The Meadows at Yaphank
PDD Application
Final GEIS

development. With respect to building heights, the Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS
Plan notes:

Under the PDD Plan, hotel/office buildings up to 5 stories/75 feet; apartments/condominiums up to 4
stories/65 feet; townhouses up to 3 stories/45 feet; retail space up to 2 stories/35 feet.

Town Code Section 85-340C (Planned Development District) allows the Town Board and
Planning Board to vary the dimensional requirements of an underlying zoning district when
approving a PDD.

The Town Board may require a covenant to ensure that the workforce units and the households
that occupy them will be and remain affordable to seniors, and are only to be occupied by
qualified households, as defined by the Town.

1.3.4 Parking, Vehicle Access and Mitigation

Parking
Enough parking to serve each use will be provided. Parking areas for the Town park will be

provided, separate from the parking areas for residential and commercial uses.

Based on the Town Code and absent the use of the PDD concept, development of the proposed
project would require a minimum of 1,473 spaces for the residential component and, based upon
the specific uses and yields in the office/flex spaces, 5,095 spaces for the commercial area
(Table 1-3). However, parking standards for a PDD are flexible and are based on the shared
parking of particular uses, types and yields (and whose hours of peak parking need would not
coincide, so that spaces in an area serving one use would be available for occupancy by drivers
associated with a differing use), to be established based on a project-specific analysis (see
below). Based upon the type of development proposed, it is expected that the parking spaces
proposed under the PDD parking standards will be sufficient for the residents, commercial
patrons, employees and visitors. During the start of each future Phase after Phase 1, prior to site
plan approval of said future Phase(s), an updated parking study will be prepared, with analysis to
verify existing parking demand patterns in order to confirm that mitigation measures as planned
are sufficient.

Parking for the residential areas would be provided in on-street, parallel and head-in parking
stalls, distributed along the abutting internal roadways, as well as off-street areas such as
driveways, alleys and garages. It is expected that some of the units may be provided with an
attached one- or two-car garage.
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Table 1-3
PARKING
Revised Plan
Use Minimum Required Spaces (per Recommended Parking per
Town Code & Existing Zoning) Revised Plan
Residential, age-restricted (303 units) | 1.25 spaces/unit 379 spaces | 0.75 spaces/unit + 0.5 spaces/bed
Residential, other (547 units) 2 spaces/unit 1,094 spaces 1 space/unit + 0.5 spaces/bed
Commercial Center (324,000 SF) 1 space/175 SF 1,852 spaces 1 space/200 SF
Office (375,000 SF) ™ 1 space/150 SF | 2,500 spaces 1 space/250 SF
Hotel (220 rooms) 1 space/room 220 spaces 1 space/room
Office/Flex Space (175,000 SF) @ 1 space/400 SF 438 spaces 1 space/1,000 SF
Bank space (3,500 SF) 1 space/100 SF 35 spaces 1 space/200 SF
Restaurant space (5,000 SF) 1 space/100 SF 50 spaces 1 space/100 SF
TOTAL 6,568 spaces

(1) Includes 300,000 SF of Office use plus maximum 30% allowed (up to 75,000 SF) of Office/Flex space.
(2) Represents remaining Warehouse use portion of Office/Flex space, as minimum 70% of Office/Flex space.

Vehicle Access

These remain unchanged from the prior plan. There will be two access points from CR 46; one
directly into the eastern parcel (through Meadows Boulevard East for both northbound and
southbound entering and southbound exiting traffic), and indirectly for both parcels from
Yaphank-Woods Boulevard. There will be one access to the eastern parcel’s northern side from
this roadway. Yaphank-Woods Boulevard will continue to terminate at the northeastern corner
of the western parcel, from this point, an internal link (on the existing roadway along the eastern
parcel’s western border) will intersect the LIE North Service Road, which will also provide two
accesses to the eastern parcel (on its western border) and the western parcel (at three widely-
spaces locations, to the western parcel’s eastern side). The intersection of this internal access
road at the LIE North Service Road will be configured for westbound entering and exiting traffic
only. One of the eastern parcel’s western accesses and one of the western parcel’s eastern
accesses will be aligned opposite each other, so that a common traffic circle will be formed along
the internal roadway linking the two parcels.

Proposed Emergency Yaphank Fire Department Access

Figure 3-7 of the Draft GEIS depicts the route of a potential emergency fire access to the project
site, via Main Street and through the Town-owned Greenbelt. This potential alignment is
intended to provide a means of access for the Yaphank Fire Department to access and reduce
response times to the site. The access to the anticipated 18-foot wide stabilized access roadway
would be controlled via a fire access gate.

The route of this access utilizes an existing cleared roadway. The route was reportedly utilized
as a second means of access to the former Suffolk Meadows Racetrack through Main Street.

Inspection of the 1,600-foot route indicates that the existing cleared portion of the roadway
varies from 20 feet to 37 feet in width from the paved section of the LIE North Service Road and
north. The Town may engage in minor activities needed to re-establish this access route on
municipal land for public safety purposes that would allow faster response time to the proposed
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project as well as Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines. The applicant will assist with facilitating
the re-establishment of this access upon request by the Town and the project design provides the
opportunity for this connection to and through the project site.

Traffic Mitigation

Section 3.2.3 of the Draft GEIS presented a listing of the roadway improvements deemed
necessary for the prior-proposed plan. Based on a review of the revised plan and an associated
traffic engineering analysis, the project’s traffic engineer has stated the following:

A preliminary construction phasing plan was previously developed, as part of the prior proposal.
Based on the applicant’s review of market conditions, that proposed phasing plan is being modified
slightly for the revised plan. As a result of this change, the timing of the residential and office
portions of the revised plan will be modified from that as described in the Draft GEIS. A comparative
summary of the previous and current phasing schedule is shown below.

Phase Prior Phasing Plan Revised Phasing Plan Mitigation

e Widen Yaphank-Woods Boulevard
eastbound approach to provide an
additional left turn lane. The existing

1 304 residential units e 425 residential units 9-foot northbound left turn lane will
51,200 SF retail e 51,200 SF retail be widened slightly to accommodate
a full 12-foot wide left turn lane.

e Provide right-in/right out driveway
onto CR 46.

e Widen the northeast loop ramp from
CR 46 northbound to the LIE North

416 residential units e 225 residential units Service Road westbound from one to
2 150,000 SF office/flex | « 150,000 SF two lanes.
space office/flex space e Construct a new public roadway
between Yaphank-Woods Blvd. and
the LIE North Service Road.

e Construct a new  signalized
intersection at the proposed main site
driveway onto CR 46. Coordinate the

3 130 residential units e 200 residential units traffic signal with the existing signal
276,300 SF retail e 276,300 SF retail at the intersection of CR 46/Yaphank-
Woods Blvd.
e Improvements to westbound LIE
access from LIE North Service Road.
150,000 SF office/flex e Widen the eastbound LIE off-ramp
4 space e hotel onto the South Service Road from
hotel e restaurant one lane to two lanes to accommodate
restaurant the off-ramp volume.
5 250,000 SF office/flex | = 400,000 SF N/A; mitigation fully implemented
space office/flex space during Phase 4.

The proposed mitigation remains the same as for the prior phasing plan, though actual development
and mitigation may vary based on market conditions. If actual development varies from the proposed
phasing schedule, the applicant will provide to the Town, during site plan review, updated traffic
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volumes. These traffic volumes will be utilized to determine the required mitigation (if any), based
upon the projected Trip Generation of the actual development.

1.3.5 Clearing, Grading and Drainage

Clearing and Grading

Development on the combined eastern/western parcels has intentionally been designed to occur
on those areas that were previously used and/or cleared (188.85 acres). This reduces the amount
of earthwork and removal of natural vegetation. Based on the quantities given in Table 1-2, an
estimated 201.89 acres of land (62.63% within the Racetrack/BW site), or 203.39 acres (60.99%
of the overall site) will be cleared and subject to grading operations, as shown in Table 1-4. It
should be noted that only 16.54 of these acres would occur on natural vegetation within the
Racetrack/BW site, or 18.04 acres of the overall site.

Table 1-4
ANTICIPATED CLEARING
Revised Plan
Existin Remaining After
COTRLS VY3 Conditio%s Constru?:tion cleaise
Racetrack/BW Parcels Only
Paved 40.05 acres 3.50 acres 36.55 acres*
Unvegetated 23.03 acres 0 23.03 acres
Successional Vegetation 125.77 acres 0 125.77 acres
Natural Vegetation 132.76 acres 116.22 acres 16.54 acres
Subtotal 201.89 acres™
Dorade STP Parcel Only
Pitch Pine-Oak Forest |  7.05acres | 5.55 acres | 1.50 acres
Overall Project Site
Total Cleared | | | 203.39 acres

*  Another 3.50 acres of pavement in Yaphank-Woods Blvd. will be retained, or 206.89 developed acres overall.

Earthwork is necessary to establish suitable slopes for the proposed roads, parking areas and
building locations, in consideration of the need for low grades required by the Americans with
Disabilities Act. Grade transitions will be made using slopes not to exceed 1:3; retaining walls
may be needed. All disturbed soil areas will be stabilized and all areas other than areas to be
occupied by buildings or paved surfaces will be landscaped. It is expected that, since the areas to
be developed were previously subject to grading, the depths of cutting and filling would not be
extensive. Substantial excavations will be necessary for the drainage system, but extensive filling
would also be necessary for the artificial depression associated with the former racetrack infield.
The applicant has no intention of removing any material from the site. It is planned that any
excess soil will be retained on-site and reused as fill.

A detailed Grading and Drainage Plan will be prepared as part of the Site Plan application, which
will provide additional details of overall site grading, and will require Town Planning Division
and Engineering Division reviews and Planning Board approval prior to implementation.
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Drainage System & Erosion Control

Drainage System - In conformance with Town of Brookhaven requirements, all stormwater
runoff generated on developed project surfaces will be retained on-site and recharged to
groundwater in a drainage system designed in conformance with Town requirements. While the
drainage system has not been fully designed at the present stage of the project, it is expected that
this system will utilize rain garden and catch basin collection and a number of wet meadows (to
be located in the site’s western and southwestern areas where ground elevations are lower),
ponds (to be located at the site entrance and within developed areas) and recharge basins (along
the south side of Yaphank-Woods Boulevard). Use of leaching pools and rain gardens within the
developed sections serving the internal roadways and parking areas will be incorporated into the
design. Itis anticipated that the stormwater ponds would be lined with an impervious barrier and
provided with a separate water supply line, to maintain a minimum volume of water to support
the growth of appropriate wetland vegetation along their borders. This is a design concept that
has been accepted by the Town in numerous other projects, as a method to address runoff control
requirements, increase habitat availability and provide an attractive amenity that enhances the
appearance and tranquility of development. As with any potential site development, it will be
necessary to analyze the feasibility for installation of sufficient drainage infrastructure for the
management of stormwater generated on site. The Town Planning Board will be responsible for
the review and approval of the drainage system design as part of the site plan review and
approval process.

Erosion Control - The system will comply with SPDES requirements under the NYSDEC
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity (GP 0-10-001 or “General
Permit”), as well as to Chapter 86 of the Town Code. The erosion-control measures presented in
Chapter 86 shall be incorporated, as applicable, as Best Construction Management Practices to
be implemented for the proposed project. Under the requirements of Chapter 86, a site-specific
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared and submitted to the Town for
review and approval as a condition to final subdivision approval." The SWPPP evaluates the
proposed drainage system to ensure that it meets the NYSDEC and Town requirements for
treatment and retention of stormwater runoff. The SWPPP must demonstrate that the proposed
stormwater management system is sized adequately to ensure that there is no net increase in peak
stormwater discharges from a property once developed.

The drainage system and associated SWPPP will be fully designed for the Site Plan application
(prepared subsequent to issuance of the change of zone), and will require the review and
approval of Town engineering and the Planning Board. Evaluation of the drainage system
through preparation of the SWPPP analysis required pursuant to Chapter 86 of the Town Code
and the NYSDEC General Permit ensures there will be no net increase in stormwater runoff

! The SWPPP must include: a description of the existing site conditions including topography, soils, potential
receiving water bodies and stormwater runoff characteristics, a description of the proposed construction project,
construction schedule, the erosion and sediment controls planned during construction activities and the details of the
post construction stormwater management system design and consistency of said system with the NYS Stormwater
Design Manual, appropriate maintenance procedures for the erosion and sediment controls and each component of
the post construction drainage system, pollution prevention measures during construction activities, a post-
construction hydrologic and hydraulic analysis for all structural components of the post construction stormwater
management system for a 1, 10 and 100 year storm event, and comparison of existing and post construction peak
stormwater discharges.
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generated by the proposed project. Based on existing developments in the area, local geologic
conditions, and adequate depth to groundwater, subsoils are expected to be of suitable quality to
allow efficient recharge of stormwater, subject to further evaluation during subsequent project
review.

The Town amended its Wetlands ordinance, Chapter 81 of the Town Code, effective July 1,
2011, so that the three small “wet depressions” described in the Draft GEIS (prepared in April
2011 prior to the Town Code amendment) are now Town-regulated wetlands. New York State
stormwater design manuals encourage surface detention and biological uptake as part of
stormwater systems, and these measures are consistent with LEED® design guidelines and best
management practice as identified in the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP) report and
intended in the Town’s Chapter 86 dealing with stormwater design. As a result, innovative
methods of stormwater collection, detention and recharge will be explored during site plan
review, and would not be expected to result in Town-regulated wetland areas which would
restrict site use or future redevelopment.

Erosion Control During Construction - Erosion and sedimentation control measures will be
implemented during construction activities. Conformance to Chapter 86 of the Town Code and
to the requirements of SPDES review of stormwater control measures is necessary, to be
consistent with Phase Il stormwater permitting requirements for construction sites in excess of 1-
acre (the General Permit). Under this program, the SWPPP includes details of erosion controls
required during construction to contain stormwater runoff on site during construction and ensure
that there is no transport of sediment off site. The Erosion Control Plan will be prepared in
accordance with the recommendations of the NYSDEC Standards and Specifications for Erosion
and Sedimentation Control and the NYSDEC Technical Guidance Manual. Use will be made of
measures including:

« silt fencing and temporary diversion swales installed along the perimeter of the limits of clearing
within the site to minimize/prevent sediment from washing into the natural buffer areas, adjacent
streets and properties.

e inlet protection installed around all grated drainage inlets to trap sediments in stormwater runoff.

e dust control and watering plan and a stabilized construction entrance to minimize the tracking of
dirt and debris from construction vehicles onto adjacent roadways.

e designation of material and topsoil stockpile areas as well as use of silt fencing and anchored
tarps to prevent/reduce wind-blown dust and erosion from rainwater.

e establishment of a stabilized stone vehicle washing station that drains into an approved sediment-
trapping device.

Additionally, the General Permit requires that inspections of the construction site be performed
under the supervision of a qualified professional to ensure that erosion controls are properly
maintained during the construction period.

The proposed locations, sizes, and lengths of each of the temporary erosion and sediment control
practices planned during site construction activities, and the dimensions, material specifications,
and installation details for all erosion and sediment control practices will also be provided on the
Erosion Control Plan.
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These precautions, in addition to the permit compliance measures described here, will ensure that
sediment will not be transported off-site by stormwater runoff and, as a result, there would be no
expected impact to local water quality.

1.3.6 Open Space, Wetlands and Recreation

The proposed project will result in significant preserved land, consisting of the wetland and Pine
Barrens protection areas. Table 1-2 provides the acreage of the site’s land use types for the
proposed PDD, including the Dorade STP parcel. The table indicates that approximately 122.53
acres or 36.75% of the overall site (116.98 acres, or 36.29% of the Racetrack/BW site) are
proposed to remain in pine barrens and natural vegetation. As noted, the final plan will ensure
that at least 35% remains in existing natural vegetation in conformance with the Pine Barrens
Plan. It should be noted that the above values do not include the new 0.44-acre wetland, to be
created to mitigate the loss of a 0.22-acre Town-regulated wetland.

The applicant proposes to retain this acreage in private ownership and will use appropriate
mechanisms through the Town Board change of zone and Planning Board site plan review
process to ensure that this amount of natural land remains in this condition in perpetuity.

There are two NYSDEC-mapped freshwater wetlands on or near the project site; a 0.76-acre
wetland B-16 on the eastern parcel, located along its northern border on the southern side of
Yaphank-Woods Boulevard, and an estimated 1.11-acre wetland B-15 approximately 112 feet
southwest of the corner of the Dorade STP site. Similar to the prior Brookhaven Walk project,
these features will be retained in an undisturbed condition (a Town Freshwater Wetland permit
had been issued and renewed for that prior application for wetland B-16). As the Town
jurisdiction over these features encompasses a radius of 150 feet from their boundaries, it is
expected that a non-disturbance buffer of at least this distance will be maintained by the
proposed project. The NYSDEC maintains a 100-foot jurisdictional buffer for these wetlands;
thus, the proposed project will not require an Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands permit from the
NYSDEC for either wetland. As such, no Article 24 wetland permits will be required from
NYSDEC. The applicant will contact NYSDEC and obtain an Article 11 “no-take”
determination with respect to the small amount of clearing proposed on the Dorade STP site. It
is proposed that the existing 0.22-acre Town-regulated wetland that has arisen in the former
racetrack’s racing oval will be removed during construction. The Town has indicated that this
area is considered a regulated wetland under Town Code Chapter 81, so that a Chapter 81
Wetlands permit will be required for the removal of this 0.22-acre wetland. In compensation for
this loss and as provided for in Chapter 81, the applicant will create 0.44 acres of new wetlands
in the southwestern corner of the site, adjacent to the Town Greenbelt.

The same or similar recreational amenities are planned for the revised plan as were described in
Section 1.4.3 of the Draft GEIS. The revised plan will consolidate the several areas for Town
recreation use (as was assumed for the prior plan) into one, larger area, to be located nearer the
center of the site, where a dedicated parking area can be provided.
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1.3.7 Wastewater Treatment and Water Supply

Sanitary Wastewater Treatment

Section 1.4.6 of the Draft GEIS addresses the issue of sanitary wastewater treatment and
disposal, along with a description of the planned upgrade and restoration program for the Dorade
STP. These actions will not be changed under the revised plan, and so need not be repeated here.
Table 1-5 presents a breakdown of the anticipated sanitary wastewater generations for the
revised plan; the sanitary component is expected to be 271,275 gpd.

Table 1-5
DOMESTIC WATER USE & SANITARY AND DOMESTIC WASTEWATER FLOWS &
Revised Plan
Type of Use SizeofUse |  Units FlowRate® |  Flow
Commercial Component

110 rooms 100 gpd/room 11,000 gpd
Hotel 150,000 5F 110 rooms 150 gpd/room 16,500 gpd
Large Retail 150,000 SF 0.03 gpd/SF 4,500 gpd
Pharmacy 14,700 SF 0.03 gpd/SF 441 gpd
Bank 3,500 SF 0.03 gpd/SF 105 gpd
Supermarket 65,000 SF 0.05 gpd/SF 3,250 gpd
Nghbrhd. Retail 94,300 SF 0.03 gpd/SF 2,829 gpd
Restaurant 5,000 SF 200 seats © 30 gpd/seat ™ | 6,000 gpd ©
Office/Flex 250,000 SF 0.04 gpd/SF 10,000 gpd
Class A Office 300,000 SF 0.06 gpd/SF 18,000 gpd
Total Commercial 1,032,500 SF 72,625 gpd

Residential Component

Senior Rental 950 SF (1-bdrm) 32 units 150 gpd/unit 4,800 gpd
Senior Rental, Workforce | 750 SF (1-bdrm) 24 units 150 gpd/unit 3,600 gpd
Rental 950 SF (1-bdrm) 46 units 225 gpd/unit 10,350 gpd
Rental, Workforce 750 SF (1-bdrm) 10 units 225 gpd/unit 2,250 gpd
Rental 1,190 SF (2-bdrm) 102 units 225 gpd/unit 22,950 gpd
Rental, Workforce 1,050 SF (2-bdrm) 10 units 225 gpd/unit 2,250 gpd
Senior Condo 1,450 SF (2-bdrm) 130 units 150 gpd/unit 19,500 gpd
Senior Condo, Workforce | 1,050 SF (2-bdrm) 10 units 150 gpd/unit 1,500 gpd
Condo 1,150 SF (1-bdrm) 0 units 225 gpd/unit 0 gpd
Condo 1,450 SF (2-bdrm) 123 units 300 gpd/unit 36,900 gpd
Condo, Workforce 1,050 SF (2-bdrm) 31 units 225 gpd/unit 6,975 gpd
Senior Townhouse 2,000 SF (12-bdrm) 107 units 225 gpd/unit 24,075 gpd
Townhouse 1,750 SF (2-bdrm) 157 units 300 gpd/unit 47,100 gpd
Townhouse 2,000 SF (3-bdrm) 68 units 300 gpd/unit 20,400 gpd
Total Residential 1,266,130 SF 850 units 202,650 gpd
TOTAL --- 275,275 gpd

(1) Max. sanitary flow for septic system in Zone Il is 300 gpd

(2) Per SCDHS design criteria for wastewater system sizing.
(3) Assuming 25 Gross SF/seat.

(4) Includes 10 gpd/seat for sanitary flow only.

(5) As: 2,000 gpd of sanitary flow; 6,000 gpd total flow.
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Water Supply System

It is expected that the potable water consumed by the project would be supplied from SCWA
Distribution Area #18 (the William Floyd Parkway wellfield), via the existing 16-inch service
beneath CR 46 and the 16-inch main beneath Yaphank-Woods Boulevard. A new internal
distribution system will be constructed to serve the various uses within the property; this system
will be subject to the detailed review and approval of the Town Engineering Division as part of
the site plan application process.

As detailed in Table 1-5, a total domestic consumption of 275,275 gpd of potable water is
anticipated for the project, with another 13,093 gpd estimated for lawn irrigation (see Section
1.3.8). Thus, a total daily potable water consumption of 288,368 gpd is expected.

