
provided as part of the preliminary engineering analysis and the number of associated truck trips 
should be considered as the 11Worst-case" scenario, with the expectation that final design would 
achieve a more balanced site. This, combined with the requirement for implementation of proper 
erosion and sediment controls, would ensure that no significant adverse impacts to topographi~ 
features would be expected. 

4. During development/redevelopment, dust control measures would be implemented during dry 
or windy periods. The appropriate methods of dust control would be deterntined by the surfaces 
affected (i.e., roadways or disturbed areas) and would include, as necessary, the application of 
water, the use of stone in construction roads, and vegetative cover. 
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5. Phasing of the project over a number of years would minimize the impact of excavation, as it would 
spread out the number of truck trips associated with soil removal. 

Water Resources 

1. In order to ensure the protection of groundwater, future site-specific development applications in 
accordance with the TOD District would comply with the relevant recommendations of the 
"Wastewater Management Alternatives" and the "Highest Priority Areawide Alternatives" of the 
208 Study. In order to comply with these recommendations, all site-specific applications would be 
subject to compliance with the Town's stormwater ordinance (Chapter 86 of the Town Code). 
Stormwater would be contained and recharged on the site through the use of leaching pools, which 
is a proper drainage method. In addition, the development would be connected to a municipal 
STP, which would remove nitrogen before recharge to groundwater. Development within the 
Ronkonkoma Hub would be required to incorporate native and/ or low-maintenance species, to 
the maximum extent practicable, to encourage a low-maintenance landscape. Also, water 
conservation methods would be used to the maximum extent practicable to decrease overall water 
usage. 

2. With respect to sanitary flow, the projected sanitary flow upon implementation of the proposed 
action and full development/ redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area in accordance with the 
TOD District, is approximately 400,000 gpd. As this flow exceeds what would be permitted by 
Article 6 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code in the Ronkonkoma Hub area if such sanitary flow 
was handled by on-site sanitary systems, connection to an STP is required. 

When first conceived, and as explained and analyzed in the 2010 DGEIS, the revitalization of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area included the construction of an STP within the Town of Brookhaven to 
solely serve the Ronkonkoma TOO. The 2010 DGEIS explained, among other things, that the then­
contemplated Ronkonkoma TOO included the construction of an STP, which was shown, at that 
time, in the southeast portion of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. Based on the program mix in the 2010 
DGEIS, the projected sanitary waste volume from then-anticipated new development within the 
Ronkonkoma TOO was 169,000 gpd. However, the STP was, at that time, proposed to be sized to 
accommodate all land uses within the Ronkonkoma TOD area (projected new development plus 
existing development served by on~site sanitary systems). Based on the approximately five-acre 
land area on which the STP was proposed to be situated, that facility would have been capable of 
treating 275,000 gallons of sanitary waste per day. 

Since the time of preparation of the 2010 DGEIS, Suffolk County proposed to establish a sewer 
district and construct a STP on a 7.74-acre property, south of the LIRR tracks, opposite the 
southeastern portion of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. As part of the development of a new STP, the 
County was proposing to form a new regional sewer district, which would accommodate sewage 
from the Ronkonkoma Hub area as well as from unsewered areas within the Town of Islip. The 
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new STP was proposed to be sized with an initial capacity of 500,000 gpd with the ability to expand 
to 750,000 gpd. The capacity was established based upon the approximately 400,000 gpd 
anticipated for future development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, plus an additional 100,000 
gpd for future connections in the Town of Islip, including, for example, potential future 
connections to MacArthw Airport. In addition, provisions for an additional 250,000 gpd (for a 
total capacity of 750,000 gpd) were being considered to accommodate potential futwe growth 
within the sewer disbict. 

Subsequent to preparation of the 2010 DGEJS and the DSGEIS, and as explained at the DSGEIS 
hearing and in the FGEIS, Suffolk County is currently exploring another option to handle sewage 

. from the Town .of Islip and the Ronkonkoma Hub. This option consists of transporting sanitary 
waste from the Ronkonkoma Hub through a force main system connecting to the Southwest Sewer 
District No. 3 (SWSD#3), where it will be treated and disposed of. According to SCDPW 
Commissioner Anderson, the SCDPW "will be exploring the potential of connecting adjacent 
communities. The capacity of the current system will be sized to handle flows up to I million 
gallons per day. 400,000 gallons per day capacity will be reserved for Ronkonkoma Hub. The 
remaining 600,000 gallons per day is currently available for either Town to connect to. Discussions 
have begun with the Town of !sUp who is very interested in connecting the Airport and possibly 
other nearby areas to the facility." 

To ensure that no significant adverse impacts result from sanitary sewage ·generated from 
development/redevelopment within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, applicants for 
development/redevelopment therein will be required to provide a letter of sewer 
availability I connection approval (or documentation from the appropriate regulatory agency as to 
the approved method of sanitary discharge) to the Planning Board prior to final site plan approval. 

3. Utilizing the SCDHS design sewage flow rates as the basis for estimating potable water 
requirements, the domestic water use for development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area (in accordance with the Maximum Density Concept Plan) would be approximately 400,000 
gpd. With an additional!O percent of water estimated for irrigation and domestic uses not entering 
the STP, the total projected potable water demand for development in accordance with the 
Maximum Density Concept Plan is approximately 440,000 gpd. Consultations were undertaken 
with the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCW A), which indicated that it could provide the 
required volume of water. To minimize water use to the maximum extent practicable, parcels 
developed or redeveloped within the Ronkonkoma Hub area will implement water conservation 
measures, including low-flow fixtures, low-flow toilets, and/ or drip irrigation. With respect to 
flow, during the site plan approval process, applicants for multi-story buildings would be required 
to demonstrate that there is adequate water pressure for the higher elevations in the buildings, and, 
where necessary, install a booster pump system to ensure proper flow, 
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4. Stormwater runoff generated within each of the individual private development blocks would be 
requlred to be collected and recharged on-.;ite, in accordance with current Town site plan 
requlrements and Chapter 86 of the Town Code. In accordance with Town standards for 
subdivision roadway improvements, a leaching basin system would be used for individual 
tributary areas within the public rights-of-way. As the stormwater systems would be designed to 
collect and recharge runoff in accordance with Town requirements, no significant adverse impact 

with respect to storm water runoff is anticipated. 

5. Since the Ronkonkoma Hub area does not contain surface waters or wetlands, and is not located 
within a flood zone, implementation of the proposed action would not impact same. 

&o!ogy 

1. Much of the existing vegetation on properties within the Ronkonkoma Hub area is comprised of 
non~native ornamental trees, shrubs and herbaceous plants populating the various 
lawn/landscaped areas associated with the developed portions of the site. The ecological 
communities that would be most affected (i.e., Mowed Lawn, Mowed Lawn with Trees and Flower 
Herb Garden) are all common in the general surrounding area of the site. Further, all three 
communities would continue to exist on properties within the Ronkonkoma Hub area following 

development/redevelopment, as these communities are associated with developed properties. 
There are some relatively limited areas of Successional Southern HardwoodS and Successional 
Shrubland in the Ronkonkoma Hub area that would likely be entirely removed as part of the 
development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. However, both of these communities 
exist as a result of past clearing or other anthropogenic disturbance, and support a variety of 
invasive/non-native vegetation. As a result, the overall ecological value of these communities, 

both the overall flora of the site and as native wildlife habitat, has been degraded. As such, 
development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area is not expected to result in significant 
adverse ecological impacts. 

2. Although no significant adverse ecological impacts have been identified as a result of 

implementation of the proposed action, to minimize habitat impacts, development/redevelopment 

would incorporate native or low-maintenance species into the landscaping plans, to the maximum 

extent practicable. 

Land Use and Zoning 

1. In order to ensure that the vision set forth in the visioning process and the planning studies 

conducted by the Town and set forth in the wnd Use and Implementation Plan is realized through 
the actual development/redevelopment, the TOD District has been designed as a FBC. The FBC 
zoning focuses on regulating the public reahn, including street types, blocks, and civic spaces and 

provides for flexibility in use, site and architectural design. The FBC also includes an extensive use 

of graphics to illustrate, for example, the anticipated relationship of the building to the street or 
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site. The TOD District establishes objectives, policies, and standards to promote orderly 
development and redevelopment within the Ronkonkoma Hub area for purposes of encouraging 
high-density mixed-use development, and residential, retail, office, entertainment and institutional 
uses. The overall intent of the TOD District is to encourage the efficient use of land, be a catalyst 
for revitalization, and foster a sense of place through development of a new transit-oriented, 
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly community. Accordingly, development or redevelopment in 
accordance with the TOD District will ensure that that the Town's vision for the Ronkonkoma Hub 
area is realized, and that implementation of the proposed action will result in the land use benefits 
identified in the LAnd Use and Implementation Plan. 

2. From a regulatory perspective, site plan applications for development or redevelopment in the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area would be subject to the regulations set forth in the TOD District, including 
the Regulating Plan. As with other site plan applications submitted to the Town for development 
in other zoning districts, the Planning Board would be responsible for approving, conditionally 
approving or denying such applications, and through its decisions would ensure that the goals of 
the Lmd Use and Implementation Plan are achieved. 

3. The proposed action comports with the Town's Blight to Light Study (which recommended a 
number of tools to redevelop and revitalize the Ronkonkoma Hub area, including the development 
of new zoning), as well as with the Blight Study and the Urban Renewal Plan that were specifically 
conducted for the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

4. While the land use and zoning within the Ronkonkoma Hub area would change, no significant 
adverse environmental impacts with respect to land use and zoning would result. The proposed 
action has been designed to have a positive impact on land use within the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
through the creation and application of the TOD District, which will allow comprehensive, 
cohesive and flexible development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

Traffic and Parking 

1. Detailed traffic analyses were conducted in the 2010 DGEIS, the DSGEIS and FGEIS, which 
evaluated the existing traffic conditions and the future conditions, both with and without the 
proposed action (i.e., the "Build" and "No-Build" conditions, respectively). The No-Build 
condition represented the future traffic conditions that can be expected to occur, were the proposed 
TOD not constructed. The No-Build condition serves to provide a comparison to the Build 
condition, which represents expected future traffic conditions resulting from both project- and non­
project-generated traffic. Background traffic volumes in the study area were projected to the 
anticipated build year, the year when the proposed action is expected to be completed and 
operational. An evaluation of the existing parking supply, the demand for parking, and 
appropriate parking ratios to meet those demands was also included. 
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One of the primary goals of any TOO is to reduce dependence on automobiles by situating such 
TOO proximate to mass transit. The proximity of the development to mass transit works to reduce 

vehicle trips, as a significant percentage of people residing there would use the train and bus 
services for their commute to and from work. Similarly, a significant percentage of people 
employed in the retail and office portion of the development would arrive and leave by transit. 
The residents and other commuters using the LIRR may choose to shop at the retail stores and 
patronize restaurants located within the development, thereby reducing the vehicle trips. It is also 
possible that a percentage of people would both live and work within the development, further 
reducing vehicle trips. Available studies on TODs show a reduction in vehicle trips by almost 50 
percent. In order to talce a conservative approach, the traffic analyses conducted assumed only a 
25 percent reduction in trip generation. 

The following intersections were analyzed in the 2010 DGEIS and DSGEI5: 

1. Long Island Expressway (LIE) North Service Road at Hawkins Avenue (Signalized) 
2. LIE South Service Road at Hawkins Avenue (Signalized) 
3. LIE North Service Road at Ronkonkoma Avenue (Signalized) 
4. LIE South Sewice Road at Ronkonkoma Avenue (Signalized) 
5. Hawkins Avenue at Union Avenue (Signalized) 
6. Union Avenue at Mill Road (Signalized) 
7. Railroad Avenue at Powell Street (Signalized) 
8. johnson Avenue at Northwest Link (Signalized) 
9. Hawkins Avenue at Railroad Avenue (Unsignalized) 
10. Ronkonkoma Avenue at 2"' Street/Powell Street (Uru;ignalized). 

Based upon comments raised by the Town of Islip during the comment period on the DSGEJS, an 
additional eight intersections were evaluated as part of the FGEIS, as follows: 

1. Ocean Avenue at Express Drive North 
2. Ocean Avenue at Express Drive South 
3. Pond Road at Express Drive South 
4. Ocean Avenue at johnson Avenue 
5. Pond Road at johnson Avenue (Railroad Avenue) 
6. Lalceland Avenue at Smithtown Avenue 
7. Railroad A venue at Coates Avenue 
8. Railroad Avenue at Main Street. 

In addition, based on comments received on the DSGEIS, an analysis was performed of the ramp 
junctions with the LIE mainline for the four ramps at interchange 60 as part of the FGEIS. This 
included an evaluation of the ramp junctions in the Build Year both with and without the traffic 
associated with the TOO. 
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Based upon the traffic analyses conducted, an extensive rrriligation program has been developed 
and incorporated into fue "Conditions and Criteria Under which Future Actions will be 
Undertaken or Approved, Including Requirements for any Subsequent SEQRA Compliance," 
presented earlier in this Findings Statement. The traffic rrritigation measures are set forth below:' 

> The development or improvement of the internal and immediate perimeter roadway 
systems within and bordering the Ronkonkoma TOO area should be performed as fue 
parcels adjacent to those roads are developed to ensure adequate and safe access to 
surrounding roadways.' Functionally, fue proposed improvements to the majority of fuese 
roads are to provide parking areas and other roadside amenities to serve the adjacent and 

surrounding parcels. 

> The roundabout proposed at Railroad Avenue and Mill Road must be completed at such 
time as the adjacent development access which forms the south leg of the intersection is 

developed (see Condition Figure B). 

4 The Condition Figures referenced herein can be found In the section of this Findings Statement entitled "Conditions and Criteria 
Under which Future Actions will be Undertaken or Approved, Including Requirements for any Subsequent SEQRA Compllancea 
5 This does not apply to certain Improvements, as set forth in Item G of the uSEQRA Compliance Thresholds and CondiUons~ section 
of this document. 
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Traffic Mitigation Table 

Capacity Improvements 
LocatioR Signal Improvements 

Existing Conditions Proposed Mitigation 

Reshipe approach to: Westbound- One 
One shared left-tum and exclusive left-tum lane, 

through lane, one 
one through lane and a 

through lane and a shared Change PM-<ycle 
LIE North Service shared through and right-

through and right-tum length to 120 seconds. 
1 Road & Hawkins tum lane 

lane 
Avenue Optimize AM / PM 

Increase left-turn storage Northbound- One phase-splits lane by removing a exclusive left-hlm. lane, 
portion of the raised 

two through lanes 
median 

Widen and add a 4• 
Eastbound - One approach lane. New 

exclusive left-tum lane, configuration: One left-
one through. lane and a tum lane, two through 

shared through and right- lanes and a shared 
tum lane through and right-tum 

Change PM-cycle lane 
LIE South Service Restripe approach to add length to 120 seconds. 

2 Road & Hawkins Northbound - One 
an exclusive right-tum 

Avenue through lane and a Optimize AM / PM 
lane. New configuration: shared through and right- phase-splits Two through lanes and an 

tum lane 
exclusive right-tum lane 
Increase left-tum storage Southbound - One left-

lane by removing a blrnlane,h¥othrough 
portion of the raised lanes 

median 
Restripe approach to: Westbound- One Change PM-<:ycle LIE North Service One shared left-tum and exclusive left-tum lane, 

Road & through lane, one length to 120 seconds. 
3 one through lane and a 

Ronkonkoma through lane and a shared 
shared through and right- Optimize AM / PM 

Avenue through and right-tum 
tum lane phase-splits lane 

Widen and add a 4 
Eastbound.- One approach lane. New 

exclusive left-tum lane, configuration: One 
one through lane and a exclusive left-turn lane, 

4 Change PM-cycle LIE South Service shared through and right- two through lanes and a 
Road & turn lane shared through and right- length to 120 seconds. 

Ronkonkoma tum lane Optimize AM / PM 
Avenue Widen and add a 3 

Northbound - One phase-splits approach lane. New 
through lane and a 

configuration: Two 
shared through and right-

through lanes and an tum lane 
exclusive rig-ht-turn lane 
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Traffic Mitigation Table ... contlnued 

Capacity Improvements 
Location Signal Improv'Fents 

Existing Conditions Proposed Mitigation 

Widen and add 3tc1 
Westbound- One 

approach lane. New Change PM -cycle 
exclusive left-tum lane 

configuration: One length to 100 seconds. 
with storage & one right- exclusive left-tum lane 

tum lane Hawkins Avenue & and two right-tum lanes Optimize AM I PM 
5 Union Avenue phase-splits 

New configuration: One 
Northbound - One through and a shared Prohibit right-turns 

shared through and right- through and right-tum on red westbound 
tum lane 

Jane 

Widen and add 2nd Chsnge AM I PM-
approach lane. New cycle length to 80 

Northbound - One 
Union Avenue & configuration: One shared seconds. 