1.3.8 Lighting, Landscaping and Amenities

Lighting

The proposed project includes illumination of the internal roadways, and exteriors of the
community and commercial buildings, along with smaller exterior lights for the residential
structures and safety/security lights in common areas and along the walking trails. Pole-mounted
lights for the Town athletic fields would also be provided. Lighting will be provided consistent
with the locations, pole heights and specifications of the type and power of fixtures
(“luminaires™) typical for a quality residential development as well as for the commercial area.
Lighting for the project will conform to the applicable requirements of Town Zoning Code
Article XXXIX (Exterior Lighting Standards) or, if considered appropriate and necessary,
variances will be sought. The applicant will ensure that only dark sky compliant luminaires will
be used; this type of fixture is equipped with a “full cut-off” shroud that directs all illumination
downward. By use of such fixtures and the lower pole heights to be used, the potential for
adverse impacts to the visibility of the nighttime sky for site residents, as well as impacts to the
neighboring residential properties and natural areas, will be minimized.

The Lighting Plan (to be prepared as part of the Site Plan application) will show that the light
cast by the fixtures that line the roadways would be directed inward and not onto adjacent
properties. In addition, as dark-sky compliant luminaires will be used, light would not be cast
upward, to otherwise contribute to skyglow.

Landscaping
As discussed in Section 1.4.7 of the Draft GEIS, a detailed Landscape Plan will be prepared for

the site plan application, which will be submitted after approval of the PDD application. The
project will conform to Town policy for fertilizer dependent vegetation, will improve site
aesthetics, and increase vegetated buffering for the neighborhood, all of which will minimize the
potential for significant adverse impacts. It is expected that the same or similar generalized
description of the landscaping scheme for the site would apply to the revised plan.

A total of 98.13 acres of the site will be landscaped surfaces, though only an estimated 32.00
acres would be maintained (i.e., fertilized and irrigated). This amount of maintained landscaping
would represent about 10% of the project site. This document is a Generic EIS and the project is
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conceptual at this time, therefore, the landscape area numbers may differ slightly from these
estimated values. Nevertheless, the applicant recognizes the Pine Barrens Plan limit of no more
than 15% fertilizer dependent vegetation. Management techniques will ensure that fertilizers
would be applied at a rate of 1.00 pound of nitrogen per 1,000 SF, which can be achieved
through proper lawn maintenance practice. Irrigation would be applied at a rate of about 5.5
inches annually, which corresponds to an annualized average of 13,093 gpd.

Amenities

Amenities on the site will include tennis courts, recreational buildings and pocket parks for
residents, as well as several public areas including a great lawn, village green, reflection pool,
civic space and civic building, ball fields, multi-purpose field, and basketball court. The
property owner or future property owners associations will own and maintain most internal
roadways, as well as parking areas for the residences and the on-site drainage system. Yaphank-
Woods Boulevard and the project’s internal LIE Access Road will be offered to the Town for
dedication, as these roads will serve off-site residents and the greater community.
Approximately seven acres of land will be dedicated to the Town for development of athletic
fields, basketball courts, access to the Greenbelt trail and parking area.

Potential Use of Sustainable Features

In the same manner as was indicated in the Draft GEIS, the applicant intends to incorporate
substantial energy- and water-saving features into the proposed project, though the final roster of
these features has not been determined at this early stage in the project planning process. It is
possible that the number and extent of these sustainable features would justify the applicant
seeking certification under the US Green Building Council’s LEED® Program. However, as the
range and extent of these features has not been determined as yet, the applicant is not able at this
time to confirm to the lead agency or community that such certification will be sought.
Appendix A-13 of the Draft GEIS provides a listing of those Credits of the LEED® for New
Construction and Major Renovations, 2009 Program that may be considered for use in the
proposed project. Also provided are the corresponding requirements for each credit that must be
satisfied in order to receive that credit, as well as potential features of the project that would meet
those requirements. It is expected that a final decision whether to seek certification will be made
prior to the submission of the Site Plan application

1.3.9 Construction Operations and Schedule

The following Table 1-6 is a general description of the overall phasing of the revised plan, and
has been adapted from the Phasing Plan-FGEIS Plan (in a folder at the rear).

Construction of The Meadows at Yaphank PDD is anticipated to occur over a series of five
phases and 10 years of construction, assuming that there is some overlap in phasing. Conversely,
if it is assumed that each phase will be completed before the next phase begins, the construction
period would extend over approximately 14 years. It is important to note that market conditions
at the time of final approval may modify phasing to some degree, and the immediate need for
additional commercial development in the early stages of the proposed project may lead to an
accelerated schedule and/or phasing shifts.
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Table 1-6
ANTICIPATED PROJECT PHASING
Revised Plan
Type of Development Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5 UeiELE

All Phases
Hotel -- -- -- 150,000 SF -- 150,000 SF
Retail Space: 51,200 SF -- 276,300 SF -- -- 327,500 SF
Large Retailer -- -- 150,000 SF -- -- 150,000 SF
Pharmacy 14,700 SF -- -- -- -- 14,700 SF

Bank 3,500 SF -- -- -- -- 3,500 SF
Supermarket -- -- 65,000 SF -- -- 65,000 SF
Other Neighborhood Retail | 33,000 SF -- 61,300 SF -- -- 94,300 SF

Restaurant -- -- -- 5,000 SF -- 5,000 SF
Office/Flex Space -- -- -- -- 250,000 SF | 250,000 SF
Class A Office Space -- 150,000 SF -- 150,000 SF | 300,000 SF
Residences: 425 units 225 units 200 units -- -- 850 units
Rental Units 224 units -- -- -- -- 224 units
Condominiums 130 units | 85 units* 79 units* -- -- 294 units
Townhouses 71 units 140 units* | 121 units* -- -- 332 units
Time Frame 4+ years 3+ years 3+ years 2+ years 2+ years 10+ years’

Source: Rose-Breslin Associates, LLC & Dorade, LLC; Analysis by Nelson Pope & Voorhis, LLC.

* |t is important to note that specifics regarding the breakdown of residential units during Phase 2 and Phase 3 are unknown as of
the date of publication of this analysis. The distribution of condominiums and townhouses are likely to be determined by
market conditions at the time of construction of each phase. However, for the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the
construction of townhouses will be split evenly between Phase 2 and Phase 3. As such, the number of condominiums reflects
the difference between the total number of residential units and the townhouses assumed to be developed under each phase.

1.3.10 Permits and Approvals Required

As the revised plan includes the same uses as that of the prior proposal, it is expected that it
would also require the same permits and approvals as the prior design and yield, with some
clarifications, as listed in Table 1-7.

1.4 Comparative Impact Analysis
1.4.1 Topography

Section 2.1.2 of the Draft GEIS addressed potential topographic impacts of the prior-proposed
project. As the revised plan represents a small reduction in the amount of clearing and grading,
it is expected that the impacts on topography would likewise be similar. As was the case for that
prior plan, grading operations for the residential, the recreational and the commercial portions of
the revised plan are therefore not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts. The

2 It is important to note that this analysis assumes a construction period of five (5) phases over a period of ten (10)
years. There may be some overlap in phasing with various phases constructed simultaneously, depending on market
conditions at the time of final approval.
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grading envisioned will be the minimum necessary to provide for the project, with soils reused
for fill and landscaping to the greatest extent practicable. During the grading operation, truck
traffic will be routed via the LIE North Service Road and CR 46 (via the new site entrance on
that roadway); trucks waiting to load will be parked in proximity to the grading activity, to
minimize the amount of truck movements and thereby minimize the potential for raising dust.
The site is of sufficient size to maintain construction activity within it, and perimeter buffering,
where it exists, will remain intact.

Table 1-7
PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED
Revised Plan
Board/Agency Type of Permit/Approval
PDD Rezoning approval
PDD Master Plan approval
Town Board Chapter 81, Town Wetland Permit
Subdivision approval
Town Planning PDD Land Division approval
Board Site Plan approval
Town Building Dept. Building Permit
Town Highway Dept. Roadwork Permit
Town Assessor Unit Designation Map
SCDHS SCSC, Article 4 (Water Supply System)
SCSC, Avrticle 6 (Sanitary System)
STP Review & Approval (Dorade STP)*
SCDPW Roadwork Access Authorization
SCPC General Municipal Law Section 239m review
SCWA Water Supply Connection
NYSDOT Roadwork Access Authorization, for improvements on LIE NSR
Coverage under SPDES GP 0-10-001 General Permit
NYSDEC Avrticle 11 permit, or Letter of No Take
CPBJPPC CGA-DRS Approval

*  With Suffolk County Sewer Agency.

1.4.2 Soils

Section 2.2.2 of the Draft GEIS addressed potential soil-related impacts of the prior-proposed
project. Table 1-3 indicates that 201.89 acres within the Racetrack/BW site would be cleared
(or, 203.39 acres of the overall site), it is anticipated that this is the acreage of soil surfaces to be
graded. However, much of this area represents disturbed surfaces that were cleared of their
natural soils years ago when theses parcels were developed, so that little natural soils will be
impacted by either the prior or revised plans. In addition, site plan engineering practice will be
used to ensure suitable grade transitions and protection of natural soils on-site.

Eight of the soils found on the subject site pose “moderate” to “severe” limitations due to slopes,
and a sandy surface layer. These limitations relate to several project features, which include
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sewage disposal fields, streets and parking areas as well as lawns and landscaping. The total area
of the site underlain by these soils is approximately 80%. The developed portions of these areas
will be initially graded or re-graded (to provide an acceptable surface on which development can
occur), followed by the installation of landscaping or soil stabilization controls (retaining walls,
etc.). Methods of site construction and development will be employed to ensure that slope
constraints and/or a sandy surface layer to not present an impediment to the safe and
environmentally appropriate use of the site.

Plantings in landscaped areas will require some soil amendment to ensure that species will
survive, as well as use of drought resistant landscaping species to mitigate limitations related to
sandy surface layers. Soil limitations related to sewage disposal systems will not be applicable
since all sanitary effluent will be directed off-site to the Dorade STP for disposal. The sandy
surface layer conditions are not expected to cause an impediment to drainage systems on the site.

Measures anticipated to be taken during the construction period to minimize the potential for
erosion include, but are not limited to 1) use of groundcovers; 2) minimize the time span that
denuded soil is exposed to erosive elements; 3) use of drainage diversions; 4) use of soil traps;
and 5) use of retaining walls which reduce the area required for grading. As a result of these
measures, it is not anticipated that soil erosion will constitute a significant impact.

1.4.3 Water

Section 2.3.2 of the Draft GEIS addressed water resources-related impacts anticipated from the
prior-proposed plan.

Groundwater Hydrology

Based on the site quantities presented for the revised plan, it is anticipated that a total of 350.18
MGY of water will be recharged on the subject site. This represents a 60.06% increase in
recharge generated on the property, as compared with the existing recharge volume. In
comparison, the prior-proposed project would have recharged 351.29 MGY, a 60.57% increase
versus existing conditions. Similar to the prior plan, all wastewater will be conveyed to the
Dorade STP for treatment and recharge at that location, and recharge of stormwater through a
combination of point of generation recharge locations, rain gardens, leaching pools, bio-retention
areas and stormwater recharge reserve areas will ensure distribution of recharge systems across
the site and as a result will prevent mounding of groundwater underlying the site. It is
anticipated that groundwater flow underlying the subject site will continue to flow in a
southwesterly direction based on regional hydrology. Furthermore, Long Island subsoils are
highly permeable with a greater hydraulic conductivity in a horizontal direction, allowing
recharge water to rapidly be assimilated into the upper aquifer. The depth to groundwater below
the recharge areas is no less than approximately 68 feet; therefore any change in groundwater
elevations as a result of recharge would not result in flooding consequences. As a result, there
are no significant hydrogeologic impacts expected as a result of the proposed project.

As the contaminant plumes originating within BNL are oriented in a northwest-southeast
direction well to the east of the proposed project site, these plumes will continue to have no
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impact on groundwater beneath the project site. Conversely, the recharge originating on the
project site will not impact the orientation of these plumes.

Groundwater Quality

As was the case for the prior plan, all sanitary wastewater effluent will be disposed of via the
Dorade STP. The revised plan will result in the upgrade of the Dorade STP to receive
wastewater from the Meadows project and produce effluent below discharge limitations,
specifically treating to 8 mg/l. The revised plan is anticipated to require 275,275 gpd of potable
water for domestic use, and a total water use (i.e., with irrigation) of 288,368 gpd.

The results of the SONIR Model for the revised plan are presented in Table 1-2 (see also
Appendix G), which indicates an overall concentration of nitrogen in recharge of 2.20 mg/I.
This concentration is substantially less than the drinking water standard of 10 mg/l and complies
with the more stringent Pine Barrens guideline of 2.5 mg/l that applies to DRS’s that are in
proximity to surface water or wetlands. Therefore the project is not expected to result in
significant adverse effects to groundwater quality with regard to nitrogen loading.

Like the prior proposal, the revised plan conforms to the Planned Unit Development (PUD)
mixed use recommended for the subject property in the SGPA Plan.

Water Balance

As noted above, the revised plan would recharge a total of 350.18 MGY of water, a 60.06%
increase as compared with the existing recharge volume of the site. In comparison, the prior-
proposed project would have recharged 351.29 MGY, a 60.57% increase versus existing
conditions.

Surface Water and Drainage

Like the proposed project, the revised plan will utilize an on-site drainage system designed to
collect all stormwater runoff originating on developed surfaces, recharge some stormwater at
point of origin and retain some in bio-filtration swales (rain gardens) and convey excess recharge
to stormwater detention/recharge areas in the western and southwestern portions of the property.
This overall system will ensure that overland flow of runoff from newly developed areas to on-
site wetlands will not occur. In addition, the extensive buffer areas around NYSDEC wetlands
B-15 and B-16 will allow them to continue to receive runoff from natural lands within their
contributing areas, maintaining the current hydrologic properties of these systems. As a result,
impacts to the quantity or quality of water in these wetlands are not anticipated. The remaining
natural areas of the overall site, comprising a total of 122.53 acres (or 36.75%) will continue to
act as natural drainage areas recharging and evapotranspiring precipitation. Not included in the
above value are the 0.44 acres of new freshwater wetlands, to be created in the site’s
southwestern corner adjacent to the Town Greenbelt. This mitigation represents an increase in
this natural feature, which will have both surface water and ecological benefits. As a result the
revised plan is not expected to adversely impact surface water or drainage resources associated
with the project site.

Provision of and conformance to Town and NYSDEC erosion and sedimentation control
measures will minimize the potential for impacts to water resources.
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Carmans River

Potential impacts on the Carmans River were evaluated in the Draft GEIS in Section 2.3.2.
Impact evaluation included the following considerations, which remain the same for the revised
project plan:

e Conveyance of sanitary wastewater to the existing Dorade STP, which will be upgraded to
achieve its prior-permitted flow.

e The Dorade STP is located in the 10-25 year contributing area (see Figure 4-1); as a result,
conveyance of wastewater to this area has a significant benefit with respect to ensuring protection
of the Carmans River. The distance of the Dorade STP from the Carmans River is approximately
8,000 feet and thus subsurface discharge at this location is subject to longer residence time and
natural attenuation in the aquifer than discharges nearer to the river.

e There is an approximately 2,100-foot separation between the subject site and the Carmans River
in the downgradient direction. This distance is sufficient to indicate that the Carmans River
would not receive direct subsurface discharges from groundwater underlying the subject property
due to the significant distance between potential source areas and this surface water receptor.

* In addition, it should also be noted that there are no direct surface water connections between the
site and the Carmans River and that the significant distance would prohibit the direct infiltration
of overland flow.

e The Dorade STP will be designed to meet a more stringent nitrogen limitation of 8 mg/l at its
point of discharge.

e Overall site recharge is calculated to be less than 2.50 mg/l in conformance with the Pine Barrens
Plan Guideline of 2.50 mg/I.

e The proposed project will be designed with innovative stormwater measures to promote surface
retention and biological uptake. The project will have less than 15% of its acreage in fertilizer
dependent vegetation.

In consideration of the above features, like the prior proposed plan, the revised plan would not be
anticipated to impact the Carmans River or the downstream South Shore Estuary Reserve. In
addition, in response to comments this Final GEIS includes an analysis of conformance of the
project with the Town’s draft Carmans River Watershed Management and Protection Plan.

1.4.4 Ecology

Section 2.4.2 of the Draft GEIS addresses the potential ecological impacts of the prior-proposed
plan.

Freshwater Wetlands

Analysis indicates that, like the prior-proposed project, the revised plan would not impact either
of the two NYSDEC-designated wetlands (B-15, near the Dorade STP, and B-16, within the
former BW parcel) in the vicinity. Buffers of at least 150 feet in depth will be provided around
these features. For wetland B-16, Letters of Non-Jurisdiction had been secured for the
Brookhaven Walk project in the past from NYSDEC and the Town of Brookhaven, as all
proposed disturbance had previously been sited greater than 100 feet and 150 feet from this
wetland, respectively. The area of disturbance associated with the former BW project remains
the same on revised plan, retaining the 150-foot setback from the south side of the wetland area;
it is also noted that all structures will be situated greater than 175 feet from the wetland and no
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natural woodland will be cleared. As a result, the revised project will not require a Chapter 81
Wetlands and Waterways Permit from the Town of Brookhaven for disturbance within 150 feet
of this wetland and similarly, the proposed project will not require an Article 24 Freshwater
Wetlands permit from the NYSDEC.

NYSDEC Wetland B-15 is situated approximately 112 feet southwest of the Dorade STP parcel
and approximately 390 feet southwest of existing disturbed cleared areas on that parcel. The
upgrade to the STP which is currently underway will not cause further increase in cleared areas
on the parcel and would only have a positive benefit by improving the effectiveness of the plant,
enabling it to consistently meet required effluent nitrogen levels. Future process upgrades to
restore the previously permitted flow of the STP in conjunction with the revised plan is
anticipated to require only 1.50 acres of additional clearing, but this disturbance is anticipated to
occur east of the existing recharge areas and would not result in any clearing closer to the
wetland. The applicant will contact NYSDEC and obtain an Article 11 “no-take” determination
with respect to the small amount of clearing proposed on the Dorade STP site. No Article 24
NYSDEC Permit or Chapter 81 Permit would be needed for this wetland (see also Section 7.20).

None of the three wet depressions are NYSDEC-regulated wetland features. The specimen in
the wooded area in the southwestern portion of the site will remain undisturbed. The eastern-
most depression, abutting CR 46, is very small in size (approximately 0.02 acres) and would be
retained under the revised plan, to be incorporated into a larger area of contiguous natural land to
the south. This would be subject to review by the Town and permitting by the local agency, as
appropriate.

The larger and highly-disturbed 0.22+-acre Town-regulated wetland within the former racetrack
oval was a recharge basin serving that facility. It would be removed as part of the revised
project. The Town of Brookhaven staff has indicated this feature meets the definition of a
freshwater wetland per Chapter 81 of the Town Code. The revised project would create a larger
(0.44 acre) pond and wetland complex in the southwestern corner of the site, adjacent to the
Town Greenbelt, which would allow it to be contiguous with preserved woodlands, and provide
a 2 to 1 mitigation for the loss of this feature. A Chapter 81 Town Wetland Permit will be
necessary for the removal and replacement of this wetland.

Vegetation and Habitats

The impacts to the ecological resources of a project site are generally a direct result of clearing
of natural vegetation, increase in human activity and associated wildlife stressors, and the
resulting loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat. The majority of the site (192.89 acres;
57.85%) was previously cleared for development. The proposed development will primarily
occur within these prior cleared areas, resulting in a total proposed developed area of 210.93
acres (63.25% of the site). This is less than the total allowable Pine Barren clearing area of
216.75 acres (65% of the overall site).

Ultimately, the site will continue to offer preserved woodland vegetation along its perimeter
contiguous to the adjacent woodlands off-site. In the central portion of the property, there will
be a significant increase in landscaped habitats. Additional acreages will be established in
recharge areas with the potential for large areas to be seeded with native and non-invasive
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herbaceous vegetation. Finally, the revised project includes a new 0.44-acre wetland, in an area
adjacent to the Town Greenbelt.

The overall ecological character of the subject site will change as a result of the development of
the interior of the site, but the impact of this change will be minimized through the preservation
of existing relatively contiguous woodland around its perimeter. The revised plan seeks to
dedicate a large, contiguous block of open space on the subject site, which will remain as natural
woodland and continue to provide ecological benefit to the site. Over 36% of the site will
remain natural woodland vegetation, largely along the northern, southern and eastern boundaries.
Furthermore, the proposed pond/wetland systems and recharge areas will provide diversity of
habitat that may attract additional species of wildlife.

The proposed project is consistent with the recommendations of the Brookhaven Open Space
Study (1985) and the Draft Town Comprehensive Land Use Plan Update (1996), as it would
retain approximately 122.53 acres (36.75% of the site) as preserved open space in the form of
woodland and forested wetland vegetation, and provide for a future pedestrian access to public
trails in the adjacent Town Greenbelt.

Wildlife

The clearing of successional habitats and some wooded area will cause a direct impact on the
abundance and diversity of wildlife using the site. The project will reduce habitat resources for
those species that prefer vast expanses, open fields and shrublands, but will have significantly
less impact on species that rely on woodlands. The species currently expected on-site are
relatively tolerant of human activity, but there is potential for less tolerant species to utilize the
site and they will be less likely to do so following development. It is expected that on-site
wildlife (particularly birds) will move to the preserved and undisturbed areas on the property and
adjacent lands during construction. As only a small (0.22 acre) reduction in the on-site wetlands
would occur, and surrounding woodland will not be disturbed, no significant amount of impact
IS anticipated with regards to wetland fauna.

In the short term, undisturbed portions of the property and lands adjacent to the subject property
will experience an increase in the abundance of some wildlife populations due to displacement of
individuals by the construction phase of the proposed project. Mobile species and particularly
large mammals such as deer would be expected to relocate to the preserved portions of the
property where large contiguous areas of open space will remain. Ultimately, there is expected
to be a net decrease in population size for most species. The effect on the density and diversity
of regional populations should be minimal.