6 shared left-tum, through 
Mill Road left-tum and through lane 

and righHum lane and an exclusive right- Optimize AM I PM 
turn lane with storage phase-splits 

Restripe median as left 
turn lane. New Add new three phase 

Northbound - One 
configuration: One traffic signal with 

through and one shared exclusive left~tum lane
through 1 leading southbound and right-tum 

one through and one left tum phase. Side 
lsne shared through and right- streets remain right 

Ronkonkoma turn lane. turn out only. 
7 Avenue & Powell Restripe median as left 

Street I 2"' Street tum lane. New Signal cycle length 
Southbound - One configuration: One same as UE Service 

through and one shared exclusive left-tum lane
through and right~turn 1 Roads with suitable 

one through and one offset to ensure signal 
lane shared through snd right- progression 

tum lane. 
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Traffic Mitigation Table ... continued 

Capa~ity Improv~ments 
Signal 

LOcation Improvements 
Existing Conditions Proposed Mitigation 

Run both the 
Railroad Avenue & intersections off one 

Powell Street I controller for 
Parking Lot improved 

Band No proposed capacity 
& coordination. At 

9 changes 
Johnson Avenue at Powell Street add 
Northwest Link I protected permitted 

Parking Lot southbound left-tum 
phase. 

Westbound- One 
exclusive left-tum lane, Channelized westbound 

one through and one right tum lane. Add new three phase 

exclusive right-tum lane traffic signal with 
Hawkins Avenue & 

10 leading eastbound 
Railroad A venue left tum phase. 

Southbound- One 
Channelize southbound 

shared left-tum and 
right tum lane. 

through, one exclusive 
right-tum lane 

Restripe approach to add Modify traffic signal 
Southbound- One an exclusive lefHum lane. to add a leading 

11 LIE South Service shared left-tum and New configuration: One southbound 
Road & Pond Road through larie left~turn lane and one protected/permissive 

through lane left-tum phase 

Optimize PM phase-
12 Smithtown Avenue No proposed capacity 

splits 
& Lakeland Avenue changes 
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> The northbound right turn lane proposed at the intersection of Mill Road at Union A venue 
(described in the Traffic Mitigation Table for location 6 and depicted on Condition Figure A) 
must be constructed when either the adjacent Parcel I or Parcel K, as shown on the Maximum 
Density Concept Plan, is developed. 

> With respect to off-site mitigation, the following discussion provides the required off-site 
mitigation phasing, and identifies trip generation thresholds at which certain mitigation must 
be in place. It is noted that these thresholds are based on the net trip generation, which 
represents the anticipated trips after adjustments for the TOD and pass-by credits' have been 
applied. 

~ Mitigation I..euel One (Initial Construction) - Prior to occupancy of the initially constructed 
building(s) within the TOD, Hawkins Avenue should be improved from Railroad Avenue 
to just south of the LIE. This includes the installation of a new traffic signal at Railroad 
A venue. The mitigation detalled in the Traffic Mitigation Table for locations 5 and 10 and 
depicted on Condition Figure A shall be completed during this initial phase and prior to 
building occupancy (except for the requirement for an additional northbound Jane on 
Hawkins A venue north of Union Avenue for which additional right-of-way is required, 
which is discussed as a separate mitigation phasing item). 

~ Mitigation I..euel Two - Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOD that increase net trip 
generation of the development during the weekday p.m. peak period above 400 vehicles 
per hour (combined entering and exiting), the mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation 
Table for locations 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12 and depicted on Condition Figures A and C shall be 
completed. 

~ Mitigation I..euel Three - Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOD that increase net trip 
generation of the development during the weekday p.m. peak period above 500 vehicles 
per hour (combined entering and exiting), the mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation 
Table for locations 2 and 4 and depicted on Condition Figure B, along the entirety of the 
UE South Service Road shall be completed. 

~ Mitigation I..euel Four - Prior to occupancy of buildings in the TOD that increase net trip 
generation of the development during the weekday p.m. peak period above 700 vehicles 
per hour (combined entering and exiting), the mitigation detailed in the Traffic Mitigation 
Table for locations 1 and 3 and depicted on Condition Figure B, along the entirety of the 
LIE North Service Road shall be completed. 

~ Mitigation I..euel Five- Upon reaching a trip generation of 1,100 vehicles in the p.m. peak 

e The TOO credit Is a reduction In gross trip generation of 25 percent, applied to all uses in the TOO. The pass~by credit is a further 
reduction In trip generation for retail and restaurant uses within the TOO as prescribed In the Institute of Trnnsportatkm Engineer's 
Trip Generation Manual, latest edition, but shall not exceed 20 percent for any specific use (see Section 3 of the Traffic Impact Study 
In Appendix H of the DSGEIS). 
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hour (combined entering and exiting trips), traffic mitigation along Hawkins Avenue, 
between Union A venue and the LIE South Service Road that was begun under Mitigation 
Level One (Initial Construction) must be completed, as detailed in the Traffic Mitigation 
Table for location 5 and depicted on Condition Figure A. 1his includes the construction of 
the second northbonnd lane on Hawkins Avenue from Urtion Avenue to the LIE South 
Service Road and the striping of the westbound Union Avenue approach to three lanes as 
depicted on Condition Figure A. No building permits shall be issued for development that 
would result in a trip generation of greater than 1,100 vehicles in the p.m. peak hour 
(combined entering and exiting) until such traffic mitigation is implemented, unless same 
is deemed unnecessary by the Town Board based upon a change in traffic conditions. 

Implementation of the aforesaid traffic rrtitigation measures will minimize potential impacts 
associated with the proposed action to the maximum extent practicable. 

2. With respect to parking, parking analyses were conducted as part of the environmental review 
process administered by the Town Board. Based on the parking analyses and the projected parking 
demand from maximum theoretical development in accordance with the TOD Distn'ct, parking 
ratios have been established in the TOD District that will ensure that there is sufficient parking to 
meet the demand. As the development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area 
contemplates that some existing commuter parking on the north side of the LIRR would be 
temporarily or permanently displaced, at the time an application is made to the Planning Board 
that includes commuter parking displacement, the applicant will be required to prepare and 
subrrtit a plan that demonstrates that parking will be replaced at a rrtirtimum ratio of one-to-one. 
Such replacement parking must be in place prior to the displacement of existing designated 
commuter parking, and shall be acceptable to the MTA. Accordingly, implementation of the 
proposed action will not result in significant adverse impacts to parking. 

3. In order to rrtitigate potential construction-related traffic impacts, at the time of site plan 
application, a construction traffic management and logistics plan would need to be subrrtitted to 
the Planning Board for each site plan application. This plan would require the following: 
days/hours of proposed construction activity; designated routes of heavy vehicles to and from the 
site; parking areas for workers and heavy vehicles so as not to add to the burden on commuter lots; 
and construction staging areas. Implementation of proper construction management and logistics 
plans will serve to rrtitigate potential construction-related traffic impacts. 

Air Duality 

1. In order to evaluate air quality impacts that may be associated with the proposed action, an air 
quality analysis was conducted to screen the intersections in the area at a planrting level. A 
rnicroscale analysis was performed for the proposed development. The results of the microscale 
analysis demonstrate that all the carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations for the No Build, Build 
and Bulld with Improvements Scenarios would be below the one-hour and eight-hour CO National 
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Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The results of the microscale analysis also demonstrate 
that all the 24-hour particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM ) 10

concentrations for both the No-Build, Build and Build with Improvements Scenarios are below the 
24-hour NAAQS for PM,. Upon development/redevelopment, the Ronkonkoma Hub area is 
expected to include stationary sources, such as heating boilers, hot water heaters, and emergency 
generators. Because the project is conceptual in nature and design, the size and number of the 
stationary sources could not be identified as part of the SEQRA process. Accordingly, as any 
proposed stationary sources move ahead in the design process, the proposed development would 
obtain operating permits for appropriate equipment under the State of NYSDEC Division of Air 
Resources regulations (6 NYCRR Part 201), as may be required. The NYSDEC Division of Air 
Resources regulatory process would ensure that these emission sources meet the NAAQS. Also, 
in the event that an application is made for a NYSDOT work permit, air quality and 
energy I greenhouse gas analyses, as may be required, would be prepared in accordance with 
requirements presented in the NYSDOT Environmental Procedures Manual and related 
documents. 

Moreover, the overall TOD project goals, which would reduce vehicular demand and, therefore, 

reduce air quality impacts, include: 

) Redirected growth to the Ronkonkoma HUB area, which is already served by existing 
infrastruchll'e 

) Expanded transportation choices to reduce automobile dependence 
) Reduced vehicle trips around the station 
) Compact, mixed-use, transit-accesSible, pedestrian-oriented redevelopment. 

Thus, the overall impact of the implementation of the TOD would assist in reducing the potential 
for air quality impacts typically associated with development at a similar scale. 

2. Construction and demolition activities associated with development/redevelopment of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area would result in slight, temporary increases in air pollution emissions. In 
order to mitigate air quality impacts associated with construction, the following measures are 
proposed: use of emission controls on construction vehicles, dust control and regular sweeping of 

pavements. 

1. Noise impact analyses were conducted, which evaluated the mobile (vehicular traffic and railroad) 
and stationary source (mechanical equipment) sound levels to determine the potential change in 
the existing sound levels for sensitive locations on and in the vicinity of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. 
Although traffic volumes on the roadways within the Ronkonkoma Hub area are projected to 
increase Wlder the Build condition, it is not expected that the proposed action would increase noise 

levels by more than six dB(A) above existing noise levels. 1n fact, it is expected that based on the 



Findings Statement 
Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven 
Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development 
Page 32 

potential increase in traffic volumes, the Build Condition sound levels would likely remain 
unchanged, as compared to the Existing Conditions. As such, it is not expected that the proposed 
action would result in significant adverse noise impacts. 

2. The proposed action would result in changes in sound levels if rooftop mechanical equipment is 
installed. These changes are typically more noticeable during the nighttime period. Properties 
developed or redeveloped with rooftop equipment would be required to install rooftop equipment 
that does not exceed Town noise code standards, and same would be evaluated during site plan 
.review. 

3. Loading and service activities on parcels to be developed or redeveloped will be internally situated 
or screened to minimize noise associated with such activities from the surrounding residential 
areas. 

4. Based on consultations with the URR, no residential development would be permitted south of 
Railroad Avenue between Hawkins Avenue and Mill Road. Thls would help ensure that future 
residents of the proposed development are not adversely impacted by L1RR operational noise. 

5. Construction period activities may temporarily increase nearby sound levels due to demolition 
and regrading activities, and the use of machinery dwing the construction of the project. However, 
construction activities would be required to comply with the Town's noise ordinance. 
Furthermore, construction equipment would be required to have appropriate noise muffler 
systems, and excessive idling of construction equipment engines would be prohibited. 

Socioeconomics 

1. Implementation of the proposed action would result in various economic benefits during 
construction including direct expenditures on construction goods and services, and indirect and 
induced economic activity within the region. The total expected construction cost is $474 million. 
The construction period is projected to be approximately six years (based on information provided 
by the Master Developer), which would generate 1,953± full-time equivalent (FTE) construction 
jobs per year, or 11,700± I'TE construction jobs over the anticipated build-out. 

2. Significant long-term economic benefits would result from implementation of the proposed action. 
Development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area would require employees in 
numerous fields, and would provide employment opportunities to people in the surrounding area 
of the project site. It is expected that the proposed action would generate approximately 2,740 
permanent jobs, based upon information provided by the Master Developer. Projected payrolls 
associated with these permanent jobs are anticipated to be over $96 million. Secondary earnings 
would be approximately $151 million and additional secondary jobs generated would be 

approximately 2,100. 
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3. Willi respect to tax revenues, implementation of the proposed action is expected to generate 
significant additional tax revenue (above the existing condition). The total projected property 
taxes based upon future development/redevelopment in accordance wilh the Maximum Density 
Concept Plan is $16,179,702±, which is an increase of $15,711,714± over !he existing condition. Wilh 
no changes in assessments, these rates are likely to increase over time. The Sachem Central School 

District and Library would be expected to receive over $11.1 million in annual property taxes. In 
addition, $5,045,625± in sales tax revenue is expected from !he anticipated retail component and 
$410,395± in sales tax revenue is anticipated from !he hotel component. 

Co!IIl!lllirl!y Facilities and Services 

1. The Ronkonkoma Hub area is located wilhin !he jurisdiction of !he Ronkonkoma Fire Department. 
fu order to ensure that there would be no significant adverse impacts to the Ronkonkoma Fire 
Department, all development plans would be required to comply wilh New York State building 
and fire codes, and also be reviewed by !he Brookhaven Fire Marshal. The Master Developer has 
met wifu the Fire Department and Fire Marshal and has indicated its intention to continue to work 
wilh !he Fire Department lhroughout !he development process. To ensure !hat this occurs, !he 
"Conditions and Criteria Under which Future Actions will be Undertaken or ,.,.pproved, Including 
Requirements for any Subsequent SEQRA Compliance," set forlh earlier in !his Findings 
Statement, requires !hat !he applicant(s) for each site plan submit confirmation to !he Planning 
Board !hat the site plan has been submitted to !he Ronkonkoma Fire Department for review. Future 
development/redevelopment of !he Ronkonkoma Hub area would not be expected to result in 

significant ad verse impacts to fire protection and ambulance services, provided by !he 
Ronkonkoma Fire Department, as !he $740,000± per year in additional property taxes generated at 
full build-out, would help off-set costs associated wilh providing fire protection and ambulance 
services to !he future development. 

2. The Fourth Precinct of !he Suffolk County Police Department currently services !he Ronkonkoma 
Hub area, in addition to !he MT A Police who service !he Ronkonkoma LIRR Station. Based upon 
!he analyses conducted, it is not expected !hat redevelopment of !he gonk()nkoma_l-!ub area ~()1lld_ 
result in a demand that causes significant adverse impacts to police services. Furthermore, the 
anticipated annual property taxes received by the Police Department of over $2.1 million above !he 
existing condition would help to off-set !he cost of providing additional police protection services 
that may be required to serve !he future development wilhin !he Ronkonkoma Hub area. 

3. The Ronkonkoma Hub area is served by !he Sachem Central School District (CSD). Student 
enrollment wilhin !he Sachem CSD has been steadily declintng over !he last five school years and 
has ·declined overall since !he 2005-06 school year. Based upon !he projected unit type and 
bedroom mix, !he 1,450 residential dwelling units included in !he Maximum Density Concept Plan 
could potentially generate 214 school-aged children who would attend public school. Based on 
data in !he NewYorkState Education Department Property Tax Report Card for !he 2013-14 school 
year, !he per pupil expenditure in !he Sachem CSD is projected to be $20,717±. While !he total cost 
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to the Sachem CSD for the 214 additional children would be $4,433.438, the Maximum Density 
Concept Plan at full build -out could generate $11,178,342 annually to the school district. Therefore, 
there would be a net annual benefit to the Sachem CSD of approximately $6,7 44,904. Thus, based 
upon the enrollment and property tax information, implementation of the proposed action would 
not result in significant adverse impacts to the Sachem CSD. In fact, the District would be expected 
to receive a significant annual revenue benefit. 

4. Development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area in accordance with the Maximum 
Density Concept Plan would generate approximately 377± tons of solid waste per month. The 
collection and disposal of solid waste generated by both the commercial properties, including the 
retail, office, and flex space uses and the private, multi-family residential developments shown on 

the Maximum Density Concept Plan, would be performed by licensed, private carters, which is 
typical practice for Long Island towns. Thus, the ultimate disposal locations are at the discretion 
of the carter, pursuant to its disposal agreements, and thus, would not be expected to result in 
significant adverse impacts to the Town's waste management facilities, practices or plans. 

Aesthetics 

1. Implementation of the proposed action in accordance with the Land Use and Implementation Plan 
and the TOD District would improve the built environment with new and viable uses and upgrade 
public facilities and infrastructure, including, but not limited to, roads, sidewalks, curbs, public 
hardscape and landscape, street and walkway lighting, and parking areas, all of which contribute 
to the aesthetic character of the Ronkonkoma Hub area. Also, new outdoor spaces and streetscape 
improvements would be provided that would contribute to an attractive and inviting pedestrian 
environment. Moreover1 the TOD District requires high qual.Hy streetscape design and 
landscaping, including a landscaped median within certain streets, which is an important featwe 

for this type of urban-style neighborhood where the public street space becomes, in effect, the place 
for the social interactions that builds a sense of community. Accordingly, implementation of the 
proposed action would result in significant aesthetic benefits. 

2. As several multi-story buildings are expected to be constructed, shadow analyses, before and after 
visual analyses from viewpoints within the project area, and line-of-sight analyses and renderings 

from various vantage points outside the Ronkonkoma Hub area were prepared. The shadow 
analyses demonstrate that no significant, sustained shadow impacts are anticipated. Based on the 

renderings, which depict potential development as contemplated in the Maximum Density 
Concept Plan, and the before/ after analyses, the adoption of the Urban Renewal Plan, creation of 
the TOD District and the development/redevelopment of properties in accordance with the TOO 
District would result in beneficial impacts to the visual character of the area, as blighted and 

aesthetically unattractive propertieS would be replaced with new visually pleasing and cohesive 
development. Finally, the line-of-sight analyses demonstrate that views from the surrounding 
neighborhoods to the north and east to the potential future development within the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area would be obscured in many instances by existing development and/ or mature trees. 
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One area where there would be a clear view from outside the Ronkonkoma Hub area is from the 

Ronkonkoma Avenue overpass (a public roadway) located to the southwest of the Hub, which is 
situated at a higher elevation than the proposed development. The rendering from that location 
shows that, upon implementation of the proposed action, there would be a more cohesive and 
improved visual quality from this vantage point (when compared to the existing condition), and 
blighted conditions would be eliminated by the proposed development/redevelopment. 

3. In order to ensure that there will be positive impacts to the visual character of the Ronkonkoma 
Hub area, and no significant adverse impacts would result, the TOD District has incorporated 
design measwes that must be complied with. Specifically, any proposed building must meet the 
requirements of the building configwation, alignment and parking placement for the subdistrict 
in which it is located, as set forth in the TOD District. Requirements for street assembly, streetscape 
improvements, designated outdoor spaces, signs and public supplementary lighting controls are 
specified in the TOD District. Ail development/redevelopment must conform to the specific 
requirements for the subdistrict in which it is located, and must also conform to the Regulating 
Plan. 

4. With respect to cultural resources, throughout the SEQRA process, no significant historic or 
archaeological resources were identified within or adjacent to the Ronkonkoma Hub area that 
would be adversely impacted by the proposed action. Thus, no impacts to same will result from 
implementation of the proposed action. 

In accordance with 6 NYCRR §617.11, the Town Board has considered the 2010 DGEIS, DSGEIS and FGEIS 
for the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented Development, and certifies that it has met the requirements of 
6 NYCRR Part 617. This Findings Statement contains the facts and conclusions in the 2010 DGEIS, DSGEIS 
and FGEIS relied upon to support this decision and indicates those factors that formed the basis of its 

decision. 

A Copy of this Findings Statement has been sent to: 

The Honorable Ed Romaine, Supervisor 
and Members of the Town Board 
Town of Brookhaven 
One Independence Hill 
Farmingville, New York 11736 

The Honorable Tom Croci, Supervisor 
and Members of the Town Board 
Town of Islip 
655 Main Street 
Islip, New York 11751 
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Vincent E. Pascale, Chairperson 
Town of Brookhaven Planning Board 
One Independence Hill 
Farmingville, New York 11738 

Dr. James L. Tomarken 
MD, MPH, MBA, MSW 
Commissioner 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
3500 Sunrise Highway, Suite 124 
P.O. Box 9006 
Great River, New York 11739-9006 

Mr. Dan Losquadro, Superintendent of Highways 
Town of Brookhaven Highway Department 
1140 Old Town Road 
Coram, New York 11727 

Mr. Arthur Gerhauser, Chief Building Inspector 
Town of Brookhaven Building Division 
One Independence Hill 
Farmingville, New York 11738 

Honorable William). Lindsay, Presiding Officer 
Suffolk County Legislature 
William Rogers Legislature Building 
725 Veterans Memorial Highway 
Smithtown, New York 11787 

The Honorable Steven Bellone, County Executive 
Suffolk County 
H. Lee Dennison Building 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway 
Hauppauge, New York 1178!>-0099 

Mr. Gilbert Anderson, P.E., Commissioner 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works 
335 Yaphank A venue 
Yaphank, New York 11980 

David L. Calone, Chairman 
Suffolk County Planning Commission 
H. Lee Dennison Building 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 
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Mr. Joseph T. Brown, Regional Director 
Region 10, New York State Department of Transportation 
State Office Building 
250 Veterans Memorial Highway 
Hauppauge, New York 11788 

Ms. Elisa Picca, Chief Planning Officer 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority- Long Island Railroad 
Jamaica Station 
Sutphin Boulevard and Archer Avenue 
Jamaica, New York 11435 

Mr. Peter A. Scully, Regional Director 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
SUNY@ Stony Brook 
50 Circle Road 
Stony Brook, New York 11790-3409 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Permits 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233-1750 

Town of Brookh'-ven; 

Tiroothy P. Mazzei, Councllman, District 5 
Frederick C. Braun ill, Chairman, Brookhaven IDA 
Tullio Bertoli, Commissioner, PELM 
Chip Wiebe!!, Senior Site Plan Reviewer 
Anthony Graves, Chief Environmental Analyst, Division of Environmental Protection, PEIM 

This Notice has also been forwarded for publication in the Environmental Notice Bulletin. 

This Notice has also been forwarded to: 

Sachem Public Library 
150 Holbrook Road 
Holbrook, NY 11741 

Connetquot Public Llbrary 
760 Ocean Ave 
Bohemia, NY 11716 

287 43.04 Ronkonkoma Hub GEIS\ProjRerords \Fina1Docs \Findings Statement \Findings Statement.docx 





State Environmental Quality Review 

FINDINGS STATEMENT SIGNATURE PAGE 

Certification to Approve/Undertake 

The Town Board of the Town of Brookhaven bas considered the relevant environmental impacts, 
facts and conclusions disclosed in the FGEIS prepared for the project and has weighed and balanced 
relevant environmental iwpacts with social, economic and other considerations. 

Having CQnsidered the DOBIS, DSGE!S and FGEIS, as well as supporting information and public 
comments received and the ab~ve wiltten facts and conclusions relied upon to meet the requirements 
of 6 NYCRR § 617.11, the 'to\v!i Board certifies that (I) the requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 617 
have been met; and (2) consistent with social, economic and other. essential considerations from 
among tbe reasonable altern~t!ves available, the action is one that avoids or minimizes adverse 
environtnelltal impacts to the maXflnum .extent practicable, and that adverse environmental impacts 
will be avoided or minimized to' tlie maximum extent practicable by incorporating as conditions to 
the decision those mitigative measures that were identified as practicable. 

The above. Findin~s ~tate"!eiit, was approved and adopted By the Town Board of the Town of
Brookhaven; One hidepeildence Hill, ):'armingville, NY 11738 

Donna Lent, Town Clerk 

06/24/2014 
Date 

 



Attachment D- Suffolk County 2010 SEQRA Determination for the 10 Million Gallon Per Day 

Expansion of the Suffolk County Southwest Sewer District# 3 - Bergen Point Sewage 

Treatment Plant 



Intra. Res. No. 1153-2010 Laid on Table 2/2/2010 
Introduced by Presiding Officer Lindsay 

RESOLUTION NO. 59 -2010, MAKING A SEQRA 
DETERMINATION IN CONNECTION WITH THE PROPOSED 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS SEWER DISTRICT NO. 3 
-SOUTHWEST-BERGEN POINT WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANT EXPANSION, CP 8183, TOWN OF BABYLON 

WHEREAS, the Suffolk County Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has 
reviewed a project designated as the "Proposed Department of Public Works Sewer District No. 
3 - Southwest-Bergen Point Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion, CP 8183, Town of 
Babylon", pursuant to Section 6 of Local Law No. 22-1985 which project involves the design of 
10 MGD Plant Expansion within the existing plant. The recommended improvements are: 

Two (2) new 30 mgd variable speed drive raw wastewater pumps; 
Two (2) new 20 mgd variable speed drive raw wastewater pumps; 
Two (2) new 10 mgd variable speed raw wastewater pumps; 
Four (4) new primary settling tanks and associated systems; 
Four(4) new primary sludge pumps; 
Two (2) new scum ejectors; 
Four (4) new aeration tanks and associated systems; 
Three (3) new aeration blowers and associated systems; 
Two (2) new Waste Activated Sludge (WAS) pumps; 
Three (3) new Return Activated Sludge (RAS) pumps; 
One (1) new Secondary Clarifier and associated systems; and 
One (1) new Final Effluent Pump (included under the Outfall Replacement 

contract); 
Miscellaneous auxiliary improvements; and 

WHEREAS, an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) was prepared and 
submitted to the CEQ office by the Suffolk County Department of Public Works and a 
presentation was made by representatives from CDM/DBA Joint Venture and subsequently sent 
out to all concerned parties; and 

WHEREAS, at its January 20, 2010 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the EAF and 
information submitted by the Suffolk County Department of Public Works; and 

WHEREAS, the CEQ recommended that the above activity be considered an 
unlisted action, pursuant to the provisions of Title 6 NYCRR, Part 617 and Chapter 279 of the 
Suffolk County Code; and 

WHEREAS, the CEQ has advised the County Legislature and the County 
Executive by memo dated January 20, 2010 of said recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, Section 279-5(H) of the SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE requires the 
Presiding Officer to introduce legislation for an appropriate SEQRA determination; and 

WHEREAS, the Suffolk County Legislature has reviewed the EAF and the CEQ 
recommendations; now, therefore be it 



1st RESOLVED, that this Legislature hereby determines that the Proposed 
Department of Public Works Sewer District No. 3 - Southwest-Bergen Point Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Expansion, CP 8183, Town of Babylon constitutes an unlisted action, pursuant 
to the provisions of Title 6 NYCRR, Part 617 and Chapter 279 of the Suffolk County Code, 
which 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, as demonstrated in the Environmental 
Assessment Form; 

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 the Suffolk County Code; 

3) The parcel does not appear to suffer from any severe environmental 
development constraints (limiting soil properties; no high groundwater 
and no unmanageable slopes); and 

4) All necessary NYSDEC permits will be obtained; 

and be it further 

2nd RESOLVED, that a copy of this Resolution shall be filed with the Suffolk County 
Clerk, the initiating unit of said project, and with the CEQ; and be it further 

3rd RESOLVED, that in accordance with Section C1-4(1)(d) of the SUFFOLK 
COUNTY CHARTER and Section 279-5(C)(4) of the SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE, the CEQ is. 
hereby directed to prepare and circulate a SEQRA notice of determination of non-significance in 
accordance with this Resolution. 

DATED: March 2, 2010 

APPROVED BY: 

lsi Steve Levy 
County Executive of Suffolk County 

Date: March 12, 2010 

2 



Attachment E -Information regarding Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant's Available Flow 

Capacity 

Bergen Point Projected Capacity 

Capacity 40 MGD 

Existing ADF 25 mgd 

5% Reserve 2 mgd 

In District Unconnected 1.5 mgd 

28.5 mgd 

Carll's River 4.7mgd 

Connetquot River 0.6 mgd 

Heartland (Brentwood) 2.5 mgd 

Ronkonkoma Hub 1.5 mgd 

9.3 mgd 

Future Potential Flow 37.8 mgd 

*This still leaves 2.2 mgd for other uses 

bw2-5-15 Bergen Point Projected Capacity 



Attachment F- Information Regarding the Proposed Usage of the Proposed Sewer Line 

Connecting Ronkonkoma Hub to the Southwest Sewer District 

The proposed sewer line is designed to connect the Ronkonkoma Hub Development to the Southwest 

Sewer District. Once connected to the Southwest Sewer District the wastewater will be transported to 

Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant for treatment and discharge to the Atlantic Ocean. Below is a 

map showing the proposed route of the Force Main and Gravity Sewer line. 

0 6~0 1,700 31100 5,100 6,800 fA\ 
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The proposed sewer line is designed to transport 1.5 million gallons per day. As indicated by the 

Ronkonkoma Hub Environmental Impact Statement the Ronkonkoma Hub development may result in up 

to 400,000 gallons per day in wastewater. This 400,000 gallons per day of wastewater is proposed to be 

transmitted by the proposed sewer line to Southwest Sewer District Number 3 for treatment. As noted 

in the Ronkonkoma Hub Findings Statement should the Ronkonkoma Hub development result in more 

than 400,000 gallons per day additional environmental review would be required. In addition 1,100,000 

gallons per day may be utilized by a connection to the Town of Islip's MacArthur Airport. The proposed 

sewer line may also allow for additional connections along and adjacent to the proposed sewer line. 

Additional capacity may also be available for connections along and adjacent to the sewer line in the 

Town of Brookhaven, the Town of Islip and the Village of Islandia. Any additional connections to the 

proposed sewer line will be required to be reviewed by the Suffolk County Sewer Agency. In addition 

land use development along and adjacent to the sewer line is controlled by the current zoning and the 

policies and plans of the applicable Town or Village. 



Attachment G -Information regarding the passage of the sewer line through the Connetquot River 

Headwaters, Traffic and Road Restoration 

Connetquot Crossing 

The force mains traverse the east bound lane of Johnson Avenue and will cross the Connetquot 

Brook approximately 400 feet east of the entrance to Lakeland County Park. The brook at this 

point is a non-flowing portion of the upper headwaters of the Connetquot River that flows south 

approximately 1000 feet to Honeysuckle Pond. The area of the proposed crossing on Johnson 

Avenue has two 20" diameter drainage pipes located approximately 18"-24" below grade (top of 

pipe) that carries surface water from the north side of Johnson Avenue to the south side of 

Johnson Avenue. On three (3) site visits conducted during the design phase, there was no 

moving water noticed in the drainage pipes. The area on the north side of Johnson has a 

concrete channel that terminates at the roadway where the drainage pipes are located. It is 

likely that this open channel serves to collect rain and storm water and direct it to the drainage 

pipes and into the headwaters area. 

While the construction of the force mains could be done using the open trench method, due to 

the relatively short distance (<100 feet) the use of pipe jacking technique will result in less 

disturbance to this area. The force main pipes will be .located within the host pipe (the jacked 

pipe) with the annular space being filled with grout. The jacking process will be conducted 

within the eastbound traffic lane and not in the adjacent undisturbed wetland area. Once out of 

the low lying portion of Johnson Avenue, the force main installation would return to open cut 

construction. There is no estimated adverse impact to the headwaters as a result ofthe 

installation of the force main piping. As the force main piping is to be a high strength plastic, 

there will be no deterioration of the piping material due to exposure to groundwater. 

Dewatering activities are expected to be of a limited and short duration for installing the force 

mains at this location. The General Contractor will be required to obtain a dewatering permit 

for the entire project. Dewatered groundwater will be subject to NYSDEC permit conditions that 

will require minimal turbidity prior to its return to the. brook. Due to proximity to the adjacent 

freshwater wetlands an Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands will be required. 

Traffic 

The contract documents (Plans & Specifications) require the General Contractor to follow the 

specifications pertaining to the Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT), Section 01526 of 

the Technical Specifications. The MPT requirements have been prepared in accordance with 

NYSDOT Federal Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Highway Work Zone Traffic 

Control. These specifications address both local roads (County and Town) as well as State (DOT) 

roads. The MPT specifications and drawings note the required means for lane closure, including 

signage, message boards and flag personnel. Additionally, drawings MPT 1- MPT7 provide 

additional detail and notes pertaining to MPT. As per the contract documents, the roadways 

including the lane where construction is taking place will be backfilled or covered with traffic 

bearing steel plates at the end of each working day allowing for normal vehicular traffic. 

Vehicle access to all commercial entities, educational institutions, governmental offices and 

private residences will be provided for at all times during the construction as per the contract 



documents. Presently, the estimated work production for force main installation is estimated to 

be on the order of 200 linear feet per day. 

Road Restoration -Village of Islandia 

The force mains will traverse approximately 1 mile of roadways within the Village of Islandia. 

Some of these roadways have recently been repaved. The Village of Islandia has requested that 

the road restoration portion of the force main project require that the paving of the roadways 

that are impacted by the force main installation receive a full curb to curb pavement 

restoration. It is the intent of the County to require in the contract documents that a full curb 

to curb pavement restoration be required within the Village of Islandia limits. This would be for 

road segments on Old Nichols Road and Johnson Avenue. The segment of Suffolk Avenue 

between Sycamore and Veterans Highway within Islandia is a County road. Roadway restoration 

specifications will be in accordance with the respective Town, County and State requirements 

for roadways that the force main and gravity piping segments are to be installed. 

·Sanitation/sewer districts/Ronkonkoma Hub CPB156/Supplemental Environmental Information/ 6-23-16 



Attachment H – Addendum to Part I 

Page2, Question C.1., The correct response to the question is “No” not “Yes”.   

Page 2, Question C.2.a, The correct response to the question is “Yes” not “No” and the answer to the 

follow up question is “No” 

Page 3, Question C.3.d, No parks serve the project but it is noted that the proposed sewer line will be 

located in a right of way that is adjacent to Suffolk County’s Lakeland County Park. 

Page 4, Question D.1.f – The proposed sewer line does not include any new residential uses but it will 

service the wastewater from the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit Oriented Development project which 

proposes up to 1,450 residential units.  

Page 4, Section D.1.h.i – Revised the response to “wet well storage of sanitary wastewater generated by 

the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development”.  

Page 6, Section D.2.e - Revised the response to “No” based on the pumping station on site being 0.26 

acres and the estimated road opening in any one day being  less than 2,000 square feet (0.05 acres). 