Rare and Endangered Species/Unique Habitat Potential

No rare or endangered species are expected on the site given the habitats present and extensive
field surveys. The Cooper’s Hawk, Horned lark, osprey, Eastern spadefoot toad, Eastern
hognose snake and Eastern box turtle are species potentially expected on site which are listed as
special concern species. Although there is documented concern about their welfare in New York
State, these species receive no additional legal protection under ECL Section 11-0535. This
category is presented primarily to enhance public awareness of these species that bear additional
attention. The pine-oak forest which may potentially be utilized by the Eastern tiger salamander
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population previously documented in the kettle pond wetland near the Dorade parcel is
approximately 2,800 feet from the breeding pond and will not be disturbed as part of the project.
Therefore, no impacts to this species are anticipated.

1.4.5 Land Use, Zoning and Plans

Section 3.1.2 of the Draft GEIS present analyses of the potential impacts related to land use,
zoning and plans resulting from the prior-proposed project. It should be noted that the prior plan,
as well as the revised plan, are conceptual in nature and do not represent final engineered plans.

Land Use

As the revised plan is limited to a minor rearrangement of the site layout and minor shifts in the
numbers of residential types from those of the prior-proposed project, no significant changes are
expected relative to the land use impacts of the prior-proposed plan. Therefore, it is expected
that the potential impacts discussed in the Draft GEIS remain relevant.

Zoning

The changes from the prior-proposed plan depicted in the revised plan are limited to minor
changes in the project’s layout (limited to the same developed area) and a minor redistribution of
the numbers of some of the residence types. No changes in the proposed PDD zoning of the site
is assumed, so that the analysis of potential zoning impacts contained in the Draft GEIS remains
valid.

Plans

Similar to the discussions for impacts to Land Use and Zoning (see above), the changes made to
the prior-proposed project (representing the revised plan) are not of a nature that would be
relevant to the recommendations of the various land use plans previously reviewed in the Draft
GEIS. As such, updated reviews of the revised project’s conformance to these plans would not
necessary; the previous reviews contained in the Draft GEIS remain valid.

Appendix H contains the revised Conformance Analysis for the Pine Barrens Plan, which is
necessary as the acreages of clearing and preservation differ from those presented in the Draft
GEIS. The Conformance Analysis shows that the revised plan conforms to the applicable
standards and guidelines of the Pine Barrens Plan.

1.4.6 Transportation
Trip Generation

Table 1-8a presents a comparison of the anticipated peak hour vehicle trip generations for the
site, for both the prior plan and revised plan. As can be seen, the differences are small.

As a result, the impacts associated with the revised plan are the same or similar to those of the
prior-proposed plan, which were found (with implementation of certain mitigation measures) to
not result in significant impacts.
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Final GEIS

Time T Prior Plan FENiEEe Net Net
Period Distribution (vph) Plan (vph) Change Change
(vph) (%)
Weekday Entgr 10,970 11,015 45
Daily Exit 10,970 11,015 45
Total 21,940 22,030 90 0.4
Weekday Enter 972 976 4
AM Peak Exit 524 537 13
Hour Total 1,496 1,513 17 1.1
Weekday Enter 962 968 6
PM Peak Exit 1,312 1,314 2
Hour Total 2,274 2,282 8 0.4
Saturday Entgr 11,715 11,765 50
Daily Exit 11,715 11,765 50
Total 23,430 23,530 100 0.4
Saturday Enter 1,194 1,202 8
Midday Exit 1,063 1,072 9
Peak Hour Total 2,257 2,274 17 0.8

Source: Trip Generation, 8" Edition, published by ITE. vph-vehicles per hour

The project’s traffic engineer has prepared the following analysis relative to the differences in
trip generation, potential traffic impacts, and appropriate mitigation of the revised plan in
comparison to those of the prior-plan:

Although the commercial spaces will not change, and the number of units will not change, the traffic
calculated to be generated by the site will be increased slightly due to the different rates associated
with the mix of apartment and condominium/townhouse units.

Project-related trip generation projections were recalculated for the proposed mixed-use development
based on data compiled by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and published in Trip
Generation. A comparison of the trip generation for the proposed mixed-use development yields the
resulting trip generation shown in Table 1-8a.

As shown in the table, the change in the mixed of apartment and condominium/townhouse units
results in a very minimal increase in traffic over the development analyzed in the TIS. This increase
is minimal and amount to an increase in 0.4% more traffic per day than the original Meadows at
Yaphank mixed use development. This minimal increase in our judgment will not require a
modification of the proposed mitigation.

As shown in Table 1-8b, the total trip generation for the current site will be 14% lower during the
weekday morning peak hour, 40% lower on a weekday evening peak hour and 41% lower on a
Saturday midday peak hour than for development permitted under Existing Zoning.
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Table 1-8b
COMPARISON OF TRIP GENERATIONS
Previously-Permitted Proposals & Revised Plan (Final GEIS)
Reduction in Reduction in
Previously-Permitted BW Revised Plan, Mixed-Use Total Primary
Time & Racetrack Parcels Development Development- Development-
Period Related Trips Related Trips
thal Pasg-by Prlmary thal Pasg-by Prlmary Volumes % Volumes %
Trips Trips Trips trips Trips Trips
Weekday AM Peak Hour
In 1,376 0 1,376 976 0 976
Out 378 0 378 537 0 537
Total 1,754 0 1,754 | 1,513 0 1,513 -241 -14 -241 -14
Weekday PM Peak Hour
In 1,507 270 1,237 968 130 838
Out 2,266 270 1,996 | 1,314 130 1,184
Total 3,773 540 3,233 | 2,282 260 2,022 -1,491 -40 -1,211 -38
Saturday Peak Hour
In 1,997 310 1,687 | 1,202 154 1,048
Out 1,823 310 1513 | 1,072 154 918
Total 3,820 620 3,200 | 2,274 308 1,966 -1,546 -41 -1,234 -39
Weekday Daily
In 17,715 11,015
Out 17,715 11,015
Total | 35,430 22,030 -13,400 -38
Saturday Daily
In 18,965 11,765
Out 18,965 11,765
Total | 37,930 23,530 -14,400 -38
1.4.7 Air

Section 3.3 of the Draft GEIS discussed the results of a screening analysis for air resources for
the prior-proposed project. The results indicated that that project would not significantly impact
air quality. As the revised plan would not change the yields or uses proposed, it is expected that
the same conclusion would apply to the revised plan.

With respect to short-term construction-related air quality impacts, it is noted that the activities
on-site will result in a temporary, although minor, increase in airborne pollutants from the
various pieces of equipment used in the construction process for a multi-year, phased duration.
The major source of these pollutants is related to site clearing, when denuded soil is susceptible
to wind erosion prior to stabilization through planting. All construction-related air quality
impacts will be of relatively short duration and generally not in proximity to public receptors.
The phasing of the project will reduce the intensity of any impacts. In addition, best construction
management practices will be employed to reduce soil erosion and possible sources of fugitive
dust. This generally includes the daily use of water/spray trucks in dry periods, anti-tracking
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pads at construction entrances and adherence to a SWPPP. It is noted that clearing and grading
activities will occur primarily within the interior of the site, and the site does not directly adjoin
any receptors. As a result, no significant construction-related air quality impacts are expected
during the construction period for the revised plan.

1.4.8 Community Facilities and Services

Fiscal Considerations and Tax Revenue

A Tax Impact/School District Analysis was originally prepared in January 2010 by PMKB
Consulting Associates LLC, as part of the Draft GEIS (Appendix A-15 of the DGEIS). NP&V
prepared an addendum to this analysis, as part of the Final GEIS. This addendum addressed the
changes in the plan, and utilized more recent data to generate an up-to-date analysis of fiscal and
economic impacts.

Both the prior-proposed project and the revised plan would significantly increase property tax
revenue generated on the site, thereby significantly increasing the tax revenues to be distributed
to the individual taxing districts (see Table 1-9 and Appendix P). This will have the effect of
offsetting at least some of the additional expenses to these services due to either scenario.

Table 1-9
COMPARISON OF PROPERTY TAXES, 2009-10 Tax Year
Prior Plan (Draft GEIS) & Revised Plan (Final GEIS)

Tax . .
N Prior-Proposed Revised Plan
Tax District Ra;[::egﬁ%OO PDD ($/year) ($lyear)
School District - LCSD 203.896 6,402,779 8,107,343
Library District - LCSD 10.319 324,433 413,194
County of Suffolk 2.861 85,879 108,358
County of Suffolk - Police 33.06 1,040,094 1,264,995
New York State MTA Tax 0.168 9,542 5,941
Town General - Town Wide Fund 4.464 143,132 171,027
Highway - Town Wide Fund 2.59 85,879 99,236
Town General - Part Town Fund 1.39 47,711 53,278
Highway - Part Town Fund 11.436 362,602 436,767
$100M Bond Act of 2004 1.588 47,711 60,293
Fire District - Yaphank + Ridge 23.1445 725,203 908,904
Lighting District 1.703 57,253 52,282
Real Property Tax Law - Article 7 0.935 28,626 34,343
Real Property Tax Law 6.121 181,301 275,667
Blizzard Note Repayment 0.499 19,127
Total 303.6755 $9,542,145 12,010,755
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Educational Facilities
Table 1-10 presents a comparison of the anticipated numbers of school-age children to be

generated by the prior proposal and the revised plan. As can be seen, this value is reduced from
the prior plan.

Table 1-10
COMPARISON OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN GENERATED
Prior Plan (Draft GEIS) & Revised Plan (Final GEIS)

Prior Plan, per Draft Revised Plan, per
Use & Bedrooms/Unit EEL AL G
Units Scho_oI-Age Units Scho_oI-Age
Children Children

Rentals (total): 144 15 224 30
Senior Rental, 1-bdrm 38 0 32 0
Senior Rental, Workforce, 1-bdrm 10 0 24 0
Rental, 1-bdrm 38 3 46 4
Rental, Workforce, 1-bdrm 10 1 10 1
Rental, 2-bdrm 38 9 102 23
Rental, Workforce, 2-bdrm 10 2 10 2
Condominiums (total): 486 54 294 29
Senior Condominium, 2-bdrm 174 0 130 0
Senior Condominium, Workforce, 2-bdrm 30 0 10 0
Condominium, 1-bdrm 25 5 0 0
Condominium, 2-bdrm 232 44 123 23
Condominium, Workforce, 2-bdrm 25 5 31 6
Townhouses (total): 220 41 332 49
Senior Townhouse, Market-Rate, 2-bdrm 51 0 107 0
Townhouse, Market-Rate, 2-bdrm 101 14 157 22
Townhouse, Market-Rate, 3-bdrm 68 27 68 27
TOTALS 850 110 850 108

A major goal of the revised plan is to continue to minimize the magnitude of a potential
enrollment impact to the LCSD by providing residential types and numbers that would not
exceed the number of school-age children described in the prior proposal. This is to be achieved
while retaining commercial development so that a substantial amount of school taxes would be
maintained that would substantially exceed the costs to the district for increased expenditures
necessitated by the revised plan. As can be seen, the revised plan exceeds this goal, by reducing
the number of school-age children generated, which consequently reduces the impact of
increased enrollment on the LCSD.

It is expected that the school district will receive a substantially greater tax revenue from the
revised plan as compared to the prior plan, which translates to a correspondingly greater net
fiscal benefit to the district.
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Police Protection

Like the prior proposal, the revised plan will incrementally increase the potential need for the
services of the Suffolk County Police Department (SCPD), particularly of the 7" Precinct, which
is located nearby to the south on CR 46. This increase in the potential need for services is not
expected to create a significant impact on the ability of the SCPD to provide such services. It is
expected that the project will result in a significant increase in annual tax revenue for the SCPD
from this property, which is expected to offset the costs to provide the increase in police services.

Fire Protection

As was the case for the prior plan, the revised plan will incrementally increase the potential for
need of the fire-protective services of the Yaphank and Ridge Fire Departments. However,
based on the level of personnel experience and proximity of its facilities, these increases in the
potential for need of these services are not anticipated to be to levels that would cause a
significant impact on the ability of these two departments to provide services. The significant
increases in tax revenues for each of these fire departments would offset any increase in costs of
services (in the form of equipment and/or personnel) related to the development.

Solid Waste Removal and Disposal

Table 1-11 compares the anticipated solid waste generations for both the prior and revised plans.
As can be seen, the revised plan would generate an estimated 1.90% more solid waste than the
prior plan. This is not a significant increase in the amount of such wastes. Based on the uses and
yields proposed, this volume is not anticipated to contain significant amounts of potentially toxic
or hazardous materials, other than empty household cleaner containers.

Table 1-11
COMPARISON OF SOLID WASTE GENERATION
Prior Plan (Draft GEIS) & Revised Plan (Final GEIS)

Prior Plan Revised Plan

Generator Rate (Ibs/day) . Solid Waste . Solid Waste

Quantity (Ibs/day) Quantity (Ibs/day)
Residents 3.5/capita 1,630 capita 5,705 1,718 capita 6,013
Hotel 1.5/room 220 rooms 330 220 rooms 330
Retail 13/1,000 SF 327,500 SF 4,257.5 327,500 SF 4,257.5
Office 1/100 SF 550,000 SF 5,500 550,000 SF 5,500
Restaurant 2/meal 200 meals 400 200 meals 400
Total 16,192.5 16,500.5

Wastewater Treatment and Materials Storage

As the revised project will generate slightly more wastewater than the prior proposal, it is
expected that the usage at the Dorade STP will be slightly increased. As described in Section
1.4.6 of the Draft GEIS, the Dorade STP will be upgraded and restored to its originally permitted
flow in order to properly treat and dispose of all wastewater from the project site, the Colonial
Woods/Whispering Pines condominiums, and SCSD #8. The upgrade and restored flow will be
designed, built and operated in conformance with all applicable SCDHS requirements.
Therefore no significant impacts as a result of sanitary wastewater disposal are anticipated.

NPGY
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Water Supply
The revised plan will slightly increase the overall consumption of water on the subject site in

comparison to that of the prior-proposed project. In the same manner as for the prior plan, it is
expected that the potable water consumed by the project would be supplied from SCWA
Distribution Area #18 (the William Floyd Parkway wellfield), via the existing 16-inch service
beneath CR 46 and the 16-inch main beneath Yaphank-Woods Boulevard. A new internal
distribution system will be installed to convey water supply to the various uses within the
property. Installation will conform to the requirements of SCWA and SCDHS as appropriate. A
Letter of Availability has been requested from the SCWA indicating that it will be able to supply
water to the project pursuant to its charter for water supply. When it is received, it will be
forwarded to the Town and addressed in the FEIS.

Energy Supply
For the Draft GEIS, the Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) and National Grid were contacted

to determine if they would be able to provide electrical and natural gas services to the project
site. Correspondence indicated that such services would be provided in accordance with filed
tariff and rate schedules in effect at the time service is required. As the revised plan is expected
to represent similar overall energy consumptions, it is likewise expected that there would be no
significant adverse impacts on these services for the revised plan.

1.4.9 Community Character

Aesthetics and Lighting

The building and site layout scheme, the lighting plan and the architectural treatments of the
structures in the revised plan are similar to those of the original proposal. As the original
proposal was determined in the Draft GEIS to not represent a significant potential adverse impact
on the character of the community, it is expected that the same would apply to the revised plan.
It is acknowledged that the visual character of the residential portions of the site will be
somewhat different than that under the prior-proposed plan, but the use of the same mitigation
measures and conformance to applicable Town regulations would reduce the potential for
significant adverse impacts.

Noise
Appendix | of the Draft GEIS contained a computer modeling analysis of the potential noise
impacts of the prior-proposed project. That study found:

(a) no measurable increase (or modeled increase) in sound levels along William Floyd Parkway; and
(b) an increase of less than 1.0 decibels (0.1 decibel, A-weighted) along the LI North Service Road.

Neither of these levels could be differentiated from the existing condition by any human ear. To do
so, would require a differential of at least 3.0 dB(A). Therefore, it can be concluded that the project
will have no significant impact upon the sound/noise environment of the project area.

Construction noise is inevitable in the short term and will be audible for surrounding residents;
however, this impact is unavoidable and will be mitigated by limiting construction during hours
regulated by the Brookhaven Town Code. In addition, the dominant noise associated with
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existing transportation corridors will tend to minimize the detectable effect of noise generated on
the project site. It is also noted that construction will occur on the interior of the site and there
are no nearby receptors since existing residential development is well to the north with
intervening woods and the Yaphank-Woods Boulevard corridor. Consequently, construction
noise is not anticipated to cause significant adverse impacts within the existing noise
environment.

As the revised plan does not represent a significant change in uses or yields, it is expected that
the conclusions of the prior noise analysis would continue to apply to the revised plan, and that
no impacts from noise would occur.

1.4.10 Cultural

The Draft GEIS presented analysis and documentation that, as the Meadows at Yaphank PDD
has been designed to occupy primarily areas cleared for the previously-disturbed areas of the
site, no impacts to possible cultural resources would be expected. As the revised plan merely
redistributes developed areas within the same limits of development as was designed for the prior
plan, no impact to such resources are expected from the revised plan.

1.4.11 Economics

The Draft GEIS included an analysis of the potential economic impacts of the prior-proposed
project. The analysis was based on four (4) types of studies, as follows:

e Tax Impact Analysis

e Creation of construction jobs and mortgage recording tax impacts

e Creation of jobs from operation of the project

e Commercial market analysis to determine demand for the project and market absorption
(including potential impact on other centers, downtown areas and smaller retailers)

These studies established the absence of adverse economic impacts of the prior-proposed project.
The studies quantify the significant economic benefits (both direct and indirect) associated with
construction jobs, mortgage recording taxes and permanent operational jobs. The Commercial
Market Analysis found that there is sufficient retail demand to support the project and that the
project can be absorbed within the local retail market. As the revised plan represents the same
amount of and distribution (in terms of land use type) of commercial yield as the prior-proposed
plan, it is expected that the revised plan would likewise not result in any adverse economic
impacts.

1.4.12 Cumulative Development

The Draft GEIS for the proposed project provided a Cumulative Impact Analysis; twelve (12)
pages of that document were devoted to descriptions of pending projects, analyses of controlling
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regulations and resource-based assessments of potential cumulative impacts from a combination
of eight (8) projects identified for analysis at that time. Appendix | contains a Supplemental
Cumulative Impact Analysis, which has been prepared in response to comments on that analysis
that were provided during the review of the Draft GEIS.

The supplemental analysis provides an update on the status of certain projects (i.e., one large
project is no longer proposed) and expanded discussions of spatial positioning of projects,
resource mapping, quantification of project data and potential quantifiable impacts, and
discussion of potential cumulative impacts. The Supplemental Cumulative Impact Analysis
concludes as follows:

Neither the analysis contained in Section 4.1 of the Draft GEIS, nor the analysis conducted herein,
have identified any significant adverse cumulative impacts which may result from the combination of
pending projects and the proposed project. This supplement is part of the Generic EIS record for The
Meadows at Yaphank and data and information provided in these documents will be useful to the
Town in evaluating the various site-specific pending projects and future land use in the region.

1.4.13 Adverse Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided

For the Draft GEIS, the site’s conditions were characterized and the potential impacts to those
conditions were assessed. In the same manner as for the original proposal, some impacts may
exist with respect to the revised plan for which no mitigation is available. Some adverse impacts
may still exist for which no mitigation is available. These impacts will be minimized where
possible, but this section acknowledges those adverse impacts that may still occur, as follows:

e Grading will permanently alter the site’s topography.

e Despite the planned mitigation measures (such as soil wetting, etc.), temporary increases in the
potential for fugitive dust during the construction period may still occur.

e Temporary increases in construction traffic and noise during the construction period.

e Increase in the concentration of nitrate/nitrogen in water recharged on-site, from 0.08 mg/l at
present, to 2.21 mg/l after construction.

 Removal of a total of 18.04 acres of natural vegetation on the overall site (16.54 acres on the
combined Racetrack/BW parcel and 1.50 acres on the Dorade STP parcel).

e Increase in vehicle trips generated on the site and on area roadways over existing conditions
(proposed mitigation to avoid decreased LOS). Decrease in trip generation compared to uses
permitted under existing zoning.

« Increased total anticipated water consumption on the site, from zero at present to 275,275 gpd (of
which sanitary wastewater generation is 271,275 gpd) associated with the project.

« Increased intensity of land use on the site (over current site conditions).

« Increase in total generation of solid wastes.

e Increased potential need for emergency services of SCPD and Ridge and Yaphank Fire
Departments (offset by concomitant increase in tax revenues).

e Increased demand on energy services of LIPA and National Grid (to be paid for according to rate
tariffs).
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1.4.14 Growth-Inducing Aspects

The growth-inducing aspects of the original proposal were defined and discussed in Section 4.3
of the Draft GEIS. In that document, it was determined that the yield and configuration of the
Meadows at Yaphank PDD as described in the prior plan would increase the potential for growth
in the vicinity. However, the analysis also indicated that the proposed project also reflects an on-
going trend in the Town for residential growth, for growth in workforce housing, for growth in
senior housing, and for growth in quality mixed-use development. In this sense, therefore, the
proposed project (as depicted in both the prior and revised plans) does not in itself represent a
trigger for such growth.

e The construction of the site will create both short-term and long-term job opportunities.

e Development of the site will result in an incrementally increased usage of utilities though, as
electrical, natural gas and water supply services are generally available, significant expansions of
these utilities are not expected and no significant change in potential growth is expected.

e As the Dorade STP would only serve the subject site and other previously-designated properties,
it would not represent a growth-inducing aspect for potential off-site development, as it would not
be available for off-site use.

e The project may lead to the improvement of community services in the area as stimulated by the
increased need for services offset by the increased taxes generated by the project. In addition, the
project proposes the dedication of land for Town recreation/open space amenities. This aspect of
the project constitutes a major benefit for the community. These features of the project and their
effects will add to the fabric of the community and support existing programs and special districts
without adding significantly to growth potential.