Page 8, Section D.2.p.i – Revised response to “Bioxide for odor control, as required”.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Attachment I – Additional information based on the September 21, 2016 CEQ meeting 

discussion.  This information includes:  

 Transcript of the 2010 CEQ review of the Bergen Point Waste Treatment Plant 
Expansion 

 CEQ Minutes from the September 21, 2016 Meeting 
 November 11, 2016 Suffolk County Water Authority Letter 
 CDM Smith Study entitled “Evaluation of Transfer of Sanitary Wastewater from the 

Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial Park to the Bergen Point WWTP” 
 

 

 























































COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

 
STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 
DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

 
  

SUFFOLK COUNTY 
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MINUTES 
 
 

DATE: September 21, 2016 
TIME:  9:40 am – 12:15 am 
LOCATION:  Arthur Kunz Library 
 H. Lee Dennison Bldg. – 2nd Floor 

Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, New York 
 
 
PRESENT: 
Gloria Russo, Chair 
Michael Kaufman, Vice Chair 
Robert Carpenter Jr. 
Frank De Rubeis 
Michael Doall 
Eva Growney 
Hon. Kara Hahn 
Mary Ann Spencer 
 
ABSENT: 
Thomas Gulbransen 
Constance Kepert 
Larry Swanson 
 
CAC REPRESENTATIVES: 
None 
 
STAFF: 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner 
John Corral, Senior Planner 
Christine DeSalvo, Senior Clerk Typist 



 
GUESTS: 
Hon. Al Krupski, Suffolk County Legislator, District #1 
Catherine Stark, Suffolk County Legislative Aide for Legislator Krupski, District #1 
Alyssa Turano, Suffolk County Legislative Aide for Legislator Hahn, District #5 
Michael Pitcher, Director of Communications, Suffolk County Presiding Officer’s Office 
Lauretta Fischer, Chief Environmental Analyst, Suffolk County Department of Economic 
Development and Planning, Division of Planning and Environment 
Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of 
Economic Development and Planning, Division of Water Quality 
Gil Anderson, Commissioner, Suffolk County Department of Public Works 
John Donovan, Chief Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works 
Nick Gibbons, Principal Environmental Analyst, Suffolk County Department of Parks, 
Recreation and Conservation 
Kenneth Zegel, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services 
Christopher Lubicich, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of 
Health Services 
Eric Hofmeister, District Director, Senator Croci 
Joseph Dean, Superintendent Public Works, Village of Patchogue 
Joseph Keyes, Trustee, Village of Patchogue 
Steven Uccellini, Project Engineer, Village of Patchogue 
Dan Murphy, Gold Star Father of Lt. Michael Murphy 
Paul Dobiecki, Architect, Lt. Murphy Navy Seal Museum 
Vince Calrosa, Builder, Lt. Murphy Navy Seal Museum 
John M. Wagner, Attorney 
Joseph Prokop, Esq. Village Attorney, Village of Islandia 
Michael Zaleski, Village of Islandia 
Lara Urbat, Nelson Pope & Voorhis 
Robert Loscalze, C.O.O TriTec 
Mark Wagner, Principal, Cameron Engineering 
John Cameron, Managing Partner, Cameron Engineering 
 
 
Minutes:  
 

Minutes for the August 17, 2016, CEQ minutes were reviewed and discussed.    
 
A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to approve the August 17, 2016 minutes as 
amended.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Growney.   Motion carried. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Correspondence: 
 
A letter was received from Edward Romaine, Supervisor of the Town of Brookhaven, 
regarding the Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main 
Piping Systems, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip and Village of Islandia.  This letter 
was discussed during the project review of the Ronkonkoma Hub Sanitary Pumping 
Station and Force Main Piping System.   

 
Public Portion: 

None 
 
Historic Trust Docket:  
Director’s Report:   
 
Mr. Martin updated the Council on the following: 
 

 Housing Program:   
Mr. Martin noted that there is nothing new to report on the housing program.  
Suffolk County Parks is continuing to work on the interior renovations at 
Blydenburgh Cottage in Blydenburgh County Park.  

 
 Custodial Agreements:  

Mr. Martin noted that there are no new updates on the custodial agreements.  It 
was discussed that the Parks Department continues to work on the pending 
custodial agreements and they are moving forward.    

 
Mr. Martin also noted that Meadow Croft County Park, is available for the October 19, 
2016 CEQ meeting.  Chairwoman Russo confirmed that the CEQ will hold the October 
19, 2016 meeting at the Meadow Croft Estate in Sayville.    

 
 
Project Review: 
Recommended Unlisted Actions: (Taken Out of Order) 
 

B. Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force 
Main Piping Systems, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip and Village of Islandia  
 
John Donovan, Chief Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works, and 
Gil Anderson, Commissioner, Suffolk County Department of Public Works gave 
a presentation on the project.  The proposed project involves the construction of a 
sanitary pumping station and a seven mile long force main and gravity line piping 
system to convey the generated wastewater from the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit 
Oriented Development project to the Southwest Sewer District No. 3 and 
ultimately to the existing Bergen Point Sewage Treatment System.  The project is 
also being designed to allow for possible future connections to the proposed 
pumping station and force main piping system.   



 
Mr. Donovan noted that this project was previously before the CEQ in January, 
2015 when the project was stopped due to issues the Village of Islandia had with 
the project.   Mr. Donovan noted that the issues the Village of Islandia had with 
the project have been resolved and that Suffolk County is going to enter into an 
Intermunicipal Agreement with the Village to satisfy the Village’s concerns and 
insure that the Village will not oppose the project.  Mr. Donovan also noted that 
the project information submitted by the Suffolk County Department of Public 
Works includes information to address the questions raised by the CEQ at the 
January, 2015 meeting.  
 
As part of its project review the CEQ discussed the following topics: 
 

o Mr. Kaufman asked for clarification regarding how the force main will be 
constructed through the Connetquot River Headwaters area. It was 
discussed that to minimize impacts either a pipe jacking process or 
direction drilling process will be used where the force main crosses the 
Connetquot River headwaters.  It was also discussed that all work will be 
done in the existing road right-of-way.  

o Chairwoman Russo summarized a letter received by the CEQ dated 
September 20, 2016 from the Town of Brookhaven Supervisor Edward 
Romaine regarding the project.   The letter stated that the Town of 
Brookhaven is concerned about pumping the wastewater for the 
Ronkonkoma Hub development to the Southwest Sewer District instead of 
the original plan to a construct a Sewage Treatment Plant adjacent to the 
Ronkonkoma Hub Project.  The letter also notes the Supervisor’s concern 
of groundwater being pumped out of the Magothy Aquifer and then being 
discharged as treated effluent to the ocean.  Commissioner Anderson 
noted that the Suffolk County Department of Public Works has looked at 
the issue of replenishing groundwater and the issue of sending wastewater 
to the Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant.  It was noted by 
Commissioner Anderson that there is a clay lens between the Upper 
Glacial Aquifer and the Magothy Aquifer.  It was also noted that even at 
full buildout the 1.5 million gallons per day that will be pumped to the 
Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant still represents a very small 
percentage of water not being recharged back into the aquifer.  Legislator 
Krupski also asked an additional question on the issue of groundwater 
recharge and overdrafting and whether the issue has been considered for 
this project.  It was noted that the Suffolk County Department of Public 
Works spoke with Joe Pokorny the chief engineer for Suffolk County 
Water Authority which services the project area. Mr. Pokorny informed 
the Suffolk County Department of Public Works that he did not believe 
the amount of water being removed from the aquifer would have an 
impact on the Suffolk County Water Authority water supply wells.  This 
was based on the magnitude of the wastewater flow being pumped to the 
Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant in comparison to the magnitude of a 



Suffolk County Water Authority pumping well.  
o The possibility of additional connections to the line was also discussed.  It 

was noted that it will be possible for connections to occur along the line 
including in the Village of Islandia but there are no specific identified 
connections at this time.  It was also noted that Suffolk County is working 
on the planning stages to consider connecting the McArthur Airport 
Industrial Park to the sewer line.  Legislator Hahn noted that the 
possibility of other communities connecting to the proposed sewer line 
would result in the project having added environmental benefit.  

o The CEQ also noted that there should be a few edits made to the EAF and 
that Mr. Kaufman would work with the staff to make these edits prior to 
the Legislature reviewing the EAF and making its SEQRA determination 
for this project.    

o The Village Attorney, Mr. Prokop said that he would like to thank the 
County in their efforts in developing the IMA between the County and the 
Village but noted that the IMA has not yet been finalized.  Mr. Prokof also 
asked that the Village’s original comments be taken into account when 
edits are made to the project EAF.   

o The CEQ noted that while at this time the CEQ is reviewing this sewer 
connection project it is important that as Suffolk County considers future 
projects that the County have an overall long term strategy for sewering 
and wastewater treatment. 

 
After the extended discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 
Project Review: 
Recommended Type 1 Actions: 
 

A. Proposed LT Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West 
Sayville Golf Course Property, Town of Islip 

 
Richard Martin, Director of Historic Services, Suffolk County Department of 
Parks, Recreation and Conservation, Dan Murphy, Father of LT Michael Murphy 
and Paul Dobiecki, Architect for the Navy Seal Museum gave a presentation on 
the project. The project involves construction of a new one story 10,500 square 
feet structure and a connected 70 foot tall tower to be located in a cleared area of 
the pinetum (pine tree area) at Suffolk County’s West Sayville Golf Course 
Property.  The proposed structure will be used for a Navy Seal Museum as well as 
for a Navy Sea Cadet Corps Training Facility. The project also includes a new 
egress driveway to West Avenue, a new walkway with display areas and new 
vegetative plantings. 

 
After discussion a motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification 
of the proposed project as a Type 1 Action with a Negative Declaration.  The 



motion included that no ancillary equipment will be placed on the proposed 
museum tower.  The motion was seconded by Legislator Hahn.  Motion carried. 

 
It was discussed that the CEQ as the Historic Trust also needed to do a separate 
resolution for the Suffolk County Historic Trust approval of the proposed LT 
Michael Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West Sayville Golf 
Course Property. 

 
A motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to approve the proposed LT Michael 
Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County’s West Sayville Golf Course with 
the provision that the applicant will continue to work with the Suffolk County 
Parks Department and the Suffolk County Historic Trust Committee on new 
landscaping and on the final design of the museum building. The motion was 
seconded by Hon. Hahn.   Motion carried.  Ms. Spencer abstained. 

 
B. Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the Mitigation of Nitrogen 

Impacts from Wastewater Sources 
 

Kenneth Zegel, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of 
Health Services gave a presentation on the proposed project.  The proposed 
project is for the approval and implementation of a County-wide wastewater 
program to mitigate nitrogen impacts emanating from wastewater sources.  Mr. 
Zegel noted that the Suffolk County Department of Health Services plans to work 
with the CEQ and Legislature to complete a Generic Environmental Impact 
Statement (GEIS) for this project.  It was also noted that the GEIS will include a 
public scoping session.   

 
After discussion a motion was made by Mr. Kaufman to recommend classification 
of the proposed project as a Type 1 Action with a Positive Declaration.  The 
motion was seconded by Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 
Project Review: 
Recommended Unlisted Actions: 

 
C. Proposed Little Creek Stormwater Mitigation Project, Village of Patchogue 

 
Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 
of Economic Development and Planning and Joseph Dean, Superintendent of 
Public Works, Village of Patchogue gave a presentation of the proposed project.  
The proposed project involves the reconstruction of the drainage system at the 
south end of Little Creek to improve drainage capacity.  This reconstruction 
involves the removal and replacement of a check valve vault and three 30” inch 
pipes with three new pipes to be anchored to the bay bottom.  To facilitate 
collection and removal of debris a new headwall is also proposed to be 
constructed approximately 50 feet to the north of the bulkhead.  

 



After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 
 

D. Proposed Clean Lakes Patchogue Project - Patchogue Lake Aerator Installation, 
Village of Patchogue 

 
Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 
of Economic Development and Planning gave a presentation regarding the 
project.  The proposed project involves the installation of four aerators in 
Patchogue Lake for the purpose of increasing the water current to oxygenate, 
aerate and improve the overall water quality of the Lake. 

 
After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 
 

E. Proposed Lake Agawam Stormwater Remediation Phase IV Project, Village of 
Southampton 

 
Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 
of Economic Development and Planning, and Lara Urbat with Nelson Pope & 
Voorhis gave a presentation on the proposed project. The proposed project 
involves the installation of a series of leaching pools along Culver Street and Ox 
Pasture Road in the Village of Southampton to reduce stormwater runoff to Lake 
Agawam.  The drainage systems are proposed to be installed within the road 
right-of-ways and would not result in a change to impervious cover. 

 
After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 

 
F. Proposed Meadow Road Stormwater Management Project, Town of Smithtown  

 
Frank Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department 
of Economic Development and Planning and Allyson Murray, Environmental 
Planner, Town of Smithtown gave a presentation on the proposed project. The 
proposed project involves the construction of a bio-swale along Meadow Road to 
facilitate stormwater management of inputs to Mill Pond, the Nissequogue River 
and the Long Island Sound. 

 
After discussion 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 Ms. Growney.  Motion carried. 
 



A. Proposed Acquisition of Land Under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 
Protection Program – Open Space Component – North Fork Preserve Addition – 
for the Alan S. Gorman DDS, PC 401K Plan Property, Town of Riverhead 
 
Lauretta Fischer, Chief Environmental Analyst, Suffolk County Department of 
Economic Development and Planning gave a presentation on the proposed 
project.  The project involves the acquisition of 5.591+ acres of land by Suffolk 
County under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program and 
its dedication to the Suffolk County Parks Department in order to assure it remain 
in open space for passive recreational use. 

 
After discussion a motion was made by Ms. Growney to recommend 
classification of the proposed project as an Unlisted Action with a Negative 
Declaration.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Russo.  Motion carried. 

 
Project Review: 
 
Recommendations for LADS Report: 
 

Recommendations for Legislative Resolutions Laid on the Table September 7, 
2016. 
 
Mr. Corral noted that the staff’s SEQRA recommendations are listed on the 
September 7, 2016 LADS reports.    

 
Mr. Kaufman made a motion to accept staff recommendations for the September 
7, 2016 Legislative Resolutions.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Growney.  
Motion carried.   

 
 
 
Other Business: 

Ms. Russo, Chair of the CEQ, welcomed and introduced the two newest CEQ 
Members Frank De Rubeis and Michael Doall.  

 
CAC Concerns: 

None 
 
 

Meeting Adjourned 
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Memorandum 
 

To: John Donovan, P.E. 
 
From: Dan O’Rourke, P.G., Mary Anne Taylor, P.E. 
 
Date: November 21, 2016 
 
Subject: Evaluation of Transfer of Sanitary Wastewater from Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur 
Industrial Park to the Bergen Point WWTP  
 

1.0 Background 

Suffolk County residents depend completely on groundwater for their potable water supply. 

Consequently, Suffolk County has long recognized the importance of protecting the aquifer system 

from contaminants that may be introduced by human activity, such as sanitary wastewater. In 

particular, Suffolk County has studied the issue of nitrate contamination from wastewater 

management for decades.  

All groundwater within the County’s aquifer system originates as precipitation that recharges down 

through the ground surface and unsaturated zone to the underlying aquifer. The recharging 

precipitation can carry dissolved contaminants that are introduced by human activity down to the 

aquifer. Sanitary wastewater throughout most of the County is currently discharged to on-site 

wastewater systems, that are typically either septic systems or cesspools. Sanitary wastewater 

discharged to the groundwater can introduce a variety of contaminants to the environment, 

including nitrogen, pathogens and other contaminants such as volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 

phosphates and pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs).   

In response to the need to protect groundwater quality and the County’s water supply, Suffolk 

County has established sanitary sewer districts in some of the most densely developed parts of the 

County, and has constructed systems to collect and treat wastewater and to discharge the treated 

wastewater to either ground or surface waters. The largest of the County’s sewer districts is Sewer 

District No. 3, Southwest. Suffolk County Department of Public Works (SCDPW) owns and operates 

the Bergen Point Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) that is currently permitted to treat up to 

30.5 million gallons per day (MGD) of sanitary wastewater from the Southwest Sewer District 

(SWSD) and contractees. Treated effluent from the Bergen Point WWTP is discharged several miles 

offshore to the Atlantic Ocean.  

Suffolk County’s surface water resources are also groundwater fed. In fact, in undeveloped areas, it 

is estimated that streams received up to 95 percent of their fresh baseflow from groundwater. The 

impacts of groundwater quality on downgradient surface water quality have received increased 
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attention in recent years, as increased nitrogen levels in area surface waters have been linked to 

nitrate levels in the groundwater contributing areas. The need to reduce nitrogen loading to the 

County’s surface water features has underscored the need to reduce the nitrogen loading to 

upgradient groundwater resources. 

Recognizing the need to protect the environment, and responding to community requests for 

downtown re-development and more affordable housing while continuing to protect the County’s 

groundwater supply, Suffolk County has worked to identify areas where investment in sanitary 

sewers and treatment facilities could provide environmental, economic and/or social benefits. 

These areas include the Ronkonkoma Hub and the MacArthur Industrial Park. SCDPW’s plans to 

provide wastewater collection and treatment for development at the Ronkonkoma Hub and 

MacArthur Industrial Park (please see Figure 1) include conveyance of up to 1.6 MGD of sanitary 

wastewater from the study area to the Bergen Point Wastewater WWTP in West Babylon for 

treatment and discharge to the ocean.   