In summary, like the original proposal, the revised plan is not expected to result in significant
direct growth-induced impacts, though an incremental increase in indirect growth-induced
impacts is expected.

1.4.15 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

This subsection is intended to identify those natural and human resources that will be consumed,
converted or made unavailable for future use as a result of the proposed project. Like the prior
proposed project, the revised plan will result in irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources, as follows:

e Material used for construction on the site, including but not limited to: wood, asphalt, concrete,
fiberglass, steel, aluminum, etc.

e 18.04 acres of natural vegetation on the overall site.

e Energy used in the construction, operation and maintenance of this project, including fossil fuels
(i.e., oil and natural gas).

e Potable water to be consumed on a daily basis, for the operation of the project, totaling an
estimated 288,368 gpd, of which 275,275 gpd represents domestic consumption.

However, the impact of this commitment of resources is not anticipated to be significant, as the
magnitude of these losses is not substantial.
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1.4.16 Effects on the Use and Conservation of Energy Resources

The Draft GEIS presented a discussion of energy-consumption related impacts, as well as energy
conservation measures to be incorporated into the original proposal. It is anticipated that the
revised plan would incorporate these same measures, so that there would continue to be no
significant adverse impacts on energy resources.

1.4.17 General Construction Impacts

Construction activities are anticipated to result in short-term transportation, noise, dust, aesthetic
and erosion impacts. As indicated in Section 1.5.1 of the Draft GEIS, the entire construction
phase for the original proposal was anticipated to last approximately 10 years; as shown in Table
1-6, it is anticipated that the construction period for the revised plan would be similar. However,
the differing types of construction impacts are not expected to extend throughout the entire
construction period.
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20 TRAFFIC-RELATED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.1 Roadway Improvement Plans

Comment C-1:

“The submitted plans show an overview of the revised roadway improvements due to the change
in the development of the site. Previously a shopping mall was to be built. Presently, a mixed-
use development is planned. The submitted plans do not contain details of the proposed roadway
improvements that are located in the State right-of-way. The plans shall provide all
reconstruction details i.e. pavement, driveway, curb and sidewalk in conformance with current
NYSDOT specifications and item numbers.

All proposed road improvements detailed in the Site Plans must be designed in accordance with
the latest versions of AASHTO, National Manual of Uniform Traffic Control (MUTCD) with the
NYS Supplement, NYSDOT Highway Design Manual, and the POLICY AND STANDARDS FOR
THE DESIGN OF ENTRANCES TO STATE HIGHWAYS. Road improvement plans must provide
all appropriate NYSDOT Standard Details and NYSDOT Standard Item Numbers. See our
website for further guidance at www.nysdot.gov.”

Response:

The applicant is aware that additional detailed plans will be required by NYSDOT. Plans will be
prepared at a later date, after the change of zone and during Site Plan review. Final design plans
will be provided to the NYSDOT including fully detailed plans that are designed to the
requirements of NYSDOT, AASHTO, and MUTCD where applicable.

2.2 “On Ramp” Plowing Responsibility

Comment C-2:

“With respect to the two westbound ““on”” ramps (one new, one existing), the NYSDOT requests
to have an understanding with the Town of Brookhaven or Suffolk County that the extra portion
of roadway (ramp, acceleration lane and taper) be plowed and maintained by an entity other
than the State of New York. The NYSDOT will not plow the two ramps, as this would be
detrimental to the efficiency of the plowing operations on the Interstate 1-495. This agreement
must be in place prior to the construction of the new portion of roadway.”

Response:

Comment acknowledged. The Town will coordinate with the New York State Department of
Transportation (NYSDOT) and the Suffolk County Department of Public Works (SCDPW)
during the site plan review to determine maintenance responsibilities.
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2.3  NYSDOT Capital Improvements

Comment C-3:

“A review of the current capital program indicates that the following projects are planned for
this area. Please include a note in the plans for the contractor to coordinate with the following
NYSDOT construction projects. NYSDOT Construction contact number is (631) 952-6041.

« PIN 080860 “Steel Bridge Rehabilitation™ with a letting this Spring, 2011

e PIN 080841 (D261372) “Overhead Signs Replace/Repair/Install”” which is currently under
construction

« PIN 080785 (D261400) “Median Barrier Installation” which is currently under construction”

Response:

The applicant concurs, and will provide notes on the design plans that reference these projects as
indicated, and will also provide a note specifying that the contractor must coordinate with the
NYSDOT on these projects and any future projects that could effect this project prior to the
commencement of work.

2.4  NYSDOT Mobility Management Group Improvements

Comment C-4:
“NYSDOT Mobility Management group will provide additional comments as additional
information on the plans is provided. At this time, the following is recommended:

« Incorporate bike lanes and sidewalks on internal roadways to facilitate pedestrian and bicycle
travel and to encourage traffic calming.

e Provide bicycle parking at major retail, office and residential centers in the complex to minimize
dependence on the automobile, to reduce congestion and improve air quality.

e Coordinate with Suffolk County Transit for the provision of bus service to this development
including the installation of bus shelters.”

Response:
The applicant will:

* Incorporate bike lanes along Meadows Boulevard and Park Lane only, and sidewalks along all of
the site’s internal roadways.

e Provide bicycle parking at major retail, office and residential centers.

e Coordinate with Suffolk County Transit for the provision of bus service to this development
including the installation of bus shelters.
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2.5 NYSDOT Pavement Management Group Comments

Comment C-5:
“NYSDOT Pavement Management group will provide additional comments as additional
pavement related information is provided on forthcoming plans.”

Response:

It is expected that detailed comments from the NYSDOT Pavement Management Group will be
provided during the Site Plan review process. At that time, the applicant will review and respond
to such input. The project will conform to all applicable NYSDOT requirements.

2.6 Show Driveway Elevations and Drainage Calculations on Plans

Comment C-6:

“A driveway profile or on site elevations, including elevations at the State highway right-of-way
line, shall be shown on the plans to ensure that all drainage is contained on site since we do not
permit runoff from property onto our State highways. Please show drainage calculations. The
elevation high points must be located at the property line.”

Response:

The applicant will adhere to all applicable NYSDOT requirements for items shown on site plans
at the time of Site Plan application. The site will be designed to the Land-Use Requirements of
the Town of Brookhaven, which requires applicants to maintain on-site run-off within site
boundaries. The applicant will provide fully designed grading and drainage plans for review as
the project moves forward towards final design.

2.7 Merge Analysis

Comment C-7:

“As shown on the Merge Analyses for North Service Road westbound at William Floyd Parkway
southbound, 2015 Build AM, there are 1635 vehicles assigned to two (2) freeway lanes.
However, as per Dwg. No. 3, these vehicles approach the merge in only one (1) lane, with the
second lane beginning at the on-ramp to the westbound mainline. The analysis should show one
(I) freeway lane and one (1) ramp lane for the AM, PM and Saturday analyses.”

Response:

Based on the available analysis in the Highway Capacity Manual, a freeway merge cannot be
analyzed utilizing only 1 freeway lane. The minimum lane arrangement for this analysis is 2
freeway lanes and 1 ramp lane, as analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis.

It should be noted that this lane arrangement will be modified with the improvements that are
proposed as part of The Meadows at Yaphank mixed use development. At this location, the
existing merge to a single lane would be replaced with two receiving lanes. Therefore, there will
no longer be a merge at this location. Since the existing on-ramp to the LIE will remain, this
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section will change from a merge to a weave. This new weaving segment, as shown in Tables 3
and Table 18 of the Traffic Impact Study, is projected to operate at level of service (LOS) D
during the morning peak hour and LOS B during both the weekday evening and Saturday
midday peak hours. This will be further evaluated as the LIE access gets closer to final design
per request of the Town of Brookhaven Division of Traffic Safety.

2.8 Weaving Analysis on Westbound LIE North Service Road Clarification

Comment C-8:

“The Weaving Analyses for the westbound North Service Road, west of the cloverleaf is not
clear. We question what section west of the cloverleaf is being analyzed and how are the volume
numbers determined.”

Response:

This weaving section currently is a merging section, which will be converted to a weaving
section with the proposed improvements. This weaving section is west of the cloverleaf,
beginning where the CR 46 southbound ramp intersects with the LIE North Service Road and
ends where the existing on-ramp to the LIE westbound splits to the left while the new portion of
the North Service Road continues westbound. Entering volumes were determined based on the
existing ramp and north service road volumes along with the projected traffic from proposed
developments.

29 AADT Revision

Comment C-9:
“The AADT from 6-day or a week count provided (page 13 table) shows around 25,000 one way.
Our records show a much higher number in the area. Please revise accordingly.”

Response:

The applicant’s traffic consultant, FST, has reviewed the traffic counts collected in 2010.
Further review shows that the table should read 26,500 vehicles per day (vpd) on the LIE in the
eastbound direction. The two-way ADT on the LIE over CR 46 would be 51,600 vpd.

Based on the 2009 Traffic Data Report for New York State, traffic volumes on this section of the
LIE were recorded to be 59,670 vpd in 2008 and 51,260 vpd in 2009. Based on these recent
counts, the 2010 counts collected for FST appear reasonable.

2.10 Work Zone Traffic Control Plans

Comment C-10:

“Provide Work Zone Traffic Control Plans for appropriate travel lane and sidewalk closures
schemes as necessary for all required mitigation items. All closures must be in accordance with
the current National Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices and NYSDOT Supplement.”
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Response:
As the project moves toward final design, the applicant will provide Maintenance and Protection
of Traffic Plans for NYSDOT review and approval.

2.11  Construction Phasing

Comment C-11:

“Construction Phase — Phases 1 and 2 involves the residential and the retail improvements. The
improvements proposed for these phases are only for the William Floyd Pkwy. We question if
any impact will be on State Hwy system. The residential development can generate traffic during
the peak AM and PM. Please provide the timeframe between phases 1, 2 and 3.”

Response:

This project will have minimal impact if any on the State Roadway system during the initial
phases. As indicated in the Traffic Impact Statement, the applicant will provide future mitigation
when warranted to the LIE and will be reviewing the specifics of the future mitigation with the
NYSDOT as the project moves forward toward final design. During the start of each future
Phase after Phase 1, prior to site plan approval of said future Phase(s), an updated traffic study
will be prepared, with analysis to verify traffic volume patterns in order to confirm that
mitigation measures as planned are sufficient. The timing is market driven, only Phase 1 is in
the processes of being planned as of right now; construction of Phase 1 is anticipated to start
sometime during 2012.

2.12 Peak Hour Traffic Counts

Comment C-12:
“Please provide a report comparing the peek [sic] traffic counts from the original Brookhaven
Walk project vs. new proposed Meadows at Yaphank.”

Response:

As was previously documented in the Traffic Impact Study, the proposed Mixed Use
Development is projected to generate less traffic than the uses originally permitted for the site.
The total trip generation for the current site is expected to be 14% lower during the weekday
morning peak hour, 40% lower on a weekday evening peak hour and 41% lower on a Saturday
midday peak hour than the uses originally permitted (see Tables 1-8a and 1-8b).

2.13 Renewed Interchange Justification Report

Comment C-13:

“The FHWA approval of the Interchange Justification Report (IJR) was based on the original
development proposal and improvements. A copy of the 1JR and the plans along with a memo
out-lining the proposed changes will need to be sent to the FHWA for review and concurrence of
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renewed approval. FHWA concurrence will also include a NEPA determination that may require
an updated additional environmental and engineering studies and analysis.”

Response:

The applicant’s traffic consultant, FST, is coordinating with NYSDOT for guidance on how to
proceed to amend the previous FHWA approval of the Interchange Justification Report (1JR).
FST is requesting to modify some of the improvements since the proposed project will have less
impact than the previously-approved “Brookhaven Walk” proposal, so that some of these
previous improvements are not warranted for the Meadows at Yaphank.

FST will provide, in the near future, a document outlining the two (2) projects for review so the
Department can transmit this to the NYSDOT FHWA representative in Albany for acceptance of
this request for an amended 1JR approval.

2.14  Town SEQR Resolution Needed

Comment C-14:

“Please provide a copy of the Town’s State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) resolution
for our comparison to the original Record of Decision (ROD) to determine if the DOT SERQ
[sic] findings need to be amended.”

Response:

As discussed in a recent meeting, the applicant is in the process of the Town of Brookhaven
change of zone review and will provide a copy of the Town SEQRA determination (in this case a
Statement of Findings), once it is received. Appendix J contains copies of the Findings
Statements for the Brookhaven Walk project, as prepared and adopted by the Brookhaven Town
Planning Board and by the NYSDOT.

2.15 Comment and Response to a Concern of Town Councilman Panico

Comments C-40, E-3, E-21, E-35 & E-38:
These comments express concern regarding the chronic congestion on the eastbound Long Island
Expressway at Exit 68, for CR 46.

Response:

At this location the existing exit off-ramp provides only a single ramp exit with no deceleration
lane that provides service level between LOS C and LOS F. The proposed mitigation for this
exit is to provide a new deceleration lane and to widen the exiting ramp from one lane to two
lanes, which will provide a LOS B. Figure 2-1 following compares current exit to proposed exit
improvements.
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Existing and Proposed Off-Ramp Configuration, Eastbound LIE, Exit 68

2.16 Revised IJR Needed

Comment C-41:
“The TIS stresses how the current proposal will generate significantly less traffic than the prior

proposal. With significantly less traffic, is the new on-ramp still justified? A revised IJR may be
required.”

Response:
The suggestion for a potential reduction in mitigation is acknowledged. As requested, FST will

review this access as well as the warranted improvements with the NYSDOT as a result of the
Meadows project and the changes in traffic compared to the previously approved improvements
for the Brookhaven Walk. FST is also currently coordinating the next step pertaining to the 1JR
with the NYSDOT and will provide a revised IJR if deemed necessary.
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2.17 Parking Space Dimensions Unacceptable

Comment C-42:
“Plate 3 - Roadway Standards- Residential Areas - The parallel parking spaces are
unacceptable. Parallel parking spaces must be 23’ long (min.)”

Response:
The applicant will stipulate that parallel parking spaces will be a minimum of 23 feet in length.

2.18 Parking Lot Aisle Width Unacceptable

Comment C-43:
“Plate 4 - Commercial Parking Lot Standards- Also unacceptable, two-way parking lot aisles
must be a minimum of 24’ wide.”

Response:

The applicant proposes a 22-foot parking area aisle width, which was approved for a similar use
for the prior-approved Brookhaven Walk project. In addition, review of Town records of
commercial center site plan approvals finds that the Town Planning Board has consistently
approved 22-foot wide parking area aisle widths for this type of development.

2.19  Source of Dimensional Standards Requested

Comment C-44:

“In the preceding comments which refer to *‘Master Plan Guidelines’ and ‘Standards’, we would
like to know the source of the information, that is, whose master plan and standards. As
indicated in our comments, these are not Town of Brookhaven criteria.”

Response:

It is acknowledged that some of the proposed standards are not Town of Brookhaven standards.
The project utilizes Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) criteria, which inform the
conceptualization of the overall project design. The PDD Zoning District promotes flexibility in
design and authorizes the Town to waive or modify standards. The Master Plan proposes new
“form based” criteria that, upon adoption by the Town Board, shall become the standard for the
Meadows at Yaphank PDD development.

2.20 Comments on CR 46

Comment C-45:

“Existing Conditions: On William Floyd Parkway, CR 46, FST incorrectly identifies Route 25 as
the road’s northern terminus. The speed limit on CR 46 is 45 mph south of Moriches-Middle
Island Road. The Long Island Expressway North Service Road is omitted from this section of the
TIS.”
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Response:
The typo is duly noted. To clarify, the northern terminus of CR 46 should be labeled as Route
25A, not Route 25.

The information contained in the Draft GEIS TIS pertaining to the configuration of the LIE
North Service Road is supplemented as follows: The LIE North Service Road which borders the
subject sites southerly property line is a two (2) lane service road which starts at the off-ramp to
William Floyd Parkway/CR46 (exit 68) from the westbound LIE mainline, continues west over
CR 46 with full cloverleaf (off-ramp to CR 46 northbound, and on-ramp from CR 46 northbound
as well as a off-ramp to CR 46 southbound and an on-ramp from CR 46 southbound) the road
continues as two (2) lanes as it merges to one lane and terminates at the on-ramp to the LIE
mainline westbound.

2.21 Comments on Figures in TIS

Comment C-46:

“Existing Traffic Volumes: Figures 3 through 8 incorrectly indicate the presented data as for the
‘City of Brookhaven’. The unnumbered exhibits in the appendix similarly labeled should be
corrected.”

Response:
The typo is duly noted. Figures 3 though 8 should have been labeled as “Town of Brookhaven”
similar to the other twelve figures in the report.

2.22 Correction Regarding Moriches-Middle Island Road

Comment C-47:

“Emergency Access/Evacuation: On Page 17 of the TIS, it states ‘an additional gated access
only driveway is proposed to provide access to the site from ‘Moriches Middle Island Road’.
Moriches-Middle Island Road does not abut the site.”

Response:
The emergency access that is proposed is provided on East Main Street. The roadway changes
name to Moriches-Middle Island Road south of the proposed emergency access.

2.23  Accident Analysis
Comment C-48:

“Safety Analysis: The incident experience on CR 46 at Longwood Road is significant;
particularly the right angle accidents. Analysis and suggested mitigation are required.”
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Response:

Even though this is an existing issue not necessarily being impacted by The Meadows at
Yaphank, FST further reviewed the analysis data at the intersection of CR 46 at Longwood
Road. Although there are no clear-cut indications showing reasons for the angle accidents, it
appears that the majority of the rear-end accidents involve southbound vehicles traveling from
the north going south toward Longwood Road. One particular cause for the southbound
accidents is likely that many southbound drivers are not expecting to stop in this area. The
previous signal is approximately three miles to the north. Further exacerbating this issue is the
slight curve in CR 46 north of Longwood Road that hinders site visibility of this intersection as
drivers approach from the north. Measures to mitigate this problem would be to suggest pruning
and thinning of the existing median landscaped area to enhance site visibility and by adding
signage that would provide better warning to motorists as they are approaching this intersection.

2.24  Time Horizon Unacceptable

Comment C-49:

“Traffic Growth: The Town requires a time horizon for future analysis of five years from the
projected date of project completion. From the site development phasing presenting the DGEIS
and TIS the proposed development is expected to be completed more than ten years after
construction is initiated. Assuming Phase 1 is completed in 2015, and Phase 5 in 2026, five
years thereafter would be 2031. FST used a horizon year of 2015, which is unacceptable.”

Response:

The Traffic Impact Study was completed for the full build development scenario. Due to the
phasing construction schedule, this results in a conservative analysis for the 2015 conditions as
not all of the project will be constructed at that stage.

Future traffic volumes and analysis was projected to the year 2015, which reflects a five-year
traffic-planning horizon. The main analysis methodology consisted of applying an annual
background growth rate to current volumes to account for general traffic growth in the region
and then adding traffic anticipated to be generated by planned developments in the immediate
vicinity. The developments that were included, in addition to the 2% per year growth rate, were
obtained from the Town of Brookhaven Planning Division. This analysis included a significant
amount of background development as requested by the Town of Brookhaven Planning Division.
A number of these developments have not yet submitted a proposal or have not yet received their
required permits. Therefore, potential future roadway improvements associated with these other
projects could not be incorporated into the analysis. The analysis is very conservative in that it
included traffic associated with the other developments, but did not include potential
improvements associated with other projects.

It should be noted that in the immediate area, approximately 5,000 acres are utilized as the
Brookhaven National Lab, which limits the potential developable land in the area, as well as a
conveyance of over 1000 acres of open space near CR 46. In addition, based on recent traffic
counts on the LIE, traffic volumes have decreased since 2008. Therefore, the assumption of a
2% annual background growth rate in addition to the site specific developments identified below
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IS very conservative. Therefore, projecting to a 21-year horizon year using these artificially high
growth rates will be overly conservative and un-realistic. The applicant has indicated the
Meadows will be a “phased” project. During the start of each future Phase after Phase 1, prior to
site plan approval of said future Phase(s) an updated traffic study will be prepared with analysis
to verify traffic volume patterns to confirm mitigation measures as planned are sufficient.

2.25 Trip Assignment Discrepancy

Comment C-50:

“Trip Distribution and Assignment: There is a discrepancy between Table 9 and Figure 9 which
requires correction. The 5 percent residential assignment to Moriches Middle Island Road in
Table 9 is not reflected in Figure 9, Residential Distribution.”

Response:
Table 9 of the TIS has been updated to match the results shown in Figure 9 of the TIS and all of

the analyses. The updated table is included below:

TABLE 9 - TRIP DISTRIBUTION

o Percent Trips Assigned to Route
Direction
By Way Of (To/From) i
Residential Oglf:;,(e/ Retail Hotel
East 28% 12% 25% 30%
1-495 (LIE) West 36% 39% 25% 40%
William Floyd North 18% 22% 28% 13%
Parkway (CR 46) South 15% 21% 15% 17%
Moriches-Middle East 206 506 506 0%
Island Road
Longwood Road North/ 1% 1% 2% 0%
West
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

2.26  Trip Assignment Explanation Requested

Comment C-51:

“We are also question the assignment of westbound Long Island Expressway North Service Road
(NSR) traffic whereby during the peak periods (Figures 14-16) at least 82 percent of the
generated traffic is assigned to enter the site from the east via ‘New Public Roadway’ and, at
most, 18 percent of the traffic is assigned to the west to north CR 46 clover leaf ramp and enters
the site from CR 46. Please provide an explanation for this split of percentages.”
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Response:

The traffic assignment was based on the land use location and the convenience of each site
driveway. The office space is expected to be located on the western side of the New Public
Roadway. Therefore for the entering office traffic, the majority of the traffic would be expected
to use the LIE North Service Road and the New Public Roadway instead of working their way
through the retail space. Since the Hotel is located close to CR 46, all of the traffic is expected to
enter from CR 46. Residential and Retail Traffic is expected to utilize both CR 46 and the New
Public Roadway to enter the site. Overall, the entering traffic using the New Public Roadway is
projected to be 66% of the entering traffic during the morning peak hour and 42% and 41% of
the entering traffic during the weekday evening and Saturday midday peak hour. The morning
entering traffic is higher since the highest amount of entering traffic during the morning peak
hour is associated with the office development.

2.27 New Ramp Justification

Comment C-52:

“New Ramps: As indicated previously, this new ramp must be justified predicated on the current
proposed development. If ultimately disapproved, the North Service Road may have to be
constructed to Yaphank Avenue, CR 21.”

Response:

As discussed in Response, Section 2.1, FST will review this access with NYSDOT and review
possible alternatives that maybe considered. It is FST’s understanding that the Yaphank
Community would prefer not to have the LIE North Service Road extended to CR 21 or
improved beyond its current use/limits.

2.28 Additional Capacity Analyses Requested

Comment C-53:
““Capacity Analysis Locations: The Town will have input on the capacity of the proposed on-site
intersections. Analysis must be provided for these intersections, for example:

e Proposed Roundabouts
« Yaphank Woods Boulevard Extension at Phase 3 Access Road and Phase 4/5 Access Road

Analysis should be provided by phase of development, where appropriate.”

Response:
The applicant and project design team will work with the Town on the “on-site” infrastructure
design elements as the project moves forward through Site Plan review.
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2.29 V/C Ratio and Mitigation

Comment C-54:
“Table 14 - Signalized Capacity Analysis-Build Conditions-Without Mitigation: Mitigation
should be proposed at any location with a v//c ratio of 1.00 or greater.”

Response:

The four intersections of CR 46 with Longwood Road, Yaphank-Woods Boulevard, the Suffolk
County Police Department Driveway and Moriches-Middle Island Road all have certain
movements that operate with v/c ratios of 1.00 or greater. Mitigation is proposed at Yaphank-
Woods Boulevard to address this deficiency. The other intersections are addressed in
Responses, Sections 2.30, 2.31 and 2.32 below.

2.30 CR 46 at Longwood Road Mitigation

Comment C-55:

“CR 46 at Longwood Road: During the AM and PM peaks the westbound through movement
Level of Service (LOS) is F and E, respectively. Mitigation is required. NOTE: Improving the
LOS will positively impact the accident experience.”

Response:

The Meadows at Yaphank mixed use development will contribute very little traffic volume to
this movement, with 7 vehicles during the morning peak hour, 16 vehicles during the weekday
evening peak hour and 15 vehicles during the Saturday midday peak hour. As such, the project’s
level of impact does not warrant any additional mitigation measures.

2.31 CR 46 at SCPD Mitigation
Comment C-56:

“CR 46 at the Suffolk County Police Department Driveway: During the PM peak the eastbound
left and northbound left operate at LOS F and E, respectively. Mitigation is required.”

Response:

The volumes on the two movements mentioned are relatively low, allowing the mainline through
movements to be given a significant amount of time. Therefore, vehicles arriving on the
eastbound left or northbound left turning movements will be required to wait while the mainline
through movements are provided with a long green time. Since the level of service is based on
the average delay, the LOS of F and E on the eastbound left and northbound left turn simply
indicate that these movements have to wait through a long red light while CR 46 has a green
light. These two movements operate within capacity thresholds and without cycle failures as
evidenced by the v/c ratio and the short queue lengths on these movements. As such, the
project’s level of impact does not warrant any additional mitigation measures. It should be noted
that as part of the Clare Rose approvals (which utilizes this signal w/SCPD) a deed covenant was
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filed that requires an updated traffic study to be submitted to SCDPW prior to the approval of
any future development on the site that may utilize this intersection.

2.32 CR 46 at Moriches-Middle Island Road Mitigation

Comment C-57:

“CR 46 at Moriches-Middle Island Road: During the AM peak the overall v/c is 0.98 indicating
adverse operation conditions. The eastbound and westbound left turns will operate at LOS E.
Mitigation is required.”

Response:
This is an existing condition on which the proposed project would have little or no impact. As
such, the project’s level of impact does not warrant any additional mitigation measures.

2.33 CR 46 at Site Access Mitigation
Comment C-58:

“CR_at Site Access: The northbound left will operate at LOS E; however, the proposed
northbound dual left turn lanes will mitigate the problem.”

Response:
Comment acknowledged. This movement will operate with sufficient capacity to accommodate
this movement.

2.34  Weaving Analysis on Northbound CR 46 Requested

Comment C-59:

“Weaving Analysis: An additional weaving analysis for traffic entering the site from CR 46
northbound, between the terminus of the westbound LIE NSR to northbound CR 46 ramp and
Yaphank Woods Boulevard, is required.”

Response:

This section was analyzed as a merge in the TIS. As requested, FST reanalyzed this section of
roadway as a weave. Table 2-1 presents a summary of the weave capacity analysis on CR 46
northbound from the LIE North Service Road westbound ramp to Yaphank-Woods Boulevard.

Under the 2015 build conditions, the weave on CR 46 northbound between the LIE North
Service Road westbound ramp and Yaphank-Woods Boulevard is projected to operate at LOS C
during the weekday morning and LOS B during the weekday evening and Saturday midday peak
hours.
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Table 2-1
FREEWAY RAMP ANALYSIS, Build Conditions
Weave Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak Saturday Peak Hour
Lo Hour Hour
Speed | Density | LOS | Speed | Density | LOS | Speed | Density | LOS

CR 46
northbound

between the LIE
NSR ramp and
Yaphank-Woods
Blvd.

38.7 25.8 C 40.0 21.3 B 41.1 17.6 B

2.35 Parking Analysis Requested

Comment C-60:

“Parking: Parking is discussed on the DGEIS on Pages 1-22 and 1-23, and a reference to a
parking analysis in the TIS is made; however, the analysis does not appear in the TIS. An
analysis of parking required for each phase of this project is needed.”

Response:

The TIS for the prior proposal (dated November 2010) did not contain a separate parking
analysis, as was noted on page 1-25 of the Draft GEIS. The reference in the Draft GEIS was
included in anticipation of such an analysis; however, a parking analysis was not prepared at that
time. A parking analysis can be provided for each future site plan submission (after Phase 1) of
this project as it moves forward. The analysis will be based on a form-based code as established
for this project.

2.36  Details of Phased Implementation of Roadway Mitigation Requested

Comment C-61:

“Phased Implementation of Mitigation: Section 8.0 (Page 68) of the TIS discusses phased
implementation of mitigation measures, based on capacity analysis of certain ramps and
intersections for various phases. A table of these analyses, as well as back-up data, is required.”

Response:
See Response, Section 2.37.
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2.37 Need for Future TIS

Comment C-62:

“As was proposed for a prior proposal on this site (Brookhaven Walk), as a condition of the site
plan approval, the applicant should be required to conduct a future Traffic Impact Assessment,
e.g. mid-way through the implementation of the proposed phased development, to verify that
mitigation measures are adequate to address the project’s safety and capacity impacts, and to
determine if ultimately proposed measures (i.e. after Phase 5) are still appropriate. The
applicant would be responsible for implementing any additional mitigation measures.”

Response:

FST has provided various mitigation measures as depicted on the preliminary design plans. As
the project moves forward, FST will review the proposed mitigation with both the SCDPW and
NYSDOT to provide final mitigation that is needed and warranted as it is developed. The
Meadows at Yaphank will be a “phased” project. During the start of each future Phase after
Phase 1, prior to site plan approval of said future Phase(s), an updated new traffic study will be
prepared with analysis to verify traffic volume patterns and to confirm mitigation measures as
planned are sufficient.

2.38  Comparison of Trip Generations Requested

Comment C-63:
“Other: Since the basics of the TIS is a Change of Zone application, a comparison of Trip
Generation between the existing and proposed zoning should be included in the TIS.”

Response:
Table 1-8a compares the anticipated trip generations of the prior-proposed project and the
revised plan.

2.39 Discussion of Development of Surplus County Properties Requested

Comment C-64:
“The 5/17/10 scoping meeting on this project indicates the TIS should discuss Suffolk County’s
Surplus Properties and current proposals for this land. This was not done.”

Response:

Appendix K contains a copy of Suffolk County legislature Introductory Resolution (IR) 2236-
2010 declaring 247 acres of County-owned land in Yaphank as surplus and terminating the
Legacy Village proposal. This resolution was passed by the Legislature on April 26, 2011 and
the County Executive had 30 days to sign it or veto it. If no action is taken by the County
Executive, the resolution becomes law. If it is vetoed by the County Executive, the Legislature
appears to have sufficient votes to override. It is believed that the resolution has become law.
This indicates that this proposal is no longer viable, and therefore has not been considered in the
project’s Traffic Impact Study or cumulative impact analysis.
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2.40 Need for a Traffic Signal on Yaphank-Woods Boulevard

Comments D-8 & E-10:

“Our community of an estimated 1,500 residents currently uses Yaphank Woods Blvd. as our
only route to and from our homes. According to the plan for the Meadows at Yaphank this road
is to serve as one of the entrance and exit points for the development. It is imperative that the
intersection of Yaphank Woods Blvd. and William Floyd Parkway has a full service traffic signal
allowing both north and south turns onto William Floyd Parkway as is indicated in Appendix D,
page 6 of the Traffic Study.”

Response:
The applicant confirms that based on the recent correspondence with the SCDPW this traffic
signal will remain a full signal.

2.41 Need to Resurface Yaphank-Woods Boulevard

Comments D-9 & E-11:
“In addition we would like this road to be resurfaced during Phase 1 of construction of the
project since it is in a state of disrepair at this time.”

Response:
The applicant will repave Yaphank-Woods Boulevard as part of the Phase 1 construction of the
revised plan.

2.42 Emergency Access

Comments D-12, E-15 & E-22:
These comments urge the provision of an emergency access to the subject site (and, through it, to
the Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines condominiums), as part of the project.

Response:

Figure 3-7 of the Draft GEIS depicts the route of a potential emergency fire access to the project
site, via Main Street and through the Town-owned Greenbelt, which is within the Pine Barrens
Core Preservation Area. This potential alignment is intended to provide a means of access for
the Yaphank Fire Department to access and reduce response times to the site. The access to the
anticipated 18-foot wide stabilized access roadway would be controlled via a fire access gate.

The route of this access utilizes an existing cleared roadway. The route was reportedly utilized
as a second means of access to the former Suffolk Meadows Racetrack through Main Street.

Inspection of the 1,600-foot route indicates that the existing cleared portion of the roadway
varies from 20 feet to 37 feet in width from the paved section of the LIE North Service Road and
north. The Town may engage in minor activities needed to re-establish this access route on
municipal land for public safety purposes that would allow faster response time to the proposed
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project as well as Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines. The applicant will assist with facilitating
the re-establishment of this access upon request by the Town and the project design provides the
opportunity for this connection to and through the project site.

2.43 Construction Truck Access

Comments D-14 & E-17:

“Although the construction plan states that trucks and other equipment used during the
construction phase will use CR 46 and the LIE north service roads to access the site it does not
exclude Yaphank Woods Blvd. from use for trucks and other equipment. We insist that Yaphank
Woods Blvd. which is used daily by hundreds of cars and several school buses be off limits for
all equipment being used during the construction phase.”

Response:

The applicant will instruct the construction contractor/manager to prohibit all construction
vehicles from traversing the northern section of Yaphank-Woods Boulevard (i.e., that section of
roadway also used by the residents of Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines condominiums to
access CR 46). However, the applicant does reserve the ability to, during those construction
times when work on this section of Yaphank-Woods Boulevard is to occur, that such vehicles
and equipment can access this roadway directly. As a result of this prohibition, it is expected
that construction vehicles will be able to access the site via two roadways: the LIE North Service
Road and CR 46 (through the proposed new site access). All equipment loading/unloading,
materials storage, and construction staging areas and construction worker parking will be located
within the subject site; thereby minimizing construction impacts to the adjacent Colonial
Woods/Whispering Pines development.

2.44 Phase 1 Improvements on CR 46

Comments E-12 & E-20:
These comments indicate concerns with respect to potential impacts at the intersection of
Yaphank-Woods Boulevard and CR46 for Phase | of the revised project.

Response:

FST has reviewed this intersection for mitigation required for proposed improvements for Phase
1 and, as a result of this review, proposes mitigation that will include an additional left turn lane
on Yaphank-Woods Boulevard and improving the left turn lane on CR 46. It should be noted
that during the start of each future Phase after Phase 1, prior to site plan approval of said future
Phase(s) an updated traffic study will be prepared with analysis to verify traffic volume patterns
to confirm mitigation measures as planned for each Phase are sufficient.
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3.0 PINE BARRENS-RELATED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

3.1 Pine Barrens Plan Conformance

Comments C-17 & E-27:

These comments note that, as the proposed project is considered a DRS under the Pine Barrens
Plan, it is required to demonstrate its conformance to the Standards and Guidelines of the Pine
Barrens Plan.

Response:

The proposed project conforms to the Standards and Guidelines of the CLUP; a full analysis of
that conformance is presented in Table 3-3 of the Draft GEIS, as well as in the DRS application.
Appendix C of this document contains the Commission staff reviews of both the Draft GEIS
(dated May 21, 2011) and the DRS application (draft, dated June 10, 2011). All comments from
each CPB staff review document have been delineated and responses are provided throughout
this document. Appendix H contains the applicant’s analysis discussing the revised plan’s
conformance to the Pine Barrens Plan Standards and Guidelines. Review of this table indicates
fully conforms to all of the applicable standards and guidelines of the Pine Barrens Plan.

3.2 Development Credit Receiving Area Capacity Analysis

Comment C-18:

“The DGEIS must include an analysis of the potential impacts of the rezoning and the currently
known elements of the project on the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plan,
compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for development as outlined in Chapter 5 of the
CLUP and implemented by the Town Code, and an analysis of the potential impact of the
rezoning on the required minimum one-to one (1:1) receiving capacity to sending credit ratio
requirements, as per Section 6.5.2.1 of the CLUP...”

Response:

The Meadows project is proposed by an applicant and private landowner; an applicant is entitled
to petition the Town Board for a change of zone. The Town Board may review the merits of the
zone change request and issue a decision. In the case of the proposed project, the 322 acre
portion of the site is zoned J-2 Business (eastern parcel) and L-1 Industrial (western parcel) and
was already approved for an 850,000 SF retail development while the west parcel could be used
for 1.18 million SF of industrial use. The project involves a change of this use to a mixed-use,
residential, commercial, office hotel, and recreational use site that better suits the needs of the
community, minimizes impact and provides benefit. In addition to numerous public benefits as
outlined in Section 1.3.2, the project proposes to redeem five (5) Pine Barrens Credits. The use
of credits is important to ensure that where possible, PBCs are used in connection with land use
applications. The Town must monitor the ratio of sending land (Pine Barrens Credits in the Core
Preservation Area of the Pine Barrens) as compared with receiving land (e.g., ROD, PDD and
other land use applications), to ensure that adequate receiving areas will be provided to ensure
redemption of PBCs originating in Brookhaven Town. The Town is providing additional
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opportunities for use of PBCs in a revised MF code and will examine other opportunities through
Town-wide land use planning efforts. The municipal role in monitoring the Town-wide
dynamics of PBCs is beyond the scope of the Meadows at Yaphank project.

3.3 PBC Redemption Analysis

Comments C-19 & C-94:
These comments request information on whether the project will redeem PBCs to mitigate the
excess in sanitary flow of the proposed project versus the flow of the as-of-right development.

Response:

The Draft GEIS includes a full evaluation of the base density of the project (i.e., the approved
Brookhaven Walk of 850,000 SF of retail space, and 1.18 million SF of potential industrial use)
in conformance with zoning, as related to the proposed project density. The proposed project
provides an opportunity to provide an improved and more sustainable, mixed-use form of
development that includes a balanced program of diverse housing opportunities, retail, public
space and gathering areas, hotel, flexible office/industrial/retail space, recreational use and
extensive natural open space. The project will not substantially increase overall square footage,
and will have less impact on the environment (i.e., greater tax benefit, less traffic, improved
groundwater recharge, etc.) than the existing zoning would provide. The Draft GEIS presents
the “as-of-right” use in Alternative 2, Section 5.2. It is noted that the proposed project will
increase sanitary flow; however, the effluent will be treated as a result of the upgrade and
restoration of the originally permitted flow from the Dorade STP. The use of sanitary flow of the
project, without considering other environmental and economic factors, is not an appropriate
measure of increased density/intensity of use, given the extensive environmental benefits of a
mixed-use, sustainable project as outlined in the Draft GEIS. The project is classified by the
Town as a PDD change of use, and not as an increase in density. The applicant is aware that the
CPBJPPC is considering an amendment to the Pine Barrens Act that would require sanitary
credits as a function of increased sewage flow; however, no such action is currently required and
the pending amendment has not been adopted. Nevertheless, the proposed project will provide
extensive benefits over the existing zoning by virtue of the proposed use, as well as dedication of
area for public recreation, publicly accessible space at no cost for maintenance and other benefits
that will be worked out with the Town under the PDD zone change. In addition, the applicant
proposes to redeem five (5) Pine Barrens Credits in order to provide further public benefit and
support of the Pine Barrens Credit redemption program as part of the project’s Special Public
Benefits (see Table 3-2 of the Draft GEIS for list of benefits). As discussed in the Draft GEIS,
Section 3.1.2, Zoning, the Town Zoning Code Chapter 85, Section 85-340A.(5) states: ““In lieu of
some PBC’s, applicant may request, and the Town Board may grant, zoning incentives in the
form of increased density or change of use in return for the provision of special public benefits
as defined in this article.” The proposed project seeks to utilize this provision to compensate for
the change in use from the existing commercial/industrial zoning, to the proposed mixed-use
development.
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3.4  Explanation of Nitrogen Concentration Computations

Comments C-20, C-91, C-93, D-18, E-36 & E-39:

These comments indicate a concern that the concentration of nitrogen in STP effluent (stated in
the Draft GEIS as 8 mg/l) would exceed the maximum allowed concentration of 2.50 mg/l, as
specified in the CLUP.

Response:

There is no discrepancy in the Draft GEIS regarding the nitrogen concentration values for the
Dorade STP effluent and the overall project recharge. The 8 mg/l referred to in the Draft GEIS
is an effluent limitation associated with the Dorade STP. The 2.50 mg/l required in the Central
Pine Barrens CLUP is the concentration of nitrogen in recharge determined by mass-balance
calculations of all nitrogen sources balanced with recharge and hydrologic factors to determine
the theoretical concentration of nitrogen at the property lines. The Draft GEIS document
indicates that the total concentration of nitrogen in recharge for the proposed project is composed
of a number of contributors, which include treated effluent discharged from the Dorade STP,
fertilized areas and other lesser sources as identified in the SONIR model and described in
Appendix C-3 and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft GEIS. The nitrogen concentration in effluent from
the Dorade STP component (after it has been upgraded and replaced) will be 8 mg/I, and that the
nitrogen concentration in overall site recharge (which includes contributions from STP effluent
resulting from the project, fertilized areas, and other lesser sources) was computed to be 2.20
mg/l. This value was re-computed for the revised plan (see Appendix G), and is found to be
2.21 mg/l. As a result, the estimated nitrogen concentration using mass-balance methods to
determine the concentration of recharge “at the property lines” includes all sources of nitrogen
and conforms to the Pine Barrens Plan, nitrate-nitrogen goal of 2.5 mg/l (Guideline 5.3.3.1.3).

3.5 Greenbelt Buffer

Comments C-22 & C-99:
These comments indicate a concern regarding the depth of the proposed natural buffer along the
site’s western border, abutting the Town Greenbelt property.

Response:

At the present time, this area within the site is cleared, as it was developed as part of the parking
area for the former racetrack operation. The Pine Barrens Plan promotes the reuse of previously-
disturbed areas for development, as a means to preserve areas of undisturbed natural lands. The
proposed project meets this goal, by locating development in this disturbed area; the Draft GEIS
indicates in Table 3-3 (G5.3.3.11.1) that a buffer of between 40 and 80 feet in depth will be
maintained between development and the site’s western border abutting the Town Greenbelt
property. The project would revegetate this buffer with native plants. However, the previous
disturbance of this area, and the intent of the Pine Barrens Plan to use previously-disturbed areas
to the maximum extent practicable do not leave the applicant the flexibility to provide a deeper
re-vegetated buffer here. It is noted that wetland creation and stormwater recharge areas will be
provided near the southwest corner of the existing disturbed area, adjacent to the Greenbelt
property, thus reducing the residential occupancy areas along the western site boundary.

“ MW Page 3-3

NELSON POPE & VOORHIS, LLC
ENVIRONMENTAL s PLANNING ¢« CONSULTING



The Meadows at Yaphank
PDD Application
Final GEIS

3.6 Emergency Access

Comment C-23:

“Describe, in detail, the emergency access through the abutting Town land to the west (e.g.,
width, surface, uses permitted). This access is not consistent with the Greenbelt that has been
contemplated for several decades, and it should not be compromised. The Commission accepted
the Protected Land Council’s recommendation to establish a regional north/south trail system
between Rocky Point and the Great South Bay. This parcel is a critical connection. There are no
alternatives, and it must remain in its natural state.”

Response:

See also Response, Section 2.42. Figure 3-7 of the Draft GEIS depicts the route of a potential
emergency fire access to the project site, via Main Street and through the Town-owned
Greenbelt, which is within the Pine Barrens Core Preservation Area. The access to the
anticipated 18-foot wide stabilized access roadway would be controlled via a fire access gate.

Inspection of the 1,600-foot route indicates that the existing cleared portion of the roadway
varies from 20 feet to 37 feet in width from the paved section of the LIE North Service Road and
north. The Town may engage in minor activities needed to re-establish this access route on
municipal land for public safety purposes that would allow faster response time to the proposed
project as well as Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines. The applicant will assist with facilitating
the re-establishment of this access upon request by the Town and the project design provides the
opportunity for this connection to and through the project site. The portions of the Greenbelt that
are in a natural state will remain so, provided the potential for emergency access is restored by
the Town for public safety purposes; as noted, this area was historically used for this purpose and
is predominantly cleared. The function of the Greenbelt trail as a regional north/south trail
system is not expected to be compromised as a result of providing the potential for emergency
use.