 

Figure 1 Project Study Area 

Provision of wastewater treatment will help to protect groundwater quality in and downgradient of 

the Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial Park study area. However, potential impacts to 

downgradient water quantity must also be considered, as sewering would convey up to 1.6 MGD 

that would have been returned to the aquifer via on-site wastewater systems out of the study area, 
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locally reducing recharge to the aquifer. The purpose of this modeling evaluation is to assess the 

impacts of conveying 1.6 MGD of water that will be pumped from the aquifer and conveyed to the 

Bergen Point WWTP and offshore discharge on both the groundwater table, and on downstream 

surface water resources.  

The Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park study area is currently served by Suffolk County 

Water Authority (SCWA) and is primarily located within their Central Island Intermediate pressure 

zone (zone 12) with southern portions within the South Shore Low pressure zone (zone 1b). The 

SCWA Lincoln Avenue wellfield is immediately to the east of the study area and may be suitable to 

meet additional demand (Table 1; Figure 2). 

Table 1 
SCWA Lincoln Avenue Wellfield Water Supply Wells 

NYSDEC Wellfield 
NYSDEC Authorized 

Capacity (gpm) 
Well 

Number 
Depth (ft) Aquifer 

S-47453 Lincoln Ave 1800 2 450 Magothy 

S-54305 Lincoln Ave 1000 3 313 Magothy 

S-129120 Lincoln Ave 1388 4 448 Magothy 

 

The Main Body flow model assumes recharge to developed properties within each water supply 

distribution zone.  Currently, approximately 0.7 MGD is returned to the aquifer within the study 

area as simulated in the Main Body groundwater flow model. Additional development in the 

Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park area is projected to increase water use to 1.6 MGD.  

Monthly pumpage from the Lincoln Avenue Wellfield from 2012-2013 is shown on Figure 3. For 

purposes of this evaluation it has been assumed that the Lincoln Avenue Wellfield would provide 

the additional supply.  
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Figure 2 SCWA Pressure Zones and Wells Surrounding the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park 
Study Area 
 

The existing groundwater 

flow model simulates 

approximately 0.7 MGD of 

recharge in the study area. 

Therefore, an additional 0.9 

MGD would be required from 

the Lincoln Avenue Wellfield 

(of which 85% of winter 

pumping is recharged to the 

aquifer).  

2.0 Modeling Approach 

Suffolk County developed and 

calibrated a three-

dimensional groundwater 

model to evaluate the impacts 

of construction and operation of 
Figure 3 Average Pumpage from the SCWA Lincoln Avenue Wellfield 
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the SWSD on groundwater levels and stream baseflows in 1996. Model development, calibration 

and application were accomplished in a collaborative process with Suffolk County Department of 

Health Services (SCDHS), Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA), SCDPW, Suffolk County 

Department of Economic Development and Planning and New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). Since that time, the Suffolk County groundwater model has 

been used to support a wide variety of water resource planning, investigation and design projects. 

Through the years, the model has been updated and refined to add additional discretization and 

updated information.  

Most recently, the Main Body Flow model was updated as part of the Suffolk County Comprehensive 

Water Resources Management Plan (2015). Updates to the model included refinement of the finite 

element grid to reduce node spacing to several hundred feet. For consistency with the ongoing 

Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan modeling work, average annual 2012-2013 community water 

supply pumping rates and long term average precipitation data were used to characterize water 

supply pumping and recharge. The remainder of the model framework (e.g., stratigraphy, 

hydrogeologic properties, boundary conditions) is consistent with previous versions of the 

calibrated model. 

The updated Main Body groundwater flow model was then used to estimate the impacts of 

transferring up to 1.6 MGD of sanitary wastewater from the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur 

Industrial Park study area to the Bergen Point WWTP for treatment and ultimate discharge to the 

Atlantic Ocean upon: 

 The groundwater table 

 Downgradient stream baseflows 

 Downgradient stream headwaters locations 

3.0 Model Results 

3.1 Existing (Baseline) Conditions 

The simulated average annual groundwater table under baseline conditions is depicted by Figure 

4. As shown, the average water table ranges from approximately 40 feet above mean sea level in the 

northern part of the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park study area to mean sea level at 

the coastline.  Figure 4 also shows the simulated average start of flowing stream (stream 

headwaters) locations for downgradient streams: 

 Connetquot Brook 

 West Brook 

 Middle Brook 

 Rattlesnake Brook 
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 Green Creek 

 Brown Creek 

 Tuthills Creek and  

 Patchogue River (and tributaries). 

 
Figure 4 Simulated Water Table under Baseline Conditions Showing Model Nodes that Discharge as 
Baseflow to Streams 
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Stream baseflows (e.g., the streamflow derived from groundwater) are summarized on Table 2. 

Only one of the streams is currently gaged by the USGS, the Connetquot Brook. The long-term 

average flow at Connetquot Brook is 21 cubic feet per second (cfs; 

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ny/nwis/current/?type=flow& group_key=basin_cd). The gaging 

station for Connetquot Brook is upstream of the location where the total baseflow shown in Table 

2 is simulated.  The simulated baseflow to Connetquot Brook at the location of the gaging station is 

18 cfs; after accounting for the stormwater runoff contribution, the simulated baseflow is a 

reasonable representation of measured stream flow. 

Table 2 
Simulated Average Annual Baseflow to Streams Downgradient of the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur 
Industrial Park Study Area 

Stream Baseflow (cfs) 

Connetquot Brook 32.11 

West Brook 2.54 

Middle Brook 3.14 

Rattlesnake Brook 7.00 

Green Creek 3.79 

Brown Creek 12.88 

Tuthills Creek 8.26 

Patchogue River (and tribs) 18.06 

 

Projected Post-Sewering Conditions 

The projected average annual groundwater table after sewering is implemented is depicted in 

Figure 5. As shown, the average water table is projected to decline slightly within and 

downgradient of the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park study area.  Figure 6 shows that 

the maximum projected decline in groundwater elevation is projected to be less than 1 foot.    

The water table elevation or depth to groundwater varies both seasonally and annually in response 

to changing precipitation.  The effect of a decline in water table or increased depth to groundwater 

is a site-specific issue.   In general, a long-term decline in groundwater elevation is of most concern 

where the water table is close to the ground surface and where it impacts wetlands or surface 

water features.  Suffolk County’s previous field work at wetlands sites within the SWSD and at a 

control site to the east of the SWSD showed that wetlands vegetation was most sensitive to depth to 

groundwater.  The fresh surface water features downgradient of the proposed Ronkonkoma 

Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park area are also groundwater fed; e.g. the streams are fed by 

groundwater where the water table intersects the ground surface.   

Assuming that the SCWA Lincoln Avenue wellfield provides the increased potable supply to support 

the proposed development to the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park, the maximum 

predicted decline of approximately 0.8 feet would occur in an area where the depth to groundwater  

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ny/nwis/current/?type=flow&
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Figure 5 Simulated Water Table under Sewered Conditions for the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial 
Park Study Area 
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Figure 6 Simulated Water Table Decline Due to Sewering the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park 
Study Area with 1.6 mgd Removed from the Aquifer 
 

is currently over 50 feet and the aquifer thickness is over 1500 feet; the predicted additional 

decline is not expected to have any noticeable impact.  As shown by Figure 7, water levels in a USGS 

monitoring well located just downgradient of the airport have varied by up to 8 feet over the past 

few decades as a result of natural variations in precipitation and seasonal recharge through the 

years. 
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Figure 7 – Natural Variation in Water Table Elevation Downgradient of the Proposed Ronkonkoma 
Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park (Source:  
http://groundwaterwatch.usgs.gov/AWLSites.asp?mt=g&S=404640073050201&ncd=awl ) 
 

Further south, the smaller predicted declines in the water table (e.g., less than 0.2 feet) are 

predicted to result in reductions to minor changes in stream baseflows and lengths of flowing 

stream as described below. 

Evaluation of the impacts of sewering the Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial Park on 

water levels within Lake Ronkonkoma were not part of this study.  Under the conditions simulated, 

the groundwater model projects a water table decline of between 0.2 and 0.4 feet near the Lake.  It 

is not clear whether this would result in a similar decline in lake levels; a more detailed assessment 

considering the Lake bathymetry would be required. 

Figure 8 shows the projected simulated average start of flowing stream (stream headwaters) 

locations for the downgradient streams as compared to baseline conditions. As shown, the most 

significant impact is projected for tributaries to Patchogue River, where the headwaters are 

simulated to move downstream of baseline conditions for both a tributary to Patchogue River and 

West Brook.  Projected stream baseflows (e.g., the streamflow derived from groundwater) after the 

sanitary sewering program is completed are summarized on Table 3.  The most significant impact 

is projected to occur at Patchogue River, Tuthills Creek, Connetquot Brook and West Brook where 

average annual groundwater baseflow is projected to decrease by approximately 2 percent.  

http://groundwaterwatch.usgs.gov/AWLSites.asp?mt=g&S=404640073050201&ncd=awl
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Figure 8 Simulated Discharge Nodes under Baseline and Sewered Conditions 
 

Table 3 
Simulated Baseflows under Long Term Average and Sewered Conditions 

Stream 
Simulated Baseflow (cfs) % 

Reduction Baseline Sewered 

Connetquot Brook 32.11 31.53 1.8% 

West Brook 2.54 2.48 2.4% 

Middle Brook 3.14 3.10 1.3% 

Rattlesnake Brook 7.00 6.91 1.3% 

Green Creek 3.79 3.73 1.6% 

Brown Creek 12.88 12.71 1.3% 

Tuthills Creek 8.26 8.12 1.7% 

Patchogue River (and tribs) 18.06 17.76 1.7% 
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The reductions in stream baseflow predicted to result from sewering would be overshadowed by 

seasonal changes in precipitation and recharge and would not be readily observed, as illustrated by 

Figure 9, which shows the variation in Connetquot Brook discharge over the past several years. 

  

 

Figure 9 – Natural Variation in Connetquot Brook Discharge Downgradient of the Proposed Ronkonkoma 

Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park (Source:  

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ny/nwis/current/?type=flow&group_key=basin_cd ) 

The predicted changes in length of flowing stream are very sensitive to the ground surface 

elevation assigned by the model.  For longer streams in Suffolk County, changes in start of flow of 

thousands of feet throughout the year as a result of natural variation in precipitation and the 

resulting groundwater table have been observed.  Suffolk County monitored several streams within 

the SWSD before sewers were constructed.  The monitored start of flow locations prior to sewering 

showed that the difference between maximum and minimum headwaters locations could vary by 

over a mile as a result of annual and seasonal variations in precipitation.    

Conclusions 

The provision of sanitary sewers for the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial Park 

areas will protect groundwater quality from nitrates and other contaminants introduced to the 

groundwater from on-site wastewater disposal systems.  The groundwater modeling evaluation of 

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ny/nwis/current/?type=flow&group_key=basin_cd
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sewering the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park predicts a potential localized 

groundwater table decline of approximately 0.8 feet.  The predicted decline is negligible with 

respect to the total aquifer thickness of over 1500 feet and would be overshadowed by both annual 

variations in groundwater levels resulting from varying precipitation and seasonal variations in 

groundwater levels resulting from varying recharge.   The predicted water table decline is not 

anticipated to have any impact on the public water supply or on downgradient Suffolk County 

Water Authority wells. 

The simulated water table declines are predicted to result in minor reductions to stream baseflows 

of between 1.3 and 2.4 percent.  These predicted reductions in stream baseflow are much smaller 

than the changes that typically occur in a stream as a result of varying precipitation, seasonal 

recharge and stormwater runoff.   

This evaluation was conducted using the regional groundwater model and assumed conditions of 

future water supply pumping.  Future impacts to the groundwater table and downgradient streams 

may vary if the future water supply is derived from a different location.  The modeling evaluation 

did not incorporate the predicted effects of the trends in increasing precipitation and high intensity 

storm events in the New York area, nor the effects of on-going sea level rise, both of which are 

predicted to increase the groundwater table in coastal areas, and result in increased baseflows to 

south shore streams.   

 

 



Attachment J – Additional Information for EAF Part II, Question 4 - Impacts to 
Groundwater  

Part 3 – Environmental Assessment Form 

Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main Piping Systems –  
Unlisted, Negative Declaration  

Question 4 – Impact on Groundwater 

The Part 2 – EAF correctly indicates that implementation of the proposed action will not result in 
significant adverse impacts to groundwater.  Despite the fact that the impact of discharge of 
treated wastewater from Suffolk County Southwest Sewer District No. 3 (SCSD 3) has been 
evaluated as will be explained below, there have been assertions made that the proposed action 
may adversely affect groundwater as it would contribute to the depletion of groundwater 
necessary for water supply.  Accordingly, this Part 3 – EAF has been prepared to set forth the 
underlying documentation supporting the conclusion that no significant adverse impact to 
groundwater would result from the proposed action.  

First, Suffolk County retained CDM to assess the transfer of sanitary wastewater from 
Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial Park to the Bergen Point WWTP (see Attachment I 
of the EAF Part III).  Key findings included: 

“The provision of sanitary sewers for the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial 
Park areas will protect groundwater quality from nitrates and other contaminants introduced to 
the groundwater from on-site wastewater disposal systems. The groundwater modeling 
evaluation of sewering the Ronkonkoma Hub/MacArthur Industrial Park predicts a potential 
localized groundwater table decline of approximately 0.8 feet. The predicted decline is negligible 
with respect to the total aquifer thickness of over 1500 feet and would be overshadowed by both 
annual variations in groundwater levels resulting from varying precipitation and seasonal 
variations in groundwater levels resulting from varying recharge. The predicted water table 
decline is not anticipated to have any impact on the public water supply or on downgradient 
Suffolk County Water Authority wells.  

The simulated water table declines are predicted to result in minor reductions to stream 
baseflows of between 1.3 and 2.4 percent. These predicted reductions in stream baseflow are 
much smaller than the changes that typically occur in a stream as a result of varying 
precipitation, seasonal recharge and stormwater runoff.  

The reductions in stream baseflow predicted to result from sewering would be overshadowed by 
seasonal changes in precipitation and recharge and would not be readily observed.” 

In addition, the Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) has reviewed the CDM 
Smith Memorandum Dated November 21, 2016 and entitled “Evaluation of Transfer of Sanitary 

Wastewater from Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial Park to the Bergen Point WWTP.” 
The SCDHS believes that the groundwater model used in the evaluation represents the most 



current, state-of-the-art, groundwater modeling tool available in Suffolk County.  In addition, 
SCDHS agrees with the methodology and conclusions provided in the memorandum and concurs 
that: 
 

 The use of sanitary sewers for the proposed Ronkonkoma Hub and MacArthur Industrial 
Park projects will protect groundwater quality from nitrates and other contaminants 
currently introduced through on-site wastewater disposal systems within the project area.  
 

 The predicted change in groundwater table elevation are negligible and would be 
overshadowed by both annual variations in groundwater levels resulting from varying 
precipitation and seasonal variations in groundwater levels resulting from varying 
recharge; and, 
 

 The predicted water table decline will not have a measurable impact on the availability 
of public water or stream baseflow when compared to natural seasonal variation. 

The Suffolk County Water Authority has also advised Hon. Legislator Kara Hahn, Chairman of 
the Suffolk County Environment, Planning and Agriculture Committee in a November 11, 2016 
dated letter to that “Water Authority staff indicated, under the present proposal, a de minimus 
impact on the aquifer and our ability to provide drinking water in the Ronkonkoma capture 
zone.” (see Attachment I of the EAF Part III).    

Moreover, the SEQRA review of the expansion of SCSD 3 by the Suffolk County Department of 
Public Works entitled “Making a SEQRA determination in connection with the proposed 
Department of Public Works Sewer District No. 3 – Southwest-Bergen Point Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Expansion, CP 8183, Town of Brookhaven” indicates that the project constitutes 
an Unlisted Action that will not have significant adverse impacts on the environment. (see 
Attachment D of the EAF Part III) 

Finally, the Suffolk County CEQ evaluated the impact of this proposed action at its meeting on 
September 21, 2016. As part of its project review the CEQ discussed the following topics: 

 The CEQ asked for clarification regarding how the force main will be constructed 
through the Connetquot River Headwaters area. It was discussed that to minimize 
impacts either a pipe jacking process or direction drilling process will be used where the 
force main crosses the Connetquot River headwaters.  It was also discussed that all work 
will be done in the existing road right-of-way.  

 The CEQ Chairwoman Russo summarized a letter received by the CEQ dated September 
20, 2016 from the Town of Brookhaven Supervisor Edward Romaine regarding the 
project.   The letter stated that the Town of Brookhaven is concerned about pumping the 
wastewater for the Ronkonkoma Hub development to the Southwest Sewer District 
instead of the original plan to a construct a Sewage Treatment Plant adjacent to the 
Ronkonkoma Hub Project.  The letter also notes the Supervisor’s concern of groundwater 
being pumped out of the Magothy Aquifer and then being discharged as treated effluent 
to the ocean.  Commissioner Anderson noted that the Suffolk County Department of 
Public Works has looked at the issue of replenishing groundwater and the issue of 



sending wastewater to the Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant.  It was noted by 
Commissioner Anderson that there is a clay lens between the Upper Glacial Aquifer and 
the Magothy Aquifer.  It was also noted that even at full buildout the 1.5 million gallons 
per day that will be pumped to the Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant still represents a 
very small percentage of water not being recharged back into the aquifer.  Legislator 
Krupski also asked an additional question on the issue of groundwater recharge and 
overdrafting and whether the issue has been considered for this project.  It was noted that 
the Suffolk County Department of Public Works spoke with Joe Pokorny the chief 
engineer for Suffolk County Water Authority which services the project area. Mr. 
Pokorny informed the Suffolk County Department of Public Works that he did not 
believe the amount of water being removed from the aquifer would have an impact on the 
Suffolk County Water Authority water supply wells.  This was based on the magnitude of 
the wastewater flow being pumped to the Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant in 
comparison to the magnitude of a Suffolk County Water Authority pumping well.  