3.7 Greenbelt Connection

Comments C-24 & C-70:
These comments request additional details of the proposed “connection to Greenbelt” noted on
page 1-13 of the DGEIS, including location, width, surface and uses permitted.

Response:

There is at present no defined trail within the Town Greenbelt property to which the project
could provide a connection. Therefore, this connection has not been designed at the present time
and so is shown in a conceptual manner in the Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan.
The applicant expects to provide a connection, for the benefit of site residents and visitors. It is
expected that a connection would be made to a trail within the Town Greenbelt, if and when
developed. The details of the project’s connection to such a Town trail would be determined at
that time.
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3.8  Buffer Area Revegetation

Comment C-25:
“Indicate whether cleared areas in the buffer along the westerly boundary be restored to
natural/native vegetation.”

Response:

See also Response, Section 3.5. At the present time, this area within the site is cleared, as it was
developed as part of the parking area for the former racetrack operation. The Draft GEIS
indicates in Table 3-3 (G5.3.3.11.1) that a buffer of between 40 and 80 feet in depth will be
maintained between development and the site’s western border abutting the Town Greenbelt

property.

It is expected that this buffer area will be planted in native species appropriate and
complementary to those natural species within the Greenbelt. Landscape species in proximity to
and between the buildings may utilize some ornamental, non-invasive species more typical of
residential landscape design for aesthetic purposes. It is expected that the details of such
plantings would be determined at the time of site plan review.

3.9  Signage Heights and Aesthetics

Comment C-26:

“Sign heights should be restricted so that they are not visible from public parks, preserves and
the scenic highway corridors. The proposed signage on the William Floyd Parkway and LIE
frontages should be in keeping with the character of the Central Pine Barrens. Consider signage
color(s), materials, dimensions, and illumination that are consistent with the scenic qualities of
the region, and avoid nighttime lighting illumination in accordance with dark skies initiatives, as
per the Town Code.”

Response:

The specifics of all sign specifications (e.g., heights, illumination, design, color, size, etc.) will
be determined during the site plan review, which will occur after Town Board approval of the
PDD zone change application. Signage will be provided in keeping with the aesthetics of the
region, while still providing for proper identification of the public commercial uses on the site. It
is expected signage would be provided along CR 46 and the LIE North Service Road in a manner
appropriate to identify the presence of the commercial component of the project. More
specifically, four (4) monument signs would not to exceed a height of 42 feet would likely be
proposed, so as not to tower over the natural vegetation that otherwise dominates the area. These
four signs are anticipated to be placed as follows:

e at the southwestern corner of the intersection of Yaphank-Woods Boulevard and CR46;

e at the western corner of the T-intersection of Yaphank-Woods Boulevard and the eastern parcel’s
northern border;

e at the southern side of the T-intersection of the site’s main entrance on CR 46; and

< on the triangular island on the site’s southern border, on the LIE North Service Road.
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Only a limited number of illuminated signs are expected, but the exact method of illumination
has not been determined at this time. A number of smaller (and hence, lower) signs would be
located at strategic points within the developed portion of the property, to direct visitors to
desired locations. As a general policy, signs would not be provided that would be visible from
points within off-site parks and/or open spaces, and all signage would be designed to be in
keeping with the overall character of the pine barrens. All signage will be subject to the review
and approval of the Town Planning Board, during the site plan review process, and the site plan
will be sent by the Town to the Central Pine Barrens Joint Planning & Policy Commission for
their review and input.

3.10 County Nature Preserve Metes & Bounds

Comment C-27:
“Indicate property line metes and bounds of abutting Town parcel(s) to the west and the County
Nature Preserve parcel to the west of the Town parcel.”

Response:

A survey of off-site land would be required to provide a metes and bounds map or description of
the Town- and/or County-owned lands in the area west of the Town Greenbelt; however, this is
not available. A map has been prepared to illustrate the locations of these properties based on
tax map information (see Figure 3-1).

3.11 Ponds and Wetlands

Comment C-28:

“Ponds and wetland systems proposed along westerly property line should be natural and
planted with native species. No fences should be installed to maintain a natural scenic quality
consistent with the region.”

Response:

The new wetland area that is intended to provide a 2:1 replacement of any displaced wetlands on
the site will be natural, planted with native wetland species, and will not be fenced. The ponds
and/or recharge basins used for drainage may be fenced depending upon Town drainage
requirements and safety concerns. Adequate screen plantings will be utilized around the
ponds/basins to mitigate potential visual impacts.

3.12 Lighting

Comment C-29:
“Describe lighting in detail and potential impacts to abutting public lands, existing wetlands,
and created wetlands/ponds.”
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Response:

Lighting is discussed in Section 1.4.7 of the Draft GEIS which notes that the proposed project
includes illumination of the internal roadways, and exteriors of the community and commercial
buildings, along with smaller exterior lights for the residential structures and safety/security
lights in common areas and along the walking trails. Lighting will be provided consistent with
the locations, pole heights and specifications of the type and power of fixtures (“luminaires™)
typical for a quality residential development as well as for the commercial area. Lighting will be
designed to illuminate only those areas requiring lighting for access and safety, and would
involve a design that ensures compliance with “Dark Sky” lighting principles and Town Code,
Article XXXIX, Exterior Lighting Standards, by using downcast lighting so as to not cause
fugitive lighting beyond the intended security and access lit areas. This would ensure reduction
of potential impacts to abutting public lands, existing wetlands and created wetlands/ponds to the
maximum extent practicable.

It is also noted that a Lighting Plan has not been prepared for the proposed project at the present
stage of the review process. It is expected that such a plan will be prepared for and contained in
the site plan application, to be submitted to the Town Planning Board after approval of the
current rezone application, and will be sent by the Town to the Central Pine Barrens Joint
Planning & Policy Commission for their review and input.

3.13 Missing Map

Comment C-30:
“The DGEIS was missing Map 1 of 3 in the package of materials. Please provide a copy.”

Response:
Sheet 1 of 3, Map of Land Located at Yaphank, was purposefully omitted from the Draft GEIS,
as it does not present information that would have been useful to that document.

3.14  Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines Cluster Approval & Open Space Set-Aside

Comment C-31:

“Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines is zoned A-1 and was the first Town cluster approval.
Confirm whether or not the instant project site was set aside as the required open space for that
development approval and identify the location of the open space that was dedicated for those
developments to make this confirmation.”

Response:

Research of Town records indicates that the cluster approval noted above is identified as 281-1,
Webb & Knapp (Zeckendorf), resolution adopted on 2/4/1964. While the Meadows at Yaphank
PDD parcels were included in the 281 approval (along with other parcels), yield was not taken
from the Meadows at Yaphank PDD parcels. Open space designated from the cluster approval
was the dedication to the Town of the 100-acre parcel at the southwestern corner of Longwood
Road/CR 46, (SCTM number 0200-50400-0100-008000).
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Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines is zoned A-1 and therefore the land involved in that
development was the subject of the cluster. The proposed project site is zoned J-2 and L-1 and
was therefore not a part of any open space set-aside associated with the A-1 cluster. If the
subject site had been set aside as the open space designated under the then-Section 281 cluster
approval for the Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines subdivision, that fact would have been
documented as a deed restriction for the subject site, and would have been filed with the Suffolk
County Clerk. Review of the deed for the subject site does not reveal such a restriction. This
indicates that the subject site was not set aside for open space preservation.

3.15 Dorade STP

Comment C-32:

“Describe, in detail, any and all connections to the Dorade STP including, but not limited to
descriptions and locations of all physical structures (above and below ground), easements, and
access roads (both temporary and permanent). Additional comments are reserved when
information is provided.”

Response:

Figure 1-2b of the Draft GEIS depicts the existing configuration of the Dorade STP site, and
provides labels indicating the existing components of that facility. As shown there, eight
recharge beds are located near the northwestern corner of the triangular-shaped parcel, arranged
in two north-south oriented rows of four beds each. Approximately 100 feet to the east of the
center of these rows is the 500+-SF STP control building. Located adjacent to this structure are
the two treatment tanks, which are cylindrical, 75-foot diameter aboveground structures.

Based on a review of the information on access and sanitary easements to the Dorade STP (see
Appendix L), there are two such easements to the facility: a 20-foot wide combined access and
utility easement along Parr Village Drive (now Colonial Woods Drive West) from Yaphank-
Woods Drive to its intersection with the access roadway to the Dorade parcel (Hopkins
Commons Drive and Franklin Commons Drive also access this roadway). At this point, the
easement divides into separate access and utility easements. The western fork is an access
easement that continues northward along this road alignment, across the Town Greenbelt
property into the Dorade parcel. The eastern fork, a 20-foot wide utility easement, provides for
an underground sanitary sewer connection beneath Franklin Commons, through the Town
Greenbelt, and into the treatment tanks of the STP. As shown in Figures 1-2a and 1-2b of the
Draft GEIS, the section of sewer line beneath Colonial Woods Drive West from Yaphank-Woods
Boulevard to Penn Commons Drive is 10 inches in diameter. From this point north to Thornton
Commons Drive, it transitions to 12 inches in diameter (in order to accommodate the increased
flow from the increasing number of households); from Thornton Commons Drive north to the
Dorade parcel, this line is 14 inches in diameter.

The CPBJPPC expressed concerns regarding the existence of access and utility easements to the
Dorade STP, for the sanitary wastewater to be generated by the project. Research indicates that
both access and utility easements to the Dorade STP property were established in 1973, when
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that facility was planned. Appendix L contains the pertinent Agreements, Metes & Bounds
Descriptions of the Easements, and maps.

3.16 Smith Woods Trail Protection

Comment C-33:

“The historic Smith woods trail to the west of the site should be preserved and restored to its
bucolic state. This colonial trail was the route from what is now known as the Longwood Estate
to the Manor of St. George. This should be addressed in the DGEIS.”

Response:

The historic Smith Woods trail occupies an estimated 50-foot wide right-of-way located along
the western side of the Town Greenbelt property. This trail alignment does not abut the project
site, is not owned or subject to use or change by the applicant and is not part of this application.

3.17 Use Updated Aerial Photo in Land Use Analysis

Comment C-35:

“Figure 3-1, Land Use Map, in the DGEIS is a 2007 aerial photograph of the land use in the
vicinity of the project site. This outdated photograph/map does not represent the current land
use in the area nor an examination of project sites in the study area that have recently been
developed. A current representation of the land use in the study area should have been prepared
and field verified for this project. For example, the site south of the LIE and north of Middle
Island Moriches Road has recently been developed with a significant sized commercial industrial
use. This current information is readily available and visible via free global imagery service
providers such as Google Earth. Other parcels in the area in the Brookhaven Research and
Development Industrial Subdivision have also been developed or have pending applications for
development and should be examined in the land use section as well as the cumulative impacts
section of the DGEIS.”

Response:

The figure included in the Draft GEIS was the most up-to-date photograph available from NYS
Orthoimagery at the time of preparation of the document. Orthoimagery is preferred for its geo-
referenced capability to access in Geographic Information System (GIS) software, and because
flights are typically done in the spring before leaves emerge from the trees. 2010 NYS
Orthoimagery is expected to be released in 2011, but is not yet available. A figure has been
providing using aerial photography available from other sources; refer to Figure 3-2 for an
updated aerial photograph of the site and vicinity.

The “site south of the LIE and north of Middle Island Moriches Road [that] has recently been
developed with a significant sized commercial industrial use” is known as “the Arrow Parcel”,
and was among the eight specific projects required by the approved scope to be included in the
cumulative impact analysis in the Draft GEIS. Similarly, the “Other parcels in the area in the
Brookhaven Research and Development Industrial Subdivision have also been developed or have

“ MW Page 3-9

NELSON POPE & VOORHIS, LLC
ENVIRONMENTAL s PLANNING ¢« CONSULTING



The Meadows at Yaphank
PDD Application
Final GEIS

pending applications for development’ are known as “Pinnacle Hotel” and “Tritec”, and are also
included in the cumulative impact analysis noted above. These three projects are also included
in the Supplemental Cumulative Impact Analysis (see Appendix I); refer to Section 5.1 for a
discussion of cumulative impacts.

3.18 Proposed Mitigation Measures not Valid

Comment C-36:

“The DGEIS incorrectly identifies compliance with existing provisions of the Brookhaven Town
Code and conformance to Standards and Guidelines of the CLUP as mitigation. This is not
mitigation, as it is required for the project to conform or it will need a Hardship Waiver from the
Commission. For example, the DGEIS describes the required open space as mitigation for the
project. This is not an accurate representation and differentiation of elements of the project that
are requirements versus actual proposed mitigation required as a result of potential significant
adverse impacts identified in the DGEIS. The DGEIS should distinguish such elements
separately and distinctly.”

Response:
In the Draft GEIS, each subsection of Sections 2.0 and 3.0 discussed one environmental
resource; each discussion was divided as follows:

e existing conditions
e potential impacts
e mitigation

It is acknowledged that the Draft GEIS identified measures that were already a part of the
proposed project or required as part of agency approvals, where such measures were related to
control of impacts. For example, though it was acknowledged in Section 1.4.6 that use of an
STP was necessary to comply with Article 6 for wastewater management, Section 2.3.3
nonetheless indicated that use of an STP for wastewater treatment would *...ensure that
groundwater quality would be protected from impact via sanitary effluent recharge...”. The
comment notes an additional example where at least 35% of the site must be retained as natural
vegetation to conform to the Standards and Guidelines of the Pine Barrens Plan. This design
parameter is related to the control of impacts with respect to pine barrens protection on a regional
scale as reflected in the Pine Barrens Plan and the GEIS review that occurred on that plan when
it was adopted. Many aspects of the project that are required in order to comply with
regulations, are also features that reduce environmental impacts and are so noted in the Draft
GEIS. Furthermore, if such design features result in a finding that there is no significant adverse
environmental impact, no “additional” mitigation is necessary. The Draft GEIS provides
information as part of the SEQRA process that assesses impacts and explores additional
mitigation if necessary. The lead agency (and involved agencies) will review these materials as
part of their respective permit authority, and establish Findings with respect to each impact
category and at that time will determine if there are any unmitigated impacts that warrant further
measures.
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3.19 Construction Phase Impacts

Comment C-37:
“Describe mitigation measures that will be used during construction and in the future when the
development is complete.”

Response:

Sections 1.4.5 and 1.5 of the Draft GEIS provide a significant amount of information on the
various mitigation measures to be undertaken during the construction phase, and Sections 2.0
and 3.0 present the mitigating aspects and features of the proposed project that will apply after
construction is complete.

3.20 Conformance to Pine Barrens Plan Preservation Requirement

Comment E-33:
“I heard Mr. Sloane say, 126 acres would be preserved. Well, that’s 26 percent of the 322, not
36. And the Pine Barrens requires this.”

Response:

The number 126, when divided by 322 is, to four decimal places, 0.3913. Presumably, the 126
to which the commentator refers is the acreage of land in the combined BW/Racetrack site
(which totals 322.37 acres) that would remain in a natural state. Under the Pine Barrens Plan, at
least 35% of this site (or 112.83 acres) must remain in a natural state. The prior proposed plan
meets this requirement, by retaining 115.24 acres of natural land, or 35.75% of this site. As for
the revised plan, 116.98 acres will remain undisturbed on the BW/Racetrack site, which
corresponds to 36.29% of this site, which also satisfies the Pine Barrens Plan.
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CARMANS RIVER PLAN-RELATED COMMENTS AND
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40 CARMANS RIVER PLAN-RELATED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

4.1 Groundwater Contributing Area of the Carmans River Watershed

Comments C-38, C-80, C-92, D-5, E-25 & E-30:

These comments request that Figure 2-7 of the Draft GEIS be revised to depict the portion of the
project site that is within the 2-5, 5-10 and 10-25 year travel-time areas for groundwater
contribution to the Carmans River. In addition, the figure should be revised to show those
portions of the site that will remain natural and undisturbed, and indicate the acreages within
each of the three travel-time zones.

Response:

Figure 4-1 has been prepared to illustrate the requested contributing area characteristics. It
identifies the 100-year contributing area to the Carmans River and overlays the project plan so
that the exact components of the site development are noted with respect to the time of travel
zones. The figure indicates that the approximately 80.13 acres of the site’s southwestern portion
are within the 2 to 5 year groundwater contributing area of the Carmans River, that about 217.66
acres in the central part of the site lie with the 5-10 year contributing area, leaving the
northeastern-most 24.58 acres (and the entire 11.09 acre Dorade STP site) in the river’s 10-25
year contributing area.

4.2 Conformance to Carmans River Watershed Protection and Management Plan

Comments C-21, C-39, C-97, D-16 & E-29:

These comments request that the project be analyzed with respect to its potential impacts on the
Carmans River watershed, including groundwater resources and water quality, and its
conformance to the potential standards of the Carmans River Watershed Protection Plan.

Response:

The potential for impacts within the Carmans River Watershed were described and discussed in
detail in the Draft GEIS, in Section 2.3.2, Carmans River. The Draft GEIS includes extensive
analysis with respect to the potential impact on the Carmans River; key points are that the project
will meet a limit of nitrogen in recharge of 2.5 mg/l, and all stormwater will be retained on-site,
such that there will be no direct stormwater impact to surface waters or the Carmans River. The
Town has completed a draft plan for protection of the Carmans River; however, it will be subject
to SEQRA review and has not as of yet been adopted. Nevertheless, the applicant has prepared
an analysis of conformance with this plan (see Appendix M). The analysis indicates that the
proposed project will conform to those Recommendations that apply to either the project site or
to the type of development represented by the proposed project.
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4.3  Watershed Carrying Capacity

Comment D-17 & E-5:

These comments question whether the Carmans River Watershed can accommodate the level of
development proposed by the project, and requests an analysis of the carrying capacity of the
watershed area with respect to impacts on river water quality.

Response:

The Town is the appropriate agency to assess impacts upon the overall Carmans River
watershed, and has done so. The Carmans River Watershed Protection and Management Plan
was completed in draft form by the Town of Brookhaven working with both a study group and a
technical advisory group that consisted of agency, environmental advocacy and building group
interests. This plan resulted in a series of 25 recommendations; as noted above in Section 4.2,
the proposed project has been evaluated for conformance with those recommendations (see
Appendix M). The project conforms to the recommendations of the plan pertaining to land use
and development, most notably the recommendation that nitrogen in recharge not exceed 2.5
mg/l. The project also conforms to the open space retention recommendation to be consistent
with the Pine Barrens Plan open space requirement of maintaining 35% of the existing natural
vegetation on the property. The Carmans River Plan includes extensive recommendations to
ensure watershed protection of the Carmans River as embodied in the recommendations that are
evaluated in Appendix M. Also included in Appendix M, is a summary of the plan, which
summarizes the overall watershed management measures that will be undertaken to implement
the plan and ensure protection of the Carmans River. Given this multi-level municipal effort that
has already occurred with respect to the protection of the Carmans River watershed, it is beyond
the scope of this single project to determine the carrying capacity of the watershed, and this has
already been addressed at a municipal level. The cumulative impact analysis contained in
Section 4.1 of the Draft GEIS and Appendix | of this Final GEIS provide extensive and useful
information for consideration by the lead agency with respect to potential impacts of the
proposed project in combination with other reasonably anticipated projects that have been
identified as pending. SEQRA contemplates that a project-specific GEIS process will analyze
impacts that are reasonably related to a proposed project. The GEIS record for the Meadows
project provides an appropriate level of analysis with respect to the proposed project and
cumulative impacts, and it is so noted that the overall watershed has been addressed through
Town planning measures in the Carmans River Watershed Protection and Management Plan.

4.4 Ballfield Fertilization

Comment E-31:
“The next thing is, ballfields. You gotta be fertilizer dependent. That’s inconsistent with any
plan to save the Carmans River.”

Response:

The decision as to what type of playing surface would be provided on the Town park ballfields
has not been made at this stage of the review process. Such a determination will be made by the
Town at the time that this public resource is developed, and would be based upon a consideration
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of recreational needs and potential groundwater impacts from ballfield fertilization. There is a
movement toward artificial turf fields due to their function in meeting Town-wide recreational
needs as such fields require less maintenance (e.g., irrigation, fertilization, striping, cutting, etc.)
and do not experience saturation and resulting “rain-outs” that occur on natural fields even after
a rain event has occurred. It is noted that this Final GEIS assumes that approximately 32.00
acres of the site would be fertilized; this is about 10% of the site, which is sufficient to include
these playing surfaces. In such a case, the SONIR computer model results (see Appendix G)
indicate that total nitrogen concentration on the project site would be 2.21 mg/l. This value is
well within applicable standards and, as indicated in the Draft GEIS, would not be expected to
significantly impact aquifer or surface water resources including the Carmans River.

45 Rezone Watershed to A-5

Comment E-34:

“Further, 1 would like to second John Pavasec’s [sic] — the Director of the Long Island Pine
Barrens Commission, because he recommended the entire watershed be up zoned to A5. A5,
folks. If we’re going to save the Carmans River, you need to really stop wasting time on studies
and just let this go forward, or frankly, act tonight and say no because you don’t need to
entertain change of zone applications for things that are going to destroy our natural
resources.”

Response:

The Carmans River Watershed Protection and Management Plan considered many
recommendations during the course of the study. The final recommendations are included in the
25 recommendations that are analyzed in Appendix I. The recommendation to rezone the
watershed to A-5 zoning is not included in the Carmans River Plan.

4.6 Dorade STP Impacts on Carmans River

Comment E-37:

““ As far as the Durad [sic] plant, to say its problems in the past, is an understatement. There is
a reach of the Carmans River due south, the one that’s less 2,500 feet from this project, that is
registering 9 on the nitrogen load. Where do you think that nitrogen might be coming from?”