 The CEQ discussed the possibility of additional connections to the sewer line.  It was 
noted that it will be possible for connections to occur along the line including in the 
Village of Islandia but there are no specific identified connections at this time.  It was 
also noted that Suffolk County is working on the planning stages to consider connecting 
the McArthur Airport Industrial Park to the sewer line.  The CEQ also discussed the 
possibility of other communities connecting to the proposed sewer line would result in 
the project having added environmental benefit.  

 The CEQ noted that while at this time the CEQ is reviewing this sewer connection 
project it is important that as Suffolk County considers future projects that the County 
have an overall long term strategy for sewering and wastewater treatment. 

Subsequent to those deliberations, the CEQ concluded that implementation of the proposed 
action would not result in significant adverse impacts to groundwater or the water supply. 

Based on the foregoing and the annexed supporting documents, it is clear that implementation of 
the proposed action will not result in significant adverse impacts to groundwater nor will it result 
in significant adverse impacts to the water supply. 

It should also be noted that the Town of Brookhaven Town Board, in its Final Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Transit-Oriented 
Development (FGEIS), which was filed by the aforesaid Town Board on May 22, 2014, 
addressed the potential discharge of sanitary sewage from the Ronkonkoma Hub to an expanded 
SCSD 3, to wit: 

“Response C12-6: 

When first conceived, and as explained and analyzed in the 2010 DGEIS,[1] the 
revitalization of the Ronkonkoma Hub area included the construction of an STP within 
the Town of Brookhaven to solely serve the Ronkonkoma TOD.  The 2010 DGEIS 
explained, among other things, that the then-contemplated Ronkonkoma TOD included 
the construction of an STP, which was shown, at that time, in the southeast portion of the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area (see Figure 24 in the 2010 DGEIS).  Based on the program mix in 



the 2010 DGEIS, the projected sanitary waste volume from then-anticipated new 
development within the Ronkonkoma TOD was 169,000 gpd (see Section 4.2 of the 2010 
DGEIS).  However, the STP was, at that time, proposed to be sized to accommodate all 
land uses within the Ronkonkoma TOD area (projected new development plus existing 
development served by on-site sanitary systems).  Based on the approximately five-acre 
land area on which the STP was proposed to be situated, that facility would have been 
capable of treating 275,000 gallons of sanitary waste per day. An analysis for the STP 
originally contemplated by the Town of Brookhaven was prepared and included in 
Appendix D of the 2010 DGEIS.   

Since the time of preparation of the 2010 DGEIS (and as explained in Section 2.3 of the 
DSGEIS),[2] Suffolk County proposed to establish a sewer district and construct a STP 
on a 7.74-acre property, south of the LIRR tracks, opposite the southeastern portion of 
the Ronkonkoma Hub area.  As part of the development of a new STP, the County was 
proposing to form a new sewer district, which would accommodate sewage from the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area as well as from unsewered areas within the Town of Islip.  The 
new STP was proposed to be sized with an initial capacity of 500,000 gpd with the ability 
to expand to 750,000 gpd.  The capacity was established based upon the approximately 
400,000 gpd anticipated for future development within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, plus 
an additional 100,000 gpd for future connections in the Town of Islip, including, for 
example, potential future connections to MacArthur Airport.  In addition, provisions for 
an additional 250,000 gpd (for a total capacity of 750,000 gpd) were being considered to 
accommodate potential future growth within the sewer district. 

As explained at the DSGEIS hearing, Suffolk County is currently exploring another 
option to handle sewage from the Town of Islip and the Ronkonkoma Hub.  This option 
consists of transporting sanitary waste from Ronkonkoma Hub through a force main 
system connecting to the Southwest Sewer District No. 3 (SWSD#3), where it will be 
treated and disposed of (see correspondence dated March 10, 2014 from Gilbert 
Anderson, P.E., Commissioner of the SCDPW in Appendix G of this FGEIS).  

As explained by Commissioner Anderson (see Appendix G)[3], the SCDPW “will be 
exploring the potential of connecting adjacent communities. The capacity of the current 
system will be sized to handle flows up to 1 million gallons per day.  400,000 gallons per 
day capacity will be reserved for Ronkonkoma Hub.  The remaining 600,000 gallons per 
day is currently available for either Town to connect to.  Discussions have begun with the 
Town of Islip who is very interested in connecting the Airport and possibly other nearby 
areas to the facility.”  The regional sewage issue is a Suffolk County issue, and Suffolk 
County is responsible for complying with SEQRA and its implementing regulations and 
any other applicable laws and regulations.”  

Nothing in the Brookhaven Town Board’s FGEIS (or its entire SEQRA record) raises any 
concerns with respect to groundwater or water supply impacts relating to the option of the 
handling of sewage from the Ronkonkoma Hub by an expanded SCSD 3.    



Also noteworthy is that, in its evaluation of groundwater impacts in the Town Board’s Findings 
Statement for the Ronkonkoma Hub, the Brookhaven Town Board discussed the potential 
handling of sewage from the Ronkonkoma Hub at an expanded SCSD 3.  In this regard, the 
Findings Statement, adopted by the Brookhaven Town Board on June 24, 2104, states, in 
pertinent part: 

“With respect to sanitary flow, the projected sanitary flow upon implementation of the 
proposed action and full development/redevelopment of the Ronkonkoma Hub area in 
accordance with the TOD District, is approximately 400,000 gpd.  As this flow exceeds 
what would be permitted by Article 6 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code in the 
Ronkonkoma Hub area if such sanitary flow was handled by on-site sanitary systems, 
connection to an STP is required. . . 

Subsequent to preparation of the 2010 DGEIS and the DSGEIS, and as explained at the 
DSGEIS hearing and in the FGEIS, Suffolk County is currently exploring another option 
to handle sewage from the Town of Islip and the Ronkonkoma Hub.  This option consists 
of transporting sanitary waste from the Ronkonkoma Hub through a force main system 
connecting to the Southwest Sewer District No. 3 (SWSD#3), where it will be treated and 
disposed of.  According to SCDPW Commissioner Anderson, the SCDPW ‘will be 
exploring the potential of connecting adjacent communities. The capacity of the current 
system will be sized to handle flows up to 1 million gallons per day.  400,000 gallons per 
day capacity will be reserved for Ronkonkoma Hub.  The remaining 600,000 gallons per 
day is currently available for either Town to connect to.  Discussions have begun with the 
Town of Islip who is very interested in connecting the Airport and possibly other nearby 
areas to the facility.’   

To ensure that no significant adverse impacts result from sanitary sewage generated from 
development/redevelopment within the Ronkonkoma Hub area, applicants for 
development/redevelopment therein will be required to provide a letter of sewer 
availability/connection approval (or documentation from the appropriate regulatory 
agency as to the approved method of sanitary discharge) to the Planning Board prior to 
final site plan approval.” 

 
 

 

[1] Refers to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the Town of 
Brookhaven for the Ronkonkoma Hub. 

[2] Refers to the Draft Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the 
Town of Brookhaven for the Ronkonkoma Hub. 

[3] Refers to Appendix G of the Town’s FGEIS 

 



 August 17, 2016 Minutes  September 21, 2016 
 
CEQ RESOLUTION NO.  36-2016, AUTHORIZING ADOPTION OF AUGUST 
17, 2016 CEQ MINUTES  
 
WHEREAS, the Council on Environmental Quality has received and reviewed the 

August 17, 2016 meeting minutes; now, therefore, be it  
 
1st 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 
August 17, 2016. 

 
 
DATED: 9/21/2016 

 
 



 

 PROJECT #: Adoption of Minutes  
 RESOLUTION #: 36-2016 
 DATE: September 21, 2016  
 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 
 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 
Robert Carpenter Jr. ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Frank De Rubeis ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Michael Doall ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Eva Growney  ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Thomas C. Gulbransen  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Hon. Kara Hahn ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Michael Kaufman ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Constance Kepert ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Gloria G. Russo ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Mary Ann Spencer ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Larry Swanson ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
  
Recommendation: Adoption of minutes  
 
Motion:   Mr. Kaufman 
Second:  Ms. Growney 
 
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 



LORIA RUSSO 
CHAIRPERSON 

CEQ 

G

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY ExECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson ~r!)J 

DATE: September 28, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Ronkonkoma Hub Development Sanitary Pumping Station 
and Force Main Piping Systems, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip and Village of 
Islandia 

At its September 21, 2016 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 John Donovan, Chief Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works, the Council 
advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution No. 37-2016, 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 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 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. 37-2016 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. 

En c. 
cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 

Jason A. Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for tbe 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-39-2016 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 37-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
RONKONKOMA HUB DEVELOPMENT SANITARY PUMPING STATION AND 
FORCE MAIN PIPING SYSTEM, TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN, TOWN OF ISLIP 
AND VILLAGE OF ISLANDIA 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 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 John 
Donovan, Chief Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Public Works; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project involves the construction of a sanitary pumping station 
and a seven mile long force main and gravity line piping system to convey the generated 
wastewater from the Ronkonkoma Hub Transit Oriented Development project to the Southwest 
Sewer District No. 3 and ultimately to the existing Bergen Point Sewage Treatment System; and 

WHEREAS, the project is also being designed to allow for possible future connections to 
the proposed pumping station and force main piping system; now, therefore, be it 

151 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 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"" 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 set forth in Title 6 NYCRR 
Part 617.7 which sets forth thresholds for determining significant effect on the 
environment, as demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form; 

2. As demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form, the proposed action 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 of the Suffolk County Charter and Code; 

3. The Town of Brookhaven completed an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Ronkonkoma Hub Transit Oriented Development project and on June 24, 2014 
issued a Finding Statement which identified project mitigations as well as criteria 
under which future actions will be undertaken or approved including subsequent 
SEQRA compliance; 



4. As demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form, there is sufficient capacity 
at the Bergen Point Sewage Treatment Plant for the increased wastewater that will 
result from the proposed project; 

5. The construction of the proposed force main and gravity line will be limited to existing 
road right-of-ways; 

6. To reduce disturbance the force main is proposed to be installed using a pipe jacking 
process instead of an open trench method where the road right-of-way crosses the 
Connetquot River Headwaters; 

7. Road construction work will be conducted in accordance with New York State 
Department of Transportation's Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) 
requirements; 

8. Vehicle access to all commercial entities, educational institutions, government offices 
and private residences will be provided for at all times during construction of the 
force main and gravity line piping systems; 

9. The proposed force main is anticipated to be constructed at a rate of 200 feet per 
day limiting the duration of construction impacts to locations along the proposed 
route of the force main and gravity line piping system; 

10. Roadway restoration will be done in accordance with the applicable town, county or 
state requirements; · 

11 . All necessary project permits/approvals will be obtained from the applicable state, 
county and local regulatory agencies; 

12. Any future connections to the proposed sewer piping system will require approval 
from the Suffolk County Sewer Agency; 

3rd 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: 9/21/2016 



PROJECT#: DPW-39-2016 
RESOLUTION#: 37-2016 

DATE: September 21,2016 

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 181 D D D 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 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D 181 D 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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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Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~ 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed LT Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County's 
West Sayville Golf Course Property, Town oflslip 

At its September 21, 2016 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 Richard 
Mattin, Director of Historic Services, Suffolk County Depattment of Parks, Recreation and Conservation, Dan 
Murphy, Father of LT Michael Murphy and Paul Dobiecki, Architect for the Navy Seal Museum, the Council 
advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution No. 38-2016, 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. 38-2016 Which sets forth the Council's 
recommendations. The project EAF and supporting documentation can be viewed online at 
http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Depattments/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, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner, Depattment of Economic Development and Planning 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 
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Project # PKS-38-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 38-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED L T 
MICHAEL P. MURPHY NAVY SEAL MUSEUM AT SUFFOLK COUNTY'S 
WEST SAYVILLE GOLF COURSE PROPERTY, TOWN OF ISLIP 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Parks, Recreation and Conservation; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Richard 
Martin, Director of Historic Services, Suffolk County Department of Parks, Recreation and 
Conservation, Dan Murphy, Father of L T Michael Murphy and Paul Dobiecki, Architect for the 
Navy Seal Museum; and 

WHEREAS, the project involves construction of a new one story 10,500 square foot 
structure and a connected 70 foot tall tower to be located in a cleared area of the pinetum (pine 
tree area) at Suffolk County's West Sayville Golf Course Property; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed structure will be used for a Navy Seal Museum as well as for 
a Navy Sea Cadet Corps Training Facility; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project also includes a new egress driveway to West Avenue, 
a new walkway with display areas and new vegetative plantings; 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 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"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 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; 

3. No ancillary equipment will be placed on the proposed museum tower; 

4. The proposed action is compatible with the site's historic character and 
consistent with the 2002 Conceptual Site Plan for the Long Island Maritime 
Museum; 
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and, be it further 

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:9/21/2016 
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PROJECT#: PKS-46-16 
RESOLUTION#: 38-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 
CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. ~ D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis ~ D D D D 

Michael Doall ~ D D D D 

Eva Growney ~ D D D D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D ~ D 

Hon. Kara Hahn ~ D D D D 

Michael Kaufman ~ D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D ~ D 

Gloria G. Russo ~ D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer ~ D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D ~ D 

Recommendation: Type I Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Leg. 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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Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 
Philip Berdoltt, Acting Conunissioner Suffolk County Parks 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~ 
DATE: September 21, 2016 

RE: Suffolk County Historic Trust Approval of the Proposed LT Michael P. Murphy 
Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk County's West Sayville Golf Course Property, 
Town of Islip 

At its September 21, 2016 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to 
Article I of the Suffolk County Charter, and based on the information received, as well as that 
given in a presentation by Mr. Martin, Director of Historic Services, Suffolk County Department 
Parks, Recreation and Conservation, Dan Murphy, Father of LT Michael Murphy and Paul 
Dobiecki, Architect for the Navy Seal Museum, the CEQ, as members of the Suffolk County 
Historic Trust, approves the proposed LT Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum at Suffolk 
County's West Sayville Golf Course Property. 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the CEQ Resolution No. 39-2016 which sets forth the 
council's reconunendations. The project 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. 

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 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853·5191 • F: (631) 853--4767 



Project # PKS-38-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 39-2016, RECOMMENATION BY THE HISTORIC 
TRUST TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED LT MICHAEL P. MURPHY NAVY 
SEAL MUSEUM AT SUFFOLK COUNTY'S WEST SAYVILLE GOLF COURSE 
PROPERTY, TOWN OF ISLIP 

WHEREAS, Suffolk County Resolution No. 871-1972 establishes the Suffolk County 
Historic Trust whose membership shall consist of the voting members of the Suffolk County 
Council on Environmental Quality(CEQ); and 

WHEREAS, the West Sayville Golf Course was dedicated to the Suffolk County Historic 
Trust by Legislative Resolution 534-1987; and 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the Proposed LT Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum 
and associated information submitted by the Suffolk County Department of Parks, Recreation 
and Conservation; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Richard 
Martin, Director of Historic Services, Suffolk County Department of Parks, Recreation and 
Conservation, Dan Murphy, Father of L T Michael Murphy and Paul Dobiecki, Architect for the 
Navy Seal Museum; and 

WHEREAS, the project involves construction of a new one story 10,500 square foot 
structure and a connected 70 foot tall tower to be located in a cleared area of the pinetum (pine 
tree area) at Suffolk County's West Sayville Golf Course Property; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed structure will be used for a Navy Seal Museum as well as for 
a Navy Sea Cadet Corps Training Facility; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project also includes a new egress driveway to West Avenue, 
a new walkway with display areas and new vegetative plantings; now, therefore, be it 

1st RESOLVED, that the CEQ, as the Suffolk County Historic Trust, approves the LT 
Michael Murphy Navy Seal Museum with the following provision: 

1. The applicant will continue to work with the Suffolk County Parks Department and the 
Suffolk County Historic Trust Committee on new landscaping and on the final design 
of the museum building. 

DATED:9/21/2016 
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PROJECT#: PKS-46-16 
RESOLUTION#: 39-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

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 181 D D D D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D 181 D 

Hen. Kara Hahn 181 D D D D 

Michael Kaufman 181 D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D 181 D 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer D D 181 D D 

Larry Swanson D D D 181 D 

Recommendation: Approval of the L T Michael P. Murphy Navy Seal Museum 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Leg. 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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GLORIA RUSSO 
CHAIRPERSON 

CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~ 
DATE: September 29, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Suffolk County Wastewater Management Program for the 
Mitigation of Nitrogen Impacts from Wastewater Sources 

At its September 21, 2016 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 Kenneth Zegel, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services, the Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County ExecutiVe, in CEQ Resolution 
No. 40-2016, a copy of which is attached, that the proposed project be considered a Type I Action under 
SEQRA that may have a significant impact on the environment as identified within SEQRA. A Draft 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) should be prepared because the action will exceed the 
criteria set forth in Title 6 NYCRR Part 617.7(c)(l)(vii)(viii)(ix). 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 40-2016 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. 