Response:

Non-point source pollution from stormwater is a primary contributor to surface water quality
impacts. The existing water quality of the Carmans River is primarily a function of stormwater
events, resulting in road runoff entering the Carmans River. Water quality monitoring presented
in the Carmans River Watershed Protection and Management Plan confirms that elevated
nitrogen in many cases is linked to stormwater events. The Dorade STP is an existing facility
that has been upgraded to comply with its SPDES permit in terms of the limitation of nitrogen in
recharge. The Dorade STP is located in a 10-25 year groundwater contributing area, meaning
that groundwater recharged at that site will take 10-25 years to travel downgradient through the
aquifer where it would ultimately discharge via subsurface outflow to the Carmans River. The
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Draft GEIS (Section 2.3.2) notes the following with respect to the location of the Dorade STP in
relation to the Carmans River:

As noted earlier, there is a 3,500-foot separation between the subject site and the Carmans River,
and an 8,000-foot separation between the Dorade STP and the Carmans River in the
downgradient direction. This distance is sufficient to indicate that the Carmans River would not
receive direct subsurface discharges from groundwater underlying the subject property due to the
significant distance between potential source areas and this surface water receptor. In addition, it
should also be noted that there are no direct surface water connections between the site and the
Carmans River and that the significant distance would prohibit the direct infiltration of overland
flow. The proposed project would not result in a change in these conditions, so that the proposed
project would not be anticipated to impact the Carmans River or the downstream South Shore
Estuary Reserve.

More specifically, several important points are included in the Draft GEIS Section 2.3.2 that
further address the potential impact of the Dorade STP on the aquifer and the Carmans River.
The following measures will ensure protection of water quality:

e Conveyance of sanitary wastewater to the existing Dorade STP, which will be upgraded to
achieve its prior permitted flow.

e The Dorade STP is located in the 10-25 year contributing area; as a result, conveyance of
wastewater to this area has a significant benefit with respect to ensuring protection of the
Carmans River. The distance of the Dorade STP from the Carmans River is approximately 8,000
feet and thus subsurface discharge at this location is subject to longer residence time and natural
attenuation in the aquifer than discharges nearer to the river.

e The Dorade STP will be designed to meet a more stringent nitrogen limitation of 8 mg/I.

The upgrade and restoration of the originally permitted flow of the Dorade STP will ensure a
nitrogen limitation of 8 mg/l, which is less than the current discharge limitation. The comment
seems to implicate the Dorade STP in causing impact to the Carmans River, 2,500 feet to the
west. As noted above, this is not likely as the Dorade STP discharges into the ground (so that the
above-noted 8,000-foot downgradient distance would attenuate this recharge), and there is no
surface water connection between the Dorade STP and the Carmans River that would result in
the conveyance of STP discharge to the Carmans River over land.
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT-RELATED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

5.1 Revise Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Comments C-34, C-73, C-81, D-4, D-19 & E-24:

These comments request that the cumulative impact analysis that was provided in the Draft GEIS
be expanded to include more detailed discussions and analyses of the potential impacts of the
projects contained in that prior analysis.

Response:
Appendix | contains the Supplemental Cumulative Impacts Analysis for the project, which
concludes as follows:

The Draft GEIS for the Meadows project provided cumulative impact analysis; twelve (12) pages of
that document were devoted to description of pending projects, analysis of controlling regulations and
resource based assessment of potential cumulative impacts from a combination of eight (8) projects
identified for analysis at that time. This supplemental analysis provides an update on certain projects
(i.e., one large project is no longer proposed) and expanded discussions of spatial positioning of
projects, resource mapping, quantification of project data and potential quantifiable impacts, and
discussion of potential cumulative impacts.

Neither the analysis contained in Section 4.1 of the Draft GEIS, nor the analysis conducted herein,
have identified any significant adverse cumulative impacts which may result from the combination of
pending projects and the proposed Meadows project. This supplement is part of the Generic EIS
record for The Meadows at Yaphank and data and information provided in these documents will be
useful to the Town in evaluating the various site-specific pending projects and future land use in the
region.
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6.0 DORADE STP-RELATED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Permitted Capacity of Dorade STP

Comment C-66 & C-82:
These comments request the following:

1. Documentation on the reduction of permitted flow in the Dorade STP, any past violations at the

plant as well as detailed information on its current flow, and confirmation from the NYSDEC on
the feasibility of the proposed upgrade program at that facility to its originally-permitted 450,000
gpd flow.

Clarification regarding the current upgrade program, its need, and permits issued and/or on-going
applications.

Revise Figures 1-2a and 1-2b of the Draft GEIS, to indicate existing and proposed sewage
connections to the Dorade STP.

Confirmation that the existing flow to the Dorade STP includes flow from SCSD #8 (Strathmore
Ridge), along with a detailed accounting of the sources of all current flow to that facility.

Response:
Following are the responses to each of the above:

1. Appendix N presents a number of documents that discuss the original SPDES permitted flow of

450,000 gpd for the Dorade STP the Executed Order on Consent (which addresses the plant’s
violations), and the reduction in permitted flow to 140,000 gpd. Appendix N specifically notes:
“The Suffolk County Department of Health Services Division of Wastewater Management would
support Respondent’s application for an increase in the Plant’s SPDES permit flow to at least
225,000 gpd provided that both tanks have been improved and are operational in accordance with
provisions set forth in this Order on Consent.” Sections 1.3.2 (Dorade STP) and 1.4.6 (Sanitary
Wastewater Treatment) of the Draft GEIS discuss those aspects of the Dorade STP relevant to
SPDES permit requirements. Documents related to NYSDEC confirmation on the feasibility of
the proposed upgrade program are not available; however, an Engineering report is currently in
preparation and will be subject to the review and approval of the NYSDEC and SCDHS and both
agencies are involved agencies in the SEQRA process. Consequently, they will have the benefit
of the GEIS record and will issue their findings and decisions based on the GEIS and their own
permit review.

Information on the current upgrade program at the Dorade facility is presented in Section 1.3.2,
Dorade STP of the Draft GEIS.

Figure 1-2b of the Draft GEIS depicts the existing configuration of the Dorade STP site, and
provides labels indicating the existing components of that facility. As shown there, eight
recharge beds are located near the northwestern corner of the triangular-shaped parcel, arranged
in two north-south oriented rows of four beds each. Approximately 100 feet to the east of the
center of these rows is the 500%-SF STP control building. Located adjacent to this structure are
the two treatment tanks, which are cylindrical, 75-foot diameter aboveground structures. Based
on a review of the information on access and sanitary easements to the Dorade STP (see
Appendix L), there are two such easements to the facility: a 20-foot wide combined access and
utility easement along Parr Village Drive (now Colonial Woods Drive West) from Yaphank-
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Woods Drive to its intersection with the access roadway to the Dorade parcel (Hopkins Commons
Drive and Franklin Commons Drive also access this roadway). At this point, the easement
divides into separate access and utility easements. The western fork is an access easement that
continues northward along this road alignment, across the Town Greenbelt property into the
Dorade parcel. The eastern fork, a 20-foot wide utility easement, provides for an underground
sanitary sewer connection beneath Franklin Commons, through the Town Greenbelt, and into the
treatment tanks of the STP. As shown in Figures 1-2a and 1-2b of the Draft GEIS, the section of
sewer line beneath Colonial Woods Drive West from Yaphank-Woods Boulevard to Penn
Commons Drive is 10 inches in diameter. From this point north to Thornton Commons Drive, it
transitions to 12 inches in diameter (in order to accommodate the increased flow from the
increasing number of households); from Thornton Commons Drive north to the Dorade parcel,
this line is 14 inches in diameter.

4. The Dorade STP treats wastewater from SCSD #8 under an Agreement with Suffolk County
recorded by the County Clerk (recorded on January 30, 2010, Liber D0012099 at Page 700) for
the sanitary flow of Sewer District #8 to be treated at the Dorade STP. Section 1.4.6 of the Draft
GEIS, Sanitary Wastewater Treatment, provides a detailed discussion of the component inflows
to the Dorade STP.

6.2 Need for Renovations of Dorade STP

Comments D-13 & D-16:

“The planned development will utilize the Dorade Sewage Treatment Plant that currently
services our community and Sewer District #8 located north of our community. This plant was
built in the 1970’s and has required significant renovation in recent years to function adequately
to process the sewage generated by our community. We urge the Town of Brookhaven Board to
make certain that the plant meets all code requirements of the Suffolk County Health Department
and appropriate New York State authorities to ensure that the plant has the required capabilities
to service the additional capacity needed by this project.”

Response:

It is expected that the Town Board, as lead agency under SEQRA, will include appropriate
measures in the Findings Statement that will ensure the Dorade STP upgrade and restoration
program is completed under all applicable standards and requirements of the SCDHS, the
SCDPW, and the NYSDEC.
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7.0 MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

7.1 Hold Draft GEIS Comment Period Open

Comments C-15, D-6 & E-26:

These comments request that the Town Board hold the period for written comments on the Draft
GEIS to be held open until after the CPBJPPC hearing on the DRS application is conducted,
which is June 15, 2011.

Response:
The Town Board held the public comment period on the Draft GEIS open until June 25, 2011.

7.2  Tax Map Numbers

Comment C-16:
“Page 1-14. Check the tax map parcels and their former use and acreage, which may be
incorrectly listed.”

Response:

The tax map numbers for Brookhaven Walk (former) and Suffolk Meadows Racetrack (former)
sites that were listed on page 1-14 of the Draft GEIS were transposed. The correct listings for
the entire project site are:

Brookhaven Walk (former) District 0200, Section 584, Block 2, Lot 1.3 | 150.17 acres
Suffolk Meadows Racetrack (former) | District 0200, Section 552, Block 1, Lot 1.3 | 172.20 acres
Dorade STP District 0200, Section 552, Block 1, Lot 3 11.09 acres

7.3 Thresholds for Future Actions

Comments C-65 & C-75:
These comments request additional information in regard to establishing of thresholds that, if and
when exceeded, would require further SEQRA reviews.

Response:

Section 1.1 of the Draft GEIS described a number of thresholds for the project. However, in
response to discussions with the Town since that document was submitted, the applicant suggests
that the following be considered in establishing future thresholds that would trigger preparation
of a Supplemental GEIS:

e The total number of school-age children generated by the residential component of the
development shall not exceed 110, based on Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy
Research coefficients.
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e The wastewater flow generated by the entire development shall not exceed 310,000 gpd of
measured flow and shall be treated in an STP approved by the SCDHS. The concentration of
nitrates in recharge shall not exceed 2.5 mg/l at the southern property line of the 322-acre
development site, as determined by mass balancing modeling.

e An updated traffic impact study (TIS) shall be prepared and submitted with each site plan to
confirm that off-site mitigation is appropriate. The traffic generated by the project shall be
handled by the proposed mitigation. If an updated TIS determines that the trip generation
exceeds the proposed mitigation, a supplemental EIS may be required.

e Building heights shall not exceed the maximum heights contained in the PDD Master Plan
Guidelines.

e Clearing shall not exceed 65% of the overall site.

Any variation from these thresholds that results in a significant adverse environmental impact shall
require a submittal of a Supplemental EIS.

7.4 “Public Benefits” Not Valid

Comments C-67, C-78, D-3, E-2, E-23, E-28 & E-32:

These comments note that a number of the special public benefits listed in the Draft GEIS are not
valid for such consideration as defined by the Town Code. Additional information/quantification
for these features are requested to justify their classification as valid Special Public Benefits. In
addition, the number of these benefits needs to be substantially enhanced in order to justify the
proposed yield.

Response:
Refer to Section 1.3.2 for the applicant’s revised list of the project’s Special Public Benefits,
which was determined during discussions between the applicant and Town.

7.5  Potential Impacts on Retailers

Comment C-68:

“The assumption on page 1-11 of the DGEIS that the proposed project will not have a significant
impact on existing retailers should be further explained and substantiated, as, in the event that
existing retailers were to be significantly impacted, the character of the communities in which
those retailers are situated could be affected.”

Response:
The sentence in question in Section 1.2.3 of the Draft GEIS states:

It is not likely that the proposed project will have a significant impact on existing retailers, given the
differentiation in products and services offered, as well as the different type of market served by the
various types of shopping centers and retail establishments. Smaller convenience and neighborhood
shopping centers, and community-oriented “mom and pop” retailers tend to serve the needs of the
local market, providing a mix of specialty items, convenience goods and personal services to those in
the immediate vicinity. Many consumers will remain loyal to such retailers, and other consumers will
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continue to shop at the establishments closest to their place of residence or other places frequented on
a regular basis, with convenience being a determining factor of such consumers. As such, these
existing commercial businesses will likely continue to serve the needs of the local population, and the
proposed project is not anticipated to pose a threat to such existing retailers with regard to increased
vacancies.

Competition between businesses is not a matter to be studied under SEQRA; however, socio-
economic impacts such as a project that could cause widespread vacancies or community blight
are appropriate for consideration. The Commercial Market Analysis contained in the Draft GEIS
(Section 3.72 and Appendix A-13) is intended to examine the demand for the project as related
to its potential to capture sales while not exhausting sales potential. It is noted that businesses
may succeed or not succeed based on many factors including: convenience of parking, signage,
age/condition of a facility, mix of retailers, accessibility and related considerations. As a result,
the Commercial Market Analysis has documented other types of comparable retailers within the
study area, vacancy rates, and conditions in order to assess some of these factors as related to the
placement of the Meadows retail uses in the current business environment. Quantitative
evaluation indicates that there is retail demand within the study area of the proposed project to
support the existing businesses and the proposed project, with additional retail sales potential.
As discussed in the Draft GEIS, and based on the Commercial Market Analysis it is not expected
that existing businesses will be adversely affected by the proposed project to the extent that
widespread vacancies or blight would be caused. As a result, no significant socio-economic
impacts or community character changes are anticipated as a result of the project. It is noted that
businesses will need to remain competitive in terms of the factors that attract consumers, in order
to maintain and expand sales.

7.6 Open Space Preservation

Comments C-69, C-84, C-100 & C-103:

These comments request elucidation of the mechanisms whereby the site’s undisturbed natural
areas are to be permanently preserved and protected. These areas should be depicted in a figure
in the Final GEIS. In addition, transplanting of trees, shrubs and understory from those areas of
the site that were previously-disturbed to areas to be revegetated should be considered;
otherwise, use of native plant species to the greatest extent practicable should be considered in
these areas.

Response:

Page 1-39 of the Draft GEIS indicates that the applicant is willing to consider implementing
appropriate covenants for the project to, among others, permanently protect a minimum of
112.83 acres of existing natural vegetation (or 35%) of the project site.

The applicant will consider transplanting tree and shrub specimens from areas to be cleared to
areas to be preserved. The site plan to be submitted to the Planning Board will include the final
landscape design and will ensure that indigenous species are used to the maximum extent
practicable in the landscape design of the project and transplant is considered where practical.
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7.7  Wetland Protection During Construction

Comment C-71:
“The FGEIS should explain the measures that will be undertaken to protect wetland B-15 during
construction.”

Response:

The same erosion control measures as were described for wetland B-16 in Sections 1.4.5 and
1.5.2 of the Draft GEIS would be applied to wetland B-15, when the upgrade and restoration
program for the Dorade STP is undertaken.

7.8  Workforce Housing

Comment C-72:

“While the proposed project includes 85 workforce units, an analysis demonstrating compliance
with the Long Island Workforce Housing Act is not included in the DGEIS. The FGEIS must,
therefore, include an analysis demonstrating compliance therewith.”

Response:

The Long Island Workforce Housing Act contemplates a bonus density of 10 % above the as-of-
right yield of a site, in order to provide affordable housing. The proposed project will change the
existing J-2 and L-1 zoning of the site, to a Planned Development District including 850
residential units, of which, 10 % will be offered as “workforce” housing. The current zoning
would not provide any affordable/workforce housing. The proposed zone change will result in
85 workforce housing units, and the 10 % is provided as part of the requested density. As a
result of these factors, the proposed project is in keeping with the Long Island Workforce
Housing Act and no further evaluation is needed.

7.9 Growth-Inducing Aspects

Comment C-74:

“Pursuant to 6 NYCRR 8617.9(b)(5)(iii)(d), all growth inducing impacts of a proposed action
must be evaluated. The discussion on page 4-15 of the DGEIS does not reflect an analysis of
growth inducement. The FGEIS should evaluate the potential for specific growth inducement, as
same is set forth in the SEQR Handbook (e.g., attracting significant increases in local population
by creating or relocating employment or by providing support facilities or services; increasing
the development potential of a local area, for example, by the extension of roads or sewers).”

Response:
The SEQR Handbook (NYSDEC, November 1992) states the following with respect to the
content of a discussion of Growth-Inducing Aspects in a DEIS:
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The growth inducement section of an EIS should describe where applicable and significant, the
likelihood that the proposed action may “trigger” further development by:

e Attracting significant increases in local population by creating or relocating employment and
the support facilities that may be necessary to serve the population (stores, public services,
etc.), or

e Increasing the development potential of a local area (the extension of roads, sewers, water
mains, utilities, for example).

The project will increase the on-site resident and employment population. From this standpoint,
it is acknowledged that the proposed project would increase the potential for growth in the
vicinity. This would be due to the project’s residential component, which would increase local
population by 1,718 persons, which would in turn increase the customer base for various existing
local businesses, and particularly for those businesses that serve the needs of family-oriented
and/or senior customers. The commercial component would also induce growth, as it would
create jobs that would attract people to the area as employees and as customers of those
businesses. Finally, the project will necessitate extensions of public utilities, including water
mains; while the Dorade STP will be upgraded and restored, access to it will continue to be
limited to only the Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines condominiums, the proposed project, and
SCSD #8. It is noted that for the most part, public utilities are available in the area of the site
(i.e., an existing STP, existing natural gas mains, electricity and public water). The project site
has been planned for commercial and industrial development in all plans since the Town of
Brookhaven 1970 Master Plan. This is in large part due to the convenient transportation systems
in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the on-site growth and regional integration of
population that the project will cause, is not expected to spur significant additional growth in the
area, except that which may occur as a result of existing zoning and land use plans. It is further
noted that the site is located in the Carmans River corridor and future land use will be managed
in consideration of the Carmans River Watershed Protection and Management Plan, which based
on the pending recommendations will further limit growth in the area (e.g., land acquisition,
TDR and other mechanisms).

An additional consideration is that the growth anticipated as a result of the proposed project, is
the type of sustainable growth that is encouraged by “smart growth” planning. The project
provides on-site employment (retail, office/flex), on-site housing and on-site recreation. This
provides a balanced community that has on-site/internal synergy, and allows for integration into
the community beyond the site as well as the region. It is anticipated that the project will
provide synergy with Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) a facility that has indicated
interest in housing, conference facilities and potential office/flex space. The retail opportunities
will attract off-site interest, and recreational lands and future active recreational facilities will
serve a need in the region. All potential impacts of the project are addressed in the Draft and
Final GEIS, such that impacts related to the project and potential growth are assessed.
Consequently, no significant adverse growth inducing impacts are expected as a result of the
project.
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7.10 Phasing

Comment C-76:

“The Phase 1 development should include some of the recreational amenities proposed for the
304 residential housing units. Phase 1 should also include improvements to the Dorade Plant
subject to Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) requirements. Phasing
should be more prorated. The FGEIS should provide additional explanation of the phasing
plan.”

Response:

The Phasing Plan-FGEIS Plan details the anticipated uses, yields and amenities and services
that would be developed during each of the five (5) anticipated phases of the project. The plan
states that the residential area of Phase 1 will include the great lawn and private recreational
areas, while the commercial area will include the village green. Finally, Phase 1 will include the
multi-purpose field, one of the two proposed baseball fields in the dedicated Town park, the
1,500 SF pavilion and restrooms for athletic fields. In addition, upgrades to the existing Dorade
STP will be completed by the commencement of Phase 1.

7.11  Zoning Incentives and Special Public Benefits

Comment C-77:

“Town Code indicates that the Town Board may grant zoning incentives in the form of increased
density or a change of use in return for the provision of special public benefits or redemption of
Pine Barren Credits. However, Town Code does not specify the exact amount of Special Public
Benefits required for achieving the proposed zoning incentives. Therefore, the FGEIS should
examine options to quantify the amount of Special Public Benefits needed for the proposed
project.”

Response:

The Draft GEIS and PDD Phase | application defined the nature of this project as a change of use
for the site from J-2 and L-1 development to a more sustainable, mixed-use development. In
direct response to this comment, the applicant has proposed a benefit package in connection with
this Final GEIS that further supports the PDD and provision of public benefits. Refer to Section
1.3.2 for the applicant’s revised list of the project’s Special Public Benefits, which was
determined during discussions between the applicant and Town.

7.12 Additional Public Benefits

Comments C-79, E-1 & E-8:
These comments suggest a number of possible additional public benefits that could be
incorporated into the proposed project.
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Response:
Section 1.3.2 contains a list of the project’s Special Public Benefits; the items comprising the list
were determined between the applicant and Town.

7.13 Recycling

Comment C-83:
“The FGEIS should indicate that during site plan review, recycling of solid waste will be
provided for in the commercial as well as the residential components of the Master Plan.”

Response:

It is expected that, as part of the Town’s review and processing of the site plan application
(which would occur subsequent to Town and CPBJPPC approvals of the current rezone and DRS
applications, respectively), provisions for recycling in the commercial component will be
required. The applicant expects and will conform to such requirements.

7.14 Emergency and Pedestrian Access in Core Preservation Area

Comments C-85 & E-7:
“Please continue your efforts to provide emergency access for the Yaphank Fire Department
from Main Street and then through adjacent Town of Brookhaven (green belt trail) lands.

The location of pedestrian access to the Greenbelt Trail and associated parking for accessing the
Greenbelt Trail should be indicated in the FGEIS. The FGEIS should also state that
permission/approval to access the Core Preservation Area of the Central Pine Barrens will need
to be secured from the Central Pine Barrens Joint Policy and Planning Commission during the
site plan review and approval phase.

The FGEIS should also include the distance to the existing LIRR Station at Shirley.

Since these roadways are proposed to be offered for dedication, the FGEIS should indicate that
the improvements to Yaphank Woods Boulevard as well as the new proposed north/south
extension will be developed to Town Specifications including drainage systems/recharge basins.
Any public recharge basin(s)/drainage systems for these roadways should be separate from any
private facilities on-site.”

Response:
See Responses, Sections 2.42 and 3.6 for discussions of the anticipated emergency access for
the Yaphank Fire Department.

As discussed in Response, Section 3.7, there is at present no defined trail within the Town
Greenbelt property to which the project’s hypothetical trail could connect. Therefore, the
pedestrian connection within the subject site has not been designed and so is shown in a
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conceptual manner in the Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan. It is expected that a
connection would be made to a trail within the Town Greenbelt, if and when developed by the
Town. The details of the project’s connection to such a Town trail, including any associated
parking, would be determined at that time. It is acknowledged that approval for such a
connection would require the approval of the CPBJPPC.

The LIRR Station at Mastic is located on Northern Boulevard, just east of CR 46 in Mastic, and
is an estimated 4.0 road-miles from the anticipated CR 46 entrance to the project site.

The improvements to Yaphank-Woods Boulevard and the proposed extension to the LIE North
Service Road will be made to Town standards; these improvements include the necessary
drainage systems.

7.15 Loss of Wetlands

Comments C-86 & C-95:

These comments indicate concerns regarding the proposed replacement of any lost acreages of
“wet depressions” on the site, where such replaced wetlands may be located, and the acreages of
such areas.

Response:

The Draft GEIS fully assesses the conditions and function of these Town-regulated wetlands.
Two of the three Town-regulated wetlands described on pages 2-27, 2-30, 2-31, 2-44, 2-45 and
2-46 of the Draft GEIS were to have been removed, these 0.24 acres are not significant in terms
of area or of quality. In addition, the Draft GEIS indicates that 10.25 acres of recharge areas
(including wet meadows and ponds) will be created, which will serve dual purposes of
stormwater control and habitat for wildlife.

However, in the Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan, the proposed project has been
refined to provide for a 2:1 wetland restoration whereby the estimated 0.22 acres in the third
Town-regulated wetland (in the former racetrack oval) that will be removed will be mitigated by
the creation of 0.44 acres of new wetlands located in a more suitable location (i.e., near areas to
remain natural) so that improved wetland function and contiguity with adjoining open space will
be achieved. This created wetland will not be used for drainage; it will be a natural system. The
Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan further defines the wetland creation area, the
2:1 ratio of created to disturbed wetlands and the environmental benefits associated with these
proposed features.

7.16 “Mixed-Use” Not Shown

Comment C-87:
“Reference to ‘Mixed-Use’ commercial is not shown or represented on the Master Plan or
examined as part of the DGEIS. Mixed use in Town Code consists of second or third story
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residential or office use over first floor use retail. If the Master Plan contemplates any ‘Mixed
Use’” component, the Master Plan should be revised and the FGEIS should reflect this land use.
If such “Mixed Use’ per Town Code is not proposed, this item should be replaced or clarified.”

Response:

The use of the term “mixed use” in the Draft GEIS was not intended to indicate or even suggest
that the proposed project would provide land uses that would conform to the Town Code
definition of “Mixed-Use”. The use of this term was intended merely to convey to the reader
that a mix of land uses was proposed, which would utilize the flexibility inherent in the PDD
concept.

7.17 “Flex Space”

Comment C-88:

“The definition provided for ‘Flex Space’ includes those uses permitted in J Business 2.
However, some of those uses are not permitted in the L Industrial 1 zoning district. If proposed,
the FGEIS should fully examine the potential for additional retail uses as part of this
component.”

Response:

For purposes of the proposed project, “flex space” is defined as commercial spaces suitable for
occupancy by either office or warehouse use, of which no more than 30 % would be occupied by
office use, and no less than 70% would be occupied by warehouse use.

In general, the PDD concept provides for flexibility in the mix and placement of land uses on a
single, comprehensively-designed property. Within that flexibility, the Meadows at Yaphank
PDD project contemplates some additional level of flexibility to allow the occupancy of the
office flex space to be dictated to some degree by demand and future conditions. As a result, the
exact types and amounts of office flex occupancies can not be given at the present time, and so
the GEIS is constrained to describe this uncertainty. The Generic EIS can only analyze the
project’s impacts based on the best available current knowledge of the future uses that may be
present.

In order to balance this uncertainty with the SEQRA requirement to properly address potential
impacts (on parking, wastewater generation and treatment, and traffic), the Final GEIS and the
Statement of Findings will establish “thresholds” under which additional planning and
environmental review may be required as future site-specific site plans are prepared. In this way
assurance that impacts beyond those studied under this GEIS will be addressed should changes in
the project be contemplated based on demand and future conditions. Thresholds are established
in Section 7.3 above, and involve further traffic review during future phases of the project, the
maximum capacity of the Dorade STP, and other measures to ensure that key environmental and
human resources are protected (e.g., open space requirement, wastewater generation and
groundwater nitrogen limitation, limitation on school-aged children). Impacts related to the
adequacy of parking would be determined and analyzed as specific occupants of the office flex
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spaces are delineated. An additional threshold related to parking needs would be triggered if
office use of the office flex space were to surpass 30% of this floor area. In such a case, parking
needs would be re-evaluated at the time of site plan review to ensure conformance with the
parking standards established for the PDD Master Plan.

In consideration of the above discussion of thresholds, the analysis provided in the GEIS process
is as complete as possible based on the currently-known project characteristics, and future review
based on the thresholds will ensure that resources are protected and the review requirements of
SEQRA are satisfied.

7.18 Redistribute Town Parklands

Comment C-89:

“It is recommended that the Master Plan should provide for the proposed Town of Brookhaven
parks to be centrally located and consolidated into a contiguous unit within the site. In addition,
Town of Brookhaven parks should be accessibly from Town roadways.”

Response:

The Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan shows that the two Town parklands (as
shown in the prior-proposed plan) have been consolidated into a single area near the center of the
site.

7.19 Permits & Approvals Required

Comment C-90:
The Staff Report indicates that the following Permits and Approvals would be necessary for the
proposed project:

e Central Pine Barrens Joint Planning and Policy Commission CGA-DRS

e NYSDEC SPDES Permit for stormwater discharge

e NYSDEC Article 11 Part 182 Permit: Endangered and Threatened Species of Fish and Wildlife
Species of Special Concern

e NYSDOT

e SCDHS Article 6 permit

e SCWA water supply connection

e Suffolk County Planning Commission referral

e Town of Brookhaven

Town Board: Change of Zone

Planning Board: Site Plan

ZBA (eight variances including parking and dimensional relief)

Chapter 81, Wetlands

Building Permit

Oo0oo0oo0oo
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Response:

Table 1-7 of the Draft GEIS has been revised as follows to include the above-noted CPBJPPC
approval, Chapter 81 Town Wetland permit, and Article 11 permit from the NYSDEC (unless
that agency provides a Letter of No Take/No Jurisdiction).

One permit or approval listed in the above Staff comment does not apply to the proposed project:

e The proposed project is for a PDD, wherein development may be designed such that bulk, setback
and other requirements may be set aside (with the approval of the appropriate Town entities). As
a result, no variances are necessary or proposed.

Table 1-7
PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

Board/Agency Type of Permit/Approval
PDD Rezoning approval
PDD Master Plan approval
Chapter 81, Town Wetland Permit
Subdivision approval
PDD Land Division approval
Site Plan approval

Town Board

Town Planning Board

Town Building Dept. Building Permit
Town Highway Dept. Roadwork Permit
Town Assessor Unit Designation Map

SCSC, Avrticle 4 (Water Supply System)
SCSC, Atrticle 6 (Sanitary System)
STP Review & Approval (Dorade STP)*
Roadwork Access Authorization

Suffolk County Planning Commission General Municipal Law Section 239m review
Suffolk County Water Authority Water Supply Connection

Roadwork Access Authorization, for improvements on

LIE North Service Road

Coverage under SPDES GP 0-10-001 General Permit
Article 11 permit, or Letter of No Take/No Jurisdiction
CPBJPPC CGA-DRS Approval
*  With Suffolk County Sewer Agency.

Suffolk County Dept. of Health Services

Suffolk County Dept. of Public Works

NYS Dept. of Transportation

NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation

7.20 Distances Between Dorade STP & Wetland B-15 & B-16

Comment C-96:
“Clarify whether the Dorade STP parcel is 2,800 feet from the tiger salamander breeding pond,
as per page 2-48 of the DGEIS, or 125 feet from the pond.”

Response:
The boundary of the Dorade STP parcel is a minimum of 112 feet (see pages 2-28 and 2-44 of
the Draft GEIS) from the NYSDEC-mapped freshwater wetland designated B-15, which is a

“ MW Page 7-11

NELSON POPE & VOORHIS, LLC
ENVIRONMENTAL s PLANNING ¢« CONSULTING



The Meadows at Yaphank
PDD Application
Final GEIS

known tiger salamander breeding pond. The disturbed areas on the Dorade STP site are
approximately 125 feet from wetland B-15. The sentence in question on page 2-48, like a similar
passage on page 2-39, is intended to convey that the Pine-Oak Forest on the 322.37-acre
development site is an estimated 2,800 feet from this breeding pond. The sentence on page 2-48
is meant to convey that the Pine-Oak Forest on the development parcel would not be disturbed
by construction for the proposed project, and so would remain available to this species, though
such usage would be unlikely considering the distances involved and the intervening developed
areas. As noted in Section 1.4.6 of the Draft GEIS, an estimated 1.50 acres of upland habitat
(some of which is suitable for the tiger salamander) would be disturbed as a result of the upgrade
program at this facility. However, this impact would occur in a part of the Dorade STP parcel
that is more than 535 feet from wetland B-15 and does not exceed 50% of the remaining upland
habitat on the site. In addition, there is significant public land surrounding the pond that
provides suitable upland habitat and will remain forever natural. As a result, the activity would
conform to the NYSDEC guidance policy for protection of tiger salamander breeding habitat and
would be expected to receive a no-take/no jurisdiction determination from NYSDEC (see Figure
7-1). Suitable habitat areas would not be significantly affected, and no impact to this tiger
salamander habitat is anticipated.

7.21 Field Personnel Qualifications

Comment C-98:

“Indicate who performed the field inspections to identify the presence, absence of rare,
endangered, or threatened species and were they performed when the species were expected to
be present in a specific season or breeding period.”

Response:
The technical and professional qualifications of the field personnel that performed the field
inspections are contained in Appendix E-4 of the Draft GEIS.

7.22  Fencing During Construction

Comment C-101:
“Consider staking and delineating clearing limits with split rail fences prior to disturbance.”

Response:

Sections 1.4.5 and 1.5.2 of the Draft GEIS provide generalized descriptions of the anticipated
construction phase operations, which include notes that flagging and silt fencing will be installed
along the boundaries of areas to be cleared, thereby indicating areas to be left undisturbed. The
applicant will consider utilizing other and/or additional measures, such as split rail fencing, to be
instituted at the onset of the clearing & grading phase of the construction process. The specific
provisions will be determined at the time of site plan review by the Town of Brookhaven.

“ MW Page 7-12

NELSON POPE & VOORHIS, LLC
ENVIRONMENTAL s PLANNING ¢« CONSULTING



The Meadows at Yaphank
PDD Application
Final GEIS

7.23 Clearing Limit Plan

Comment C-102:

“Provide a plan that illustrates the clearing limits with relevant data and including any clearing
necessary to construct drainage facilities, lined ponds, and other man made structures on the
project site as well as the emergency access on the west side of the project site.”

Response:

The Land Use and Development Plan provided in the Draft GEIS provides the requested
information with respect to improvements proposed on the project site. The Final GEIS is based
upon the Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan, which depicts the same information.
More specifically, the plans show similar limit of clearing. The proposed disturbance areas
include all improvements related to the development, including: drainage facilities, ponds, man-
made structures and all buildings, parking, roads, landscaped areas, etc. The natural and
undisturbed areas will comprise the remainder of the site and will total at least 112.83 acres
(35%). It is noted that the Land Use and Development Plan-FGEIS Plan is a conceptual plan
for the purpose of the requested PDD change of zone, and for analysis in the Generic EIS. More
detailed grading and drainage plans, landscape plans and fully engineered plans will be prepared
for the site plan approval by the Town of Brookhaven Planning Board, should the Town Board
act favorably on the change of zone. As a result, the level of detail described in the
accompanying Draft Generic EIS is itself generic. The full GEIS and Findings Statement will
establish parameters for development that will include the requirement that no more than 65% of
the overall site will be disturbed, thus leaving a minimum of 35% of the existing natural
vegetation on the site. The exact limits of clearing will be defined as part of the Site Plan
application; the plans prepared for that application will ensure conformance with the conditions
of approval by the CPBJPPC and the Town of Brookhaven that will both require 35% natural
area to be retained.

7.24  Other Permits, etc.

Comment C-104:
“Provide copies of letters of jurisdiction, letters or approval from the Suffolk County Department
of Health Services, or permits from other agencies, where applicable.”

Response:

At the present stage of the application review process, the only such documents are related to the
SEQRA-related history off the application, engineering reports prepared for the on-going
upgrade work at the Dorade STP, which was described in Section 1.3.2 of the Draft GEIS,
correspondence related to NYSDEC jurisdiction over the wetlands, and NYS OPRHP
correspondence related to cultural resources. Attached hereto in Appendix O are copies of these
documents.

e Brookhaven Town Board as lead agency under SEQRA - Positive Declaration and resolution
adopting Positive Declaration;
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e SCDHS - Order on Consent for Dorade STP;

e SCDHS - cover of the applicant’s Corrective Action Engineering Report for the on-going
upgrade; of the Dorade STP (stamped “Approved as Submitted” by the Office of Wastewater
Management. This Report was prepared to describe the on-going upgrade work at the Dorade
STP to at least a 225,000-gpd capacity, as described in Section 1.3.2 of the Draft GEIS);

e NYSDEC - Letter of Non-Jurisdiction for Wetland B-16, for Brookhaven Walk project;

e Town of Brookhaven - Letter of Non-Jurisdiction for Wetland B-16 for Brookhaven Walk project
(Meadows at Yaphank will maintain 150-foot non-disturbance buffer);

e NYS OPRHP - Letter confirming No Impact to cultural resources for Brookhaven Walk project;

e NYS OPRHP - Letter confirming No Impact on cultural resources on Racetrack site (for
development restricted to previously-disturbed area);

e NYS OPRHP - Letter confirming No Impact on cultural resources on Meadows at Yaphank site
(for a previous site layout);

e NYS OPRHP - Letter confirming No Impact on cultural resources of prior proposed plan for
Meadows at Yaphank.

7.25 Respond to CPB Staff Review of Draft GEIS

Comment C-105:
“Address all comments on the DGEIS submitted by the Commission staff in its review letter of
May 21, 2011 to the Lead Agency.”

Response:
Responses to the CPBJPPC’s staff written comments on the Draft GEIS, which are contained
herein in Appendix C, are presented in this Final GEIS.

7.26  Subdivision

Comment C-106:

“The application states that a subdivision is proposed. Additional clarification is needed with
regard to the purpose and objective of a subdivision of the project site. No additional clearing is
permitted on any lots that are created as a result of a subdivision of the project site.”

Response:

As shown in Table 1-7, a subdivision and a land division of the site will be necessary. Such
approvals are typical of large projects where components of the overall project would be
developed by different sub-corporations or different entities depending on the business
objectives of the applicant. However, as the project’s plan is presently conceptual in nature, the
exact details of land division boundaries are not available at present. The applicant clearly
understands that no additional clearing will be permitted on any lots that are created as a result of
land divisions that may occur. The overall project as defined by the PDD Land Use and
Development Plan is evaluated in this GEIS; the various decision documents that will be
generated at the completion of the change of zone process will ensure that no further clearing is
permitted at the time of site plan review. Decision documents include: the Statement of Findings
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on the GEIS, the zone change decision, required Covenants & Restrictions in connection with the
zone change, and the Pine Barrens Commission decision on the DRS application.

7.27  Statements of Support

Comments D-1, D-2, D-7, E-4, E-6, E-9 & E-19:
These comments indicate support for the proposed project.

Response:
Comments acknowledged.

7.28  Greenbelt Buffer Along Yaphank-Woods Boulevard

Comments D-10 & E-13:
“A greenbelt buffer consisting of a minimum of 300 feet of trees must be maintained between the
south side of Yaphank Woods Blvd and any structures to be built for the development.”

Response:

The revised plan shows that, except for the new recharge basins for the Yaphank-Woods
Boulevard drainage system, a natural buffer of at least 300 feet in depth will be maintained
between the nearest area of construction and the southern side of the roadway, to provide
aesthetic and noise buffering to the residents of the Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines
condominiums.

7.29 Location of Retail and Hotel Components

Comments D-11 & E-14:

“The plan as presented includes the development of housing units along the northern portion of
the property adjacent to our residences. We would be opposed to the placement of any of the
retail or hotel components on the north side of the development due to the potential noise issues
that could be a result of such placement.”

Response:
The applicant is aware of this concern, and agrees that locating commercial or offices uses in
proximity to Yaphank-Woods Boulevard or near the Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines
condominiums should be avoided if possible. Therefore, the Land Use and Development Plan-
FGEIS Plan does not locate hotel or retail structures within approximately 2,200 feet of this
roadway.
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7.30 Improvements on Yaphank-Woods Boulevard

Comments D-15 & E-18:

“Although not noted in the plan documents the applicant has committed to constructing a gate
house on Colonial Woods Drive East and to provide fencing and additional shrubbery along the
north side of Yaphank Woods Blvd. to provide additional separation between our community and
the proposed development. These amenities to be installed at the cost of the developer were part
of the proposed Brookhaven Walk project and we would expect these features to be installed
during the initial phases of the project.”

Response:

The applicant will abide by this aspect of the previous approval for the Brookhaven Walk
project. The applicant proposes to construct these improvements at the commencement of 50%
of the retail space construction.

“ MW Page 7-16

NELSON POPE & VOORHIS, LLC
ENVIRONMENTAL s PLANNING ¢« CONSULTING



The Meadows at Yaphank
PDD Application
Final GEIS

APPENDICES

NPGY

NELSON POPE & VOORHIS, LLC
ENVIRONMENTAL s PLANNING ¢« CONSULTING



	Section 2, Final.pdf
	Existing and Proposed Off-Ramp Configuration, Eastbound LIE, Exit 68
	Table 9 - Trip Distribution 
	Table 2-1
	FREEWAY RAMP ANALYSIS, Build Conditions
	 



	Section 1, Final.pdf
	Table 1-1a
	COMPARISON OF PROJECT USES AND YIELDS, Commercial Component
	Prior Plan (Draft GEIS) & Revised Plan (Final GEIS)
	Table 1-1b
	COMPARISON OF PROJECT USES AND YIELDS, Residential Component
	 Senior Townhouse, Market-Rate, 2-bdrm/2,000 SF

	Table 1-2
	SITE AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS*
	Parameter
	Proposed Project, per Draft GEIS
	Proposed Project, per Final GEIS

	Table 1-3
	PARKING
	Phase
	Table 1-5
	Type of Use
	Commercial Component

	Table 1-6
	ANTICIPATED PROJECT PHASING
	Like the prior proposal, the revised plan conforms to the Planned Unit Development (PUD) mixed use recommended for the subject property in the SGPA Plan.  
	Land Use

	Trip Generation
	Table 1-8a
	Table 1-8b
	Fiscal Considerations and Tax Revenue
	A Tax Impact/School District Analysis was originally prepared in January 2010 by PMKB Consulting Associates LLC, as part of the Draft GEIS (Appendix A-15 of the DGEIS).  NP&V prepared an addendum to this analysis, as part of the Final GEIS.  This addendum addressed the changes in the plan, and utilized more recent data to generate an up-to-date analysis of fiscal and economic impacts.
	Both the prior-proposed project and the revised plan would significantly increase property tax revenue generated on the site, thereby significantly increasing the tax revenues to be distributed to the individual taxing districts (see Table 1-9 and Appendix P).  This will have the effect of offsetting at least some of the additional expenses to these services due to either scenario.  
	Table 1-9
	COMPARISON OF PROPERTY TAXES, 2009-10 Tax Year



	Educational Facilities
	Table 1-10
	COMPARISON OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN GENERATED 
	 Senior Townhouse, Market-Rate, 2-bdrm

	Fire Protection
	Solid Waste Removal and Disposal
	Table 1-11 compares the anticipated solid waste generations for both the prior and revised plans.  As can be seen, the revised plan would generate an estimated 1.90% more solid waste than the prior plan.  This is not a significant increase in the amount of such wastes.  Based on the uses and yields proposed, this volume is not anticipated to contain significant amounts of potentially toxic or hazardous materials, other than empty household cleaner containers.  

	Table 1-11
	COMPARISON OF SOLID WASTE GENERATION

	Wastewater Treatment and Materials Storage
	As the revised project will generate slightly more wastewater than the prior proposal, it is expected that the usage at the Dorade STP will be slightly increased.  As described in Section 1.4.6 of the Draft GEIS, the Dorade STP will be upgraded and restored to its originally permitted flow in order to properly treat and dispose of all wastewater from the project site, the Colonial Woods/Whispering Pines condominiums, and SCSD #8.  The upgrade and restored flow will be designed, built and operated in conformance with all applicable SCDHS requirements.  Therefore no significant impacts as a result of sanitary wastewater disposal are anticipated.  
	Water Supply
	The revised plan will slightly increase the overall consumption of water on the subject site in comparison to that of the prior-proposed project. In the same manner as for the prior plan, it is expected that the potable water consumed by the project would be supplied from SCWA Distribution Area #18 (the William Floyd Parkway wellfield), via the existing 16-inch service beneath CR 46 and the 16-inch main beneath Yaphank-Woods Boulevard.  A new internal distribution system will be installed to convey water supply to the various uses within the property.  Installation will conform to the requirements of SCWA and SCDHS as appropriate.  A Letter of Availability has been requested from the SCWA indicating that it will be able to supply water to the project pursuant to its charter for water supply.  When it is received, it will be forwarded to the Town and addressed in the FEIS.