Enc. 
cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 

Jason Richberg, Clerk of Legislature 
George Nolan, Attorney for the Legislature 
Sarah Lansdale, Director of Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Planner, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 
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Project # PLN-48-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 40-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
SUFFOLK COUNTY WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE 
MITIGATION OF NITROGEN IMPACTS FROM THE WASTEWATER 
SOURCES 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Kenneth 
Zegel, Associate Public Health Engineer, Suffolk County Department of Health Services; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action is for the approval and implementation of a County­
wide wastewater program to mitigate nitrogen impacts emanating from wastewater sources; 
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"d RESOLVED, that based on the information received and presented, a quorum of the 
Council recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, pursuant to 
Chapter 279 of the Suffolk County Code, that the implementation of this action, may have a 
significant impact on the environment as identified within SEQRA, because it will exceed criteria 
in Title 6 NYCRR Part 617.7(c)(1)(vii)(viii)(ix); and, be it further 

3'd RESOLVED, that the CEQ recommends to the Suffolk County Legislature and 
County Executive that a DGEIS be prepared to analyze all of the short term, long term and 
cumulative negative effects on the environment that will result from the proposed action; and, be 
it further 

41
h RESOLVED, that the CEQ shall coordinate a scoping hearing to solicit comments 

from the public in order to focus the DGEIS on potentially significant impacts relevant to the 
community. 

DATED:9/21/2016 
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PROJECT#: PLN-48-16 
RESOLUTION#: 40-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. 181 0 0 D D 

Frank De Rubeis 181 D 0 D D 

Michael Doall 181 D D D D 

Eva Growney 181 D D D D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D 181 D 

Han. Kara Hahn 181 D D D D 

Michael Kaufman 181 D D D D 

Constance Kepert 0 D D 181 D 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D 0 181 D 

Recommendation: Type I Action, Positive Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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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Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY ExECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~ 

DATE: September 30, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Little Creek Stormwater Mitigation Project, Village of 
Patchogue 

At its September 21, 2016 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 representatives from the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 
Planning, the Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution 
No. 41-2016, 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 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 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. 41-2016 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. 

cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 
Jason 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-45-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 41-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
LITTLE CREEK STORMWATER MITIGATION PROJECT, VILLAGE OF 
PATCHOGUE 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Frank 
Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of Economic 
Development and Planning and Joseph Dean, Superintendent of Public Works, Village of 
Patchogue; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project involves the reconstruction of the drainage system at 
the south end of Little Creek to improve drainage capacity; and 

WHEREAS, this reconstruction involves the removal and replacement of a check valve 
vault and three 30" inch pipes with three new pipes to be anchored to the bay bottom; and 

WHEREAS, to facilitate collection and removal of debris a new headwall is also 
proposed to be constructed approximately 50 feet to the north of the bulkhead; now, therefore, 
be it 

151 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 stormwater mitigation 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 set forth in Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617.7 which sets forth thresholds for determining significant adverse impacts on the 
environment, as demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form; 

2. the proposed action 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 of the Suffolk County Charter and Code; 

3. all necessary permits/approvals will be obtained from all applicable state, county, 
town and village regulatory agencies prior to the commencement of project 
construction; 



4. the proposed project will improve drainage capacity at the south end of Little Creek 
and help reduce the potential for flooding and septic system failures adjacent to the 
Creek which will improve the water quality of Little Creek, Patchogue Bay and the 
Great South Bay; 

and, be it further 

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: 9/21/2016 



PROJECT#:PLN-45-2016 
RESOLUTION#: 41-2016 

DATE: September 21,2016 

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 181 D D D 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 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D 181 D 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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 



Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson ~ 
DATE: September 30, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Clean Lakes Patchogue Project- Patchogue Lake Aerator 
Installation, Village of Patchogue 

At its September 21, 2016 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 representatives from the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 
Planning, the Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution 
No. 42-2016, 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 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 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. 42-2016 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. 

cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 
Jason 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 11 111 FLOOR •100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 



Project # PLN-43-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 42-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
CLEAN LAKES PATCHOGUE PROJECT - PATCHOGUE LAKE AERATOR 
INSTALLATION, VILLAGE OF PATCHOGUE 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Frank 
Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of Economic 
Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project involves the installation of four aerators in Patchogue 
Lake for the purpose of increasing the water current to oxygenate, aerate and improve the 
overall water quality of the Lake; 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 stormwater mitigation 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 set forth in Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617.7 which sets forth thresholds for determining significant adverse impacts 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 of the Suffolk County Charter and Code; 

3. all necessary permits/approvals will be obtained from all applicable state, county, 
town and village regulatory agencies prior to the commencement of project 
construction; 

4. the project includes detailed environmental monitoring and analysis to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the project and insure that the project is having the intended effect of 
improving the overall water quality of Patchogue Lake; and, be it further 

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: 9/21/2016 



PROJECT#: PLN-43-2016 
RESOLUTION#: 42-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

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 181 D D D 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 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D 181 D 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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 



Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

CoUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~Jl 
DATE: September 30, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Proposed Lake Agawam Storm water Remediation Phase IV Project, 
Village of Southampton 

At its September 21, 2016 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 representatives from the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 
Planning, the Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution 
No. 43-2016, 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 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 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. 43-2016 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. 

cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 
Jason 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 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • p: (631) 853-5191 



Project # PLN-44-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 43-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE PROPOSED LAKE 
AGAWAM STORMWATER REMEDIATION PHASE IV PROJECT, VILLAGE 
OF SOUTHAMPTON 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Frank 
Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of Economic 
Development and Planning, and Lara Urbat with Nelson Pope & Voorhis; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project involves the installation of a series of leaching pools 
along Culver Street and Ox Pasture Road in the Village of Southampton to reduce stormwater 
runoff to Lake Agawam; and 

WHEREAS, the drainage systems are proposed to be installed within the road right-of­
ways and would not result in a change to impervious cover; 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 stormwater mitigation 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 set forth in Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617. 7, which sets forth thresholds for determining significant adverse impacts on the 
environment, as demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form; 

2. the proposed action 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 necessary permits/approvals will be obtained from all applicable state, county, 
town and village regulatory agencies prior to the commencement of project 
construction; 

4. the proposed action will improve stormwater management for Ox Pasture Road and 
Culver Street which will improve the water quality of Lake Agawam by reducing road 
runoff to the Lake; 



5. the drainage systems are proposed to be installed within the Village road right-of­
ways and will not result in a change to impervious cover; and, be it further 

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: 9/21/2016 



PROJECT#:PLN-44-2016 
RESOLUTION #: 43-2016 

DATE: September 21,2016 

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 181 D D D 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 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D 181 D 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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 



Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~~ 

DATE: September 30, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of tbe Proposed Meadow Road Stormwater Management Project, Town of 
Smithtown 

At its September 21, 2016 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 tbat given in a 
presentation by representatives from tbe Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 
Planning, tbe Council advises tbe Suffolk County Legislature and County Executive, in CEQ Resolution 
No. 44-2016, a copy of which is attached, that the proposed project be considered an Unlisted Action 
under SEQRA tbat will not have significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

If the Legislature concurs with tbe Council on Environmental Quality's recommendation tbat tbe project 
will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, tbe Presiding Officer should cause to be 
brought before tbe Legislature for a vote, a resolution determining that the proposed action is an Unlisted 
Action pursuant to SEQRA tbat will not have significant adverse impacts on tbe environment (negative 
declaration). However, if the Legislature has further environmental concerns regarding this project and 
needs additional information, the Presiding Officer should remand tbe case back to tbe initiating unit for 
the necessary changes to tbe project and EAF or submit a resolution authorizing tbe initiating unit to 
prepare a draft environmental impact statement (positive declaration). 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 44-2016 which sets forth tbe Council's 
recommendations. The project EAF and supporting documentation can be viewed online at 
http://www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Departments/Planning/Boards/CouncilonEnvironmentalQuality. 

cc: All Suffolk County Legislators 
Jason 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 11 1
H FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853·5191 



Project # PLN-4 7-16 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 44-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
MEADOW ROAD STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROJECT, TOWN OF 
SMITHTOWN 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Frank 
Castelli, Environmental Projects Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of Economic 
Development and Planning and Allyson Murray, Environmental Planner, Town of Smithtown; 
and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project involves the construction of a bio-swale along Meadow 
Road to facilitate stormwater management of inputs to Mill Pond, the Nissequogue River and 
the Long Island Sound; now, therefore, be it 

1st 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 stormwater mitigation 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 set forth in Title 6 NYCRR Part 
617.7 which sets forth thresholds for determining significant effect on the 
environment, as demonstrated in the Environmental Assessment Form; 

2. the proposed action 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 of the Suffolk County 
Charter and Code; 

3. all necessary permits/approvals will be obtained from all applicable state, county and 
town regulatory agencies prior to the commencement of project construction; 

4. the proposed project will improve drainage along Meadow Road to facilitate 
stormwater management and improve water quality in Mill Pond, the Nissequogue 
River and the Long Island Sound; and, be it further 

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: 9/21/2016 



PROJECT#: PLN-47 -2016 
RESOLUTION#: 44-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

RECORD OF CEQ RESOLUTION VOTES 

CEQ APPOINTED MEMBERS AYE NAY ABSTAIN NOT PRESENT RECUSED 

Robert Carpenter Jr. ~ D D D D 

Frank De Rubeis ~ D D D D 

Michael Doall ~ D D D D 

Eva Growney ~ D D D D 

Thomas C. Gulbransen D D D ~ D 

Han. Kara Hahn ~ D D D D 

Michael Kaufman ~ D D D D 

Constance Kepert D D D ~ D 

Gloria G. Russo ~ D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer ~ D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D ~ D 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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 



GLORIA RUSSO 
CHAIRPERSON 

CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 

Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM: Gloria Russo, Chairperson~ 

DATE: September 30, 2016 

RE: Proposed Acquisition of Land Under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection 
Program- Open Space Component- North Fork Preserve Addition- for the Alan S. 
Gonnan, DDS, PC401K Plan Property, Town of Riverhead 

At its September 21, 2016 meeting, the CEQ reviewed the above referenced matter. Pursuant to Chapter 
450 of the Suffolk County Code, and based on the infonnation received, as well as that given in a 
presentation by Lauretta Fischer, Chief Environmental Analyst with the Suffolk County Department of 
Economic Development and Planning, the Council advises the Suffolk County Legislature and County 
Executive, in CEQ Resolution No. 45-2016, 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 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 detennining that the proposed action is 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 infonnation is a copy of CEQ Resolution No. 45-2016 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. 

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 11'" FLOOR •100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853·5191 • F: (631)853-4767 



Project # PLN-42-2016 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 45-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING A 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATION AND DETERMINATION FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
CHAPTER 450 OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE FOR THE PROPOSED 
ACQUISITION OF LAND UNDER THE NEW SUFFOLK COUNTY DRINKING 
WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM - OPEN SPACE COMPONENT- NORTH 
FORK PRESERVE ADDITION - FOR THE ALAN S. GORMAN DDS, PC 401 K 
PLAN PROPERTY, TOWN OF RIVERHEAD 

WHEREAS, at its September 21, 2016 meeting, the Suffolk County Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reviewed the EAF and associated information submitted by the 
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, a presentation regarding the project was given at the meeting by Lauretta 
Fischer, Chief Environmental Analyst, with the Suffolk County Department of Economic 
Development and Planning; and 

WHEREAS, the project involves the acquisition of 5.591± acres of land by Suffolk 
County under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection Program and its dedication to 
the Suffolk County Parks Department in order to assure it remain in open space for passive 
recreational use; now, therefore, be it 

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 activity 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 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 of 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 proposed use of the subject parcel(s) is passive parks; 

3. If not acquired, the property will most likely be developed for residential 
purposes; incurring far greater environmental impact than the proposed 
acquisition and preservation of the site would have; 

and, be it further 

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: 9/21/2016 



PROJECT#: 42-2016 
RESOLUTION #: 45-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

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 181 D D D 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 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D 0 D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 0 D 0 D 

Larry Swanson 0 D 0 181 0 

Recommendation: Unlisted Action, Negative Declaration 

Motion: Ms. Growney 
Second: Ms. Russo 

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 



Gloria Russo 
Chairperson 
CEQ 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
COUNTY ExECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Steven Bellone, Suffolk County Executive 
Honorable DuWayne Gregory, Presiding Officer 

FROM:· Gloria Russo, Chairperso~ 

DATE: September 30, 2016 

RE: CEQ Review of the Recommended SEQRA Classifications of Legislative Resolutions 
Laid on the Table September 7, 2016 

At its September 21, 2016 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. 46-2016, a copy of which is 
attached, that the enclosed list of legislative resolutions laid on the table September 7, 2016, 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. 46-2016 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 Plarming, Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Andrew Freleng, Chief Plarmer, Department of Economic Development and Plarming 
Dennis Brown, Suffolk County Attorney 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11lll FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIALHWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



Project# PLN-41-2016 September 21, 2016 

CEQ RESOLUTION NO. 46-2016, RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING 
SEQRA CLASSIFICATIONS OF LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTIONS LAID ON THE 
TABLE SEPTEMBER 7, 2016 PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 450 OF THE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY CODE 

WHEREAS, the legislative packets regarding resolutions laid on the table on September 
7, 2016 have been received in the CEQ office; and 

WHEREAS, staff has preliminarily reviewed the proposed resolutions and recommended 
SEQRA classifications; now, therefore, be it 

151 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 list of actions 
and projects be classified by the Legislature and County Executive pursuant to SEQRA as so 
indicated. 

DATED: 9/21/2016 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING 11TH FLOOR • 100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NV 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



PROJECT#: PLN-41 -2016 
RESOLUTION #: 46-2016 

DATE: September 21, 2016 

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 181 D D D 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 

Gloria G. Russo 181 D D D D 

Mary Ann Spencer 181 D D D D 

Larry Swanson D D D 181 D 

Motion: Mr. Kaufman 
Second: Ms. Growney 

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 

H. LEE DENNISON BUJl.DING 11TH FLOOR •100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY., HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788 • P: (631) 853-5191 • F: (631) 853-4767 



L A I D  O N  T H E  T A B L E  S E P T E M B E R  7 , 2 0 1 6  
LADS REPORT PREPARED BY: 

Keisha Jacobs 
(Revised 9/6/2016) 

 
1770. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Section 72-h of the General 

Municipal Law Town of Brookhaven (SCTM No. 0209-021.00-04.00-041.000). 
(Browning)  WAYS & MEANS 

  
1771. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Local Law to terminate alarm system registration 

fee. (Trotta) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1772. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Local Law to enhance enforcement of smoking 

restrictions at multiple dwelling buildings. (Martinez) HEALTH 
  
1773. Approving payment to General Code Publishers for Administrative Code pages. 

(Pres. Off.) WAYS & MEANS 
  
1774. Appoint member to the Suffolk County Community College Board of Trustees (E. 

Christopher Murray). (Hahn) EDUCATION AND HUMAN SERVICES 
  
1775. Appointing Dennis Whittam as a member of the Suffolk County Vocational, 

Education, and Extension Board. (Hahn) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1776. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Local Law to ensure fair employment in Suffolk 

County. (Pres. Off.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1777. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Local Law to require safe storage of firearms. 

(Pres. Off.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1778. Appropriating funds in connection with improvements to the County Correctional   

Facility C – 141 - Riverhead (CP 3014). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1779. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) - open space component - for 
the Tuccio property – Peconic River Greenbelt addition - Town of Riverhead - 
(SCTM No. 0600-128.00-03.00-049.000). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, 
PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1780. To readjust, compromise, and grant refunds and chargebacks on correction or 

errors/County Comptroller by: County Legislature No. 449-2016. (Co. Exec.) 
BUDGET AND FINANCE 

  
1781. 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 – Little Bing LLC and Big Bing LLC Farm property – Town 
of Southold (SCTM No. 1000-095.00-01.00-007.002 p/o and 1000-095.00-01.00-
008.003 p/o). (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 9/7/2016** 

  
  
  
  
  

Unlisted Action 
 

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) 
(1)(2)(20)(25)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 
Programmatic 
SEQRA Complete 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(21)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 



1782. Accepting and appropriating 100% federal grant funds passed through the New 
York State Governor’s Traffic Safety Committee in the amount of $59,000 for the 
New York State Highway Safety Program for the Suffolk County Office of the 
Medical Examiner, Toxicology Laboratory and to execute grant related 
agreements. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1783. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) - open space component - for 
the Estate Riehl property – Manorville Hills addition - Pine Barrens Core  Town of 
Brookhaven - (SCTM Nos. 0200-511.00-06.00-065.000 and 0200-511.00-06.00-
067.000). (Co. Exec.)  ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1784. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Suffolk County Drinking Water 

Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) - open space component - for 
the Weinzettle property - Mastic Shirley Conservation Area (Town of Brookhaven - 
SCTM Nos. 0209-037.00-01.00-007.000, 0209-037.00-01.00-009.000 and 0209-
037.00-01.00-012.000). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1785. Approving the reappointment of Michael Murtha as a member of the Suffolk County 

Home Improvement Contracting Board. (Co. Exec.) SENIORS AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 

  
1786. Approving the reappointment of Sean Brennan as a member of the Suffolk County 

Home Improvement Contracting Board. (Co. Exec.) SENIORS AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 

  
1787. Approving the reappointment of Steve Macchio as a member of the Suffolk County 

Commercial, Industrial, Residential Septic Tank/Sewer Drain Treatment, Bacteria 
Additives and Maintenance Board. (Co. Exec.) SENIORS AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 

  
1788. Appropriating funds in connection with the Renovation of Kreiling Hall - Ammerman 

Campus (CP 2114). (Co. Exec.) EDUCATION AND HUMAN SERVICES 
  
1789. Amending the 2016 Operating Budget and appropriating funds in connection with 

bonding for a settlement for a liability case against the County. (Co. Exec.) 
**WITHDRAWN AS OF 9/6/2016** 

  
1790. Amending the 2016 Operating Budget and appropriating funds in connection with 

bonding for a settlement for a liability case against the County. (Co. Exec.) 
**WITHDRAWN AS OF 9/6/2016** 

  
1791. Accepting and appropriating 50% federal pass-through grant funds from the NYS 

Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Services in the amount of $564,390 
for the “Local Emergency Management Performance Grant (LEMPG) FY2016” 
administered by the Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency 
Services. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1792. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Annemarie Pettinato (SCTM No.  
0200-521.00-03.00-007.001). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

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) 

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) 
(1)(2)(20)(25)(27) 

N/A 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

N/A 

Unlisted Action 
 



1793. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 
under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Candace M. Bayram (SCTM No.  
0200-642.00-03.00-047.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1794. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Susanne Warren, as administrator 
of the Estate of Exum C. Warren (SCTM No. 0100-054.00-03.00-020.000). (Co. 
Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1795. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Estate of Geneva Dunbar, by 
public administrator of Queens County, Lois M. Rosenblatt (SCTM No. 0302-
003.00-08.00-007.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1796. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Irene Anderson, Geraldine Darby 
and Georgia Durington, as successors and Heirs of the Estate of Julia S. King 
a/k/a Julia Klein (SCTM No.  0300-180.00-01.00-011.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & 
MEANS 

  
1797. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Jill M. Spillett, as administrator of 
the Estate of Lillian McMahon (SCTM No. 0200-403.00-08.00-187.000). (Co. 
Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1798. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Goals & Benefits, Inc. (SCTM No.  
0900-295.00-01.00-010.009, 0900-295.00-01.00-010.019 and 0900-295.00-01.00-
010.022). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1799. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act John Criscione and Ryan 
McGroary, as joint tenants with rights of survivorship (SCTM No. 0204-004.00-
04.00-026.002). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1800. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Joseph Giordano (SCTM No.  
0204-019.00-04.00-050.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1801. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Rupraj Realty, LLC (SCTM No.  
0200-441.00-03.00-019.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1802. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Sampson Estates (SCTM No.  
0209-002.00-01.00-024.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1803. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Virginia P. Viette (SCTM No.  
0400-061.00-03.00-009.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
  
  

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

 
Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 
 

Unlisted Action 
 



1804. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 
under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act William M. Boyle and Geraldine A. 
Boyle, his wife (SCTM No. 0200-241.20-01.00-019.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & 
MEANS 

  
1805. Authorizing the transfer of certain properties from the Suffolk County Department 

of Public Works to the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and 
Planning, Division of Real Property Acquisition and Management (SCTM Nos. 
0200-140.00-04.00-030.000; 0200-420.00-02.00-009.000; 0400-146.00-01.00-
009.000; and 0600-084.00-04.00-039.000). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, 
TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1806. Amending the 2016 Adopted Operating Budget to accept and appropriate 

additional Federal and State Aid from the New York State Office of Alcoholism and 
Substance Abuse Services (NYS OASAS) to various contract agencies for a Cost- 
Of-Living Adjustment (COLA). (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 

  
1807. Appropriating funds in connection with the Environmental Quality Geographic 

Information and Database Management System (CP 4081). (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 
  
1808. Accepting and appropriating 8% New York State and 92% federal pass-through   

grant funds from the New York State Department of Health in the amount of 
$122,066 for the Children With Special Health Care Needs (“CWSHCN”) Program 
administered by the Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Division of 
Children with Special Needs and to execute grant related agreements. (Co. Exec.) 
HEALTH 

  
1809. Accepting and appropriating 100% grant funds from New York State Department of 

Health in the amount of $35,921 for the Maternal and Infant Community Health 
Collaborative (“MICHC”) Program administered by the Suffolk County Department 
of Health Services, Division of Patient Care Services for a Cost-Of-Living 
Adjustment (COLA). (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 

  
1810. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Section 72-h of the General 

Municipal Law (Town of East Hampton) (SCTM No. 0300-155.00-01.00-030.000). 
(Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1811. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Section 72-h of the General 

Municipal Law (Town of East Hampton) (SCTM No. 0300-155.00-01.00-031.000). 
(Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1812. Honoring an American Hero, Army Ranger Sgt. Jason Santora, by renaming a 

portion of County Road 16. (Muratore) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION 
AND ENERGY 

  
1813. Reappoint member to the Suffolk County Board of Trustees of Parks, Recreation, 

and Conservation (Arthur Leudesdorf). (Krupski) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1814. Designating the week of September 5th through September 11th as “Suicide 

Prevention Week” in Suffolk County. (Hahn) **ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 
9/7/2016** 

  
  

Unlisted Action 
 

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)(25)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

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) 



1815. Transferring Assessment Stabilization Reserve Funds to the capital fund, 
amending the 2016 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating funds for 
Chemical Bulk Storage Facilities for Sanitary Facilities in Suffolk County Sewer 
Districts (CP 8178). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY 

  
1816. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $137,025 in federal pass-

through funding from the State of New York Governor’s Traffic Safety Committee 
to provide enhanced enforcement of motor vehicle and traffic laws and regulations 
with 79.6% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1817. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $20,500 in federal pass-

through funding from the State of New York Governor’s Traffic Safety Committee, 
for the Suffolk County Police Department’s Motorcycle Safety Enforcement and 
Education Program with 79.8% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1818. Transferring Assessment Stabilization Reserve Funds to the capital fund, 

amending the 2016 Capital Budget and Program, and appropriating funds for 
Safety and Security Improvements for Sanitary Facilities in Suffolk County Sewer 
Districts (CP 8103). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY 

  
1819. Authorizing the County Executive to execute a revised agreement with the Islip 

Foreign Trade Zone Authority. (Co. Exec.) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
  
1820. Transferring 100% grant funding in the amount of $1,000 awarded by the US 

Department of Justice to the Suffolk County Probation Department. (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1821. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 11 – Selden (CP 8117). (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1822. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

increase, improvement and extension to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 18 – 
Hauppauge Industrial (CP 8126). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, 
TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1823. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 7 – Medford (CP 8150). (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1824. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 10 – Stony Brook (CP 8175). 
(Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1825. Transferring Southwest Stabilization Reserve Funds to the capital fund, amending 

the 2016 Operating Budget, and appropriating funds for improvements to Sludge 
Treatment and Disposal at Suffolk County Sewer District No. 3 – Southwest (CP 
8180) (Co. Exec.). PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
  
  

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 903-2003 

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 107-2016 

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 37-2015 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 716-2004 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 510-2012 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 511-2012 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 122-2012 
 



1826. Transferring Southwest Stabilization Reserve Funds to the capital fund, amending 
the 2016 Operating Budget, and appropriating funds for Inflow/Infiltration 
Study/Rehabilitation and Interceptor Monitoring at Suffolk County Sewer District 
No. 3 – Southwest (CP 8181). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION 
AND ENERGY 

  
1827. A resolution making certain findings and determinations and issuing an order in 

relation to the increase and improvement of facilities for Sewer District No. 7 – 
Medford (CP 8194). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY 

  
1828. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Local Law No. 13-1976 David 

Bentley-Garfinkel and Allison R. Jeanes, as husband and wife (SCTM No. 0500-
430.00-09.00-039.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1829. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Section 72-h of the General 

Municipal Law (Town of Brookhaven) (SCTM No. 0200-984.40-02.00-041.000). 
(Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1830. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Section 72-h of the General 

Municipal Law (Town of Brookhaven) (SCTM No. 0200-984.40-02.00-043.000). 
(Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1831. Approving the reappointment of Rabbi Dr. Steven A. Moss as Chair of the Suffolk 

County Human Rights Commission. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1832. Approving the reappointment of Augustus G. Mantia, M.D. to the Suffolk County 

Human Rights Commission. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1833. Approving the reappointment of Mark J. Epstein, Esq. to the Suffolk County Human 

Rights Commission. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1834. Approving the reappointment of Dr. Yu-Wan Wang to the Suffolk County Human 

Rights Commission. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1835. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 14 – Parkland (CP 8151). (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1836. Approving a license agreement for Bill Stegemann to reside at the Scully Estate 

County Park, Islip. (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1837. Accepting and appropriating a supplemental award of federal funding in the 

amount of $16,500 from the Department of Homeland Security, United States 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), for the Suffolk County Police 
Department’s participation in the ICE El Dorado Task Force with 79.4% support. 
(Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1838. Accepting and appropriating a grant sub-award from the Research Foundation for 

the State University of New York for the project entitled, “Constructive 
Convergences”,100% reimbursed by state funds at Suffolk County Community 
College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 

  

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 154-2011 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

Unlisted Action 
 

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 265-2005 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 



1839. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $173,900 from the 
United States Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, for the 
Suffolk County Police Department’s participation in the IRS STEPP (Suffolk-
Treasury Enhanced Prosecution Program) Program with 86.07% support. (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1840. Accepting and appropriating an award of federal funding in the amount of $15,678 

from the United States Department of Justice, U.S. Marshals Service, for the 
Suffolk County Police Department’s participation in Operation Safe Summer 2016 
with 79.39% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1841. Accepting and appropriating grant funds in the amount of $424,975 from the United 

States Department of Transportation, Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, 
for a dedicated Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Enforcement Project with 80% 
support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1842. Authorizing the retirement and use of Workforce Housing Development Rights 

banked in the Suffolk County Save Open Space Bond Act Workforce Housing 
transfer of Development Rights Program Registry for use in the development of 
affordable housing in Brentwood. (Co. Exec.) GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1843. Donating surplus emergency Meals Ready to Eat (MREs) to recognize not-for-

profit entities providing relief to Suffolk County residents in need. (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1844. Accepting and appropriating a grant award from the State University of New York 

(SUNY), for an Innovative Instruction Technology Grant (IITG) entitled, “Expanding 
Mobile Makerspaces to Enhance Learning throughout Suffolk County Community 
College”, 100% reimbursed by state funds at Suffolk County Community College. 
(Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 

  
1845. Accepting and appropriating a grant award from the U.S. Department of Labor, 

Employment and Training Administration (DOL/ETA), for the H-1B TechHire 
Partnership grant, 100% reimbursed by federal funds at Suffolk County Community 
College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 

  
1846. Accepting and appropriating a grant award amendment from the State University of 

New York for an Educational Opportunity Program, 100% reimbursed by state 
funds at Suffolk County Community College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 
9/7/2016** 

  
1847. Accepting and appropriating a grant sub-award amendment from the research 

foundation for the State University of New York, Stony Brook University, the prime 
recipient of a grant award from the National Institute of General Medical Sciences, 
for a project entitled, “BioPREP: Biology Partnership in Research and Education 
Programs”, 100% reimbursed by federal funds at Suffolk County Community 
College. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 

  
1848. Increasing the amount of the petty cash fund for the Suffolk County Traffic and 

Parking Violations Agency. (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 
  

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) 

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) 



1849. Confirming the appointment of the Commissioner of Parks, Recreation and 
Conservation (Phillip A. Berdolt). (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 

  
1850. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Local Law to amend Section A13-10 of the 

Suffolk County Administrative Code to authorize the use of property held by the 
Police Property Bureau in law enforcement operations. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC 
SAFETY 

  
1851. Adopting Local Law No.  -2016, A Local Law to authorize the indemnification and 

defense of traffic prosecutors providing services at the Suffolk County Traffic and 
Parking Violations Agency. (Co. Exec.) GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1852. Adopting Local Law No.  -2016, A Local Law amending Chapter 77 of the Suffolk 

County Code to clarify application of the Suffolk County Ethics Code to former 
County employees. (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS 

  
1853. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Charter Law to ensure revenue replacement. 

(Co. Exec.) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1854. Making a SEQRA positive declaration in connection with the Suffolk County 

Wastewater Management Program for the mitigation of nitrogen impacts from 
wastewater sources. (Pres. Off.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING  AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1855. Developing A Comprehensive Renewable Energy Construction Plan for Suffolk 

County. (Browning) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
  
1856. Authorizing Comptroller to fill vacant position (Account Clerk Typist, Position 

Control Number 01-1315-0300-0560). (McCaffrey) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1857. Authorizing Comptroller to fill vacant position (Senior Account Clerk, Position 

Control Number 01-1315-0500-0635). (McCaffrey) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1858. Authorizing Comptroller to fill vacant position (Account Clerk, Position Control 

Number 01-1315-0500-0651). (McCaffrey) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
1859. Authorizing the replacement of the Eastern  Boat  Pump-Out Station at the 

County’s Shinnecock Marina, using the New Enhanced Suffolk County Water 
Quality Protection Program funds (CP 8733). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, 
PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1860. Authorizing the construction of the Clean Lakes in Patchogue project, using the 

New Enhanced Suffolk County Water Quality Protection Program funds. (Co. 
Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1861. Authorizing the reconstruction of the Riverside Roundabout, Riverhead, using the 

New Enhanced Suffolk County Water Quality Protection Program funds (CP 8733). 
(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) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type I/Positive 
Declaration  

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(21)(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) 
(2)(20)(27) 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 926-2015 



1862. Authorizing the Mud Creek Mitigation Stormwater Improvements and Stream 
Restoration, Town of Brookhaven, using the New Enhanced Suffolk County Water 
Quality Protection Program funds (CP 8733). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, 
PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1863. Authorizing the construction of a Stormwater Mitigation Project at Little Creek, 

Village of Patchogue, using the New Enhanced Suffolk County Water Quality 
Protection Program funds. (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1864. Authorizing the construction of the Mud Creek Watershed Aquatic Ecosystem 

Restoration Project at Mud Creek County Park, Town of Brookhaven, using the 
New Enhanced Suffolk County Water Quality Protection Program funds (CP 8733). 
(Co. Exec.)  ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1865. Authorizing the Lake Agawam Stormwater Remediation Phase IV Project within 

the Village of Southampton, using the New Enhanced Suffolk County Water 
Quality Protection Program funds. (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1866. Amending Bond Resolution No. 710-2016, adopted on July 26, 2016, relating to 

the authorization of the issuance of $150,000 bonds to finance a portion of the 
planning and surveying costs associated with the Port Jefferson-Wading River 
Rails to Trails Pedestrian and Bicycle Path (CP 5903.112 PIN 075816). (Co. Exec.) 
**ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 

  
1867. Requiring the Department of Public Works to provide notice of certain capital 

projects to towns and villages. (Fleming) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION 
AND ENERGY 

  
1868. Authorizing use of the Suffolk County Environmental Center by the Rotary Club of 

Bay Shore for its Fall Kick-Off Gala Fundraiser. (Co. Exec.) **ADOPTED WITH 
C/N ON 9/7/2016** 

  
1869. Authorizing use of the Suffolk County Environmental Center by the Islip Chamber 

of Commerce for it’s A Taste of the South Shore Fundraiser. (Co. Exec.) 
**ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 9/7/2016** 

  
1870. To expand the scope of the Energy Utility Legislative Oversight Committee. 

(Martinez) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
  
1871. Amending the 2016 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 

  
1872. Amending the 2016 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating funds in 

connection with Sayville extension (CP 8106). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, 
TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1873. Amending the 2016 Operating Budget to provide funding for the William Floyd 

Community Summit. (Browning) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
  

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 675-2015 

Unlisted 
Action/Negative 
Declaration 

SEQRA 
Completed by SC 
Reso 675-2015 

Unlisted 
Action/Negative 
Declaration 
 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(18)(20)(21)(27) 

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) 
(15)(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(18)(20)(21)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(20)(27) 

Type II Action 
6 NYCRR 617.5(c) 
(18)(20)(21)(27) 



1874. To appoint member of the Suffolk County Planning Commission (John A. 
Condzella). (Co. Exec.)  ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1875. Adopting Local Law No. -2016, A Local Law to improve the County Alarm 

Permitting Process. (Hahn) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  

PROCEDURAL MOTIONS 
  
PM18. Setting land acquisition priorities in accordance with “AAA Program” requirements 

(2016 - Phase II). (Hahn) **ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 
  
PM19. Procedural resolution apportioning mortgage tax by: County Comptroller. (Pres. 

Off.)  **ADOPTED ON 9/7/2016** 
 

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) 
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