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Preamble

This Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Intf&tatement has been prepared pursuant to
the Commission's determination, as lead agenclystiexific issues were not addressed or were
inadequately addressed in the DGEIS because:

(i) Changes were proposed for the project whicly reault in significant environmental
effects and,

(ii) Changes in circumstances have arisen whicy masult in significant environmental
effects.

The changes to the project and the changed ciramoestesulted primarily from changes in the
Plan pursuant to recommendations of the individialn Boards of Brookhaven, Riverhead and
Southampton, and identification of the significaetv plan elements including PBC receiving
areas.

These changes affected nearly all analysis conddictehe DGEIS dated July 14, 1994. Thus
nearly all of the sections of the DGEIS requiredstantial modification.

In consideration of the scope and breadth of thaisgte modifications, and the importance of
producing a clear readable, comprehensive impadysis for the Plan, the Commission
produced this SDGEIS as a stand alone document.ig;ithis SDGEIS incorporates all sections
of the DGEIS which remain valid.

Therefore, in any instance where this SDGEIS isaance with the DGEIS, the SDGEIS's
contents supersede the contents of the DGEIS.

Preamble- Page 9



1. Summary

This Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Im@&tatement (SDGEIS) has been prepared
for the Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive LandRJae (the Plan), issued January 13, 1995
and revised in April 1995. This SDGEIS specifigalldresses elements of the Plan which were
changed and/or added subsequent to the DGEIS dialed4, 1994.

In the interests of creating a clear, concise,easily understood impact analysis of the Plan, this
SDGEIS incorporates the precedent DGEIS, thereblitéding ease of use and review.

Chapter 2 of this SDGEIS includes a descriptiothefproposed action; a comprehensive land
use plan for an area known as the Central PineeBaiCPB) of Suffolk County, New York,
prepared pursuant to the Long Island Pine Barreoteé&tion Act. (The Act). The Plan includes
the following elements related to a Core Presammalirea (CPA) and a Compatible Growth
Area, (CGA) which together comprise the CPB:

Land Acquisition Policy

Review procedures and jurisdiction for future depehent

Standards and guidelines for land use

Transfer of development rights program (TDR), nefdrto as the Pine Barrens
Credit Program (PBC)

Public lands management provisions

Hydrogeologic recommendations

Miscellaneous policies

Description of future Central Pine Barrens JoirrnRing and Policy Commission,
created by the Act (the Commission)

Chapter 3 of the SDGEIS describes the environmeaetéihg for the Plan, which specifically
includes the CPB, and the surrounding areas itotlies of Brookhaven, Riverhead and
Southampton. This environmental setting sectiiegdéeavily upon work conducted in the
formulation of the Plan, referenced as Volume thefJanuary 13, 1995 Plan. Volume 2 of the
Plan is a compilation of existing conditions, natunventories, research, background, and
factual information regarding to the CPB region.

Chapter 4 describes the environmental impactsaeiat the creation of the CPA, a contiguous
52,000 acre preserve to be created and manageshptts the Plan. This is generally a
description of the positive, beneficial impactghog element of the Plan.

Chapters 5 through 21 describe the potential enmental impacts of the individual elements of
the Plan as they relate to the following resoureast

Geologic Resources
Soils

Groundwater Quality
Water Supply Quantity
Ecological Resources
Surface Waters
Cultural Resources
Scenic Resources
Open Spaces
Demographic Patterns

SDGEIS Chapter 1: Summary - Page 10



Sewage Infrastructure
Transportation Infrastructure
General Infrastructure

Air Quality

Noise

Agricultural Lands

Land Use and Zoning Patterns

Chapter 22 describes the Plan's consistency with Xk State Coastal Zone Policies.

Chapter 23 describes the impact that the Planlsgitgn and PBC programs may have on
school districts within the Central Pine Barrens.

Chapter 24 is an analysis of several alternativébe Plan, including the no-action alternative,
several alternatives with various amounts of acgomsof private CPA vacant land, and an
alternative whereby infill (construction of sindgmily homes on CPA roadfront parcels in
substantially developed areas) is precluded.

Chapter 25 describes the growth inducing aspedtsedPlan, and Chapter 26 evaluates the
effects of the Plan on conservation of energy nessu

The SDGEIS concludes with an appendix which incduoleckground information and data
supporting the various analyses undertaken in ticerdent.

SDGEISChapter 1: Summary - Page 11



2. Proposed Action: Central Pine Barrens Comprehssive Land Use Plan
2.1 Introduction

The proposed action for review within this supplaetaédraft generic environmental impact
statement (SDGEIS) is the revised Central PinedBarComprehensive Land Use Plan,
hereinafter referred to as "the Plan.”" The origitlan was published along with a Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on said Riajuly, 1994. The Plan has been revised
as to format and content based upon comments ezt&em the public and the Town Boards of
Brookhaven, Riverhead and Southampton. The preparaf the Plan, the original DGEIS
dated July 24, 1994 and this SDGEIS fulfill spexifmandates within the Central Pine Barrens
Protection Act.

The passage of the Central Pine Barrens Prote&tib(I'the Act"), Chapter 262 as amended by
263 of the New York State Laws of 1993, lead todieation of the third largest open space
preserve in New York State, the Long Island Pingdées. The Long Island Pine Barrens is
recognized as one of the natural treasures of trthslast and represents a globally unique
ecosystem that is formed on extensive glacial depatng the coast. The Long Island Pine
Barrens originally covered 250,000 acres on Lotantsand has since been reduced to
approximately 100,000 acres. The Pine Barrensnsehio thousands of plant and animal species,
many of them endangered or threatened with extinair extirpation. The majority of the
Central Pine Barrens overlies an area where dedgfeagecharge occurs. Groundwater in this
area is considered of relatively pure quality, \&ating special protection as an important
drinking water resource.

The Act created a Core Preservation Area of apprately 52,000 acres that is largely
undeveloped. It also delineated a comparable Sioedpatible Growth Area that generally
surrounds the CPA. The largest portion of the Géitine Barrens area lies within the Town of
Brookhaven, with additional areas extending in® Tlowns of Riverhead and Southampton.
Small areas are also located within the northertigroof the Villages of Quoque and
Westhampton Beach.

The Act created the Central Pine Barrens Jointrithgnand Policy Commission (“the
Commission") whose membership is comprised of T Supervisors from Brookhaven,
Southampton and Riverhead, the Suffolk County Etceeuand the Governor or their respective
designees. The Act mandates that the Commissiersee, prepare and adopt a well designed,
scientifically based comprehensive managementfplatine Central Pine Barrens area during a
one year planning period that started with theiamgof the Act into Law on July 14, 1993.
Section 57-0101 (2), (3), (4) of the Law delineadpdcific goals and objectives for the Plan that
are outlined in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the Plare Thmpletion of the revised Plan on January
13, 1995 fulfilled this mandate and the goals ani@aives specified in the Act.

In March, 1995, the Act was amended to extend #neog@ of time allowed for the conduct
analyses pursuant to SEQRA. This SDGEIS, whichrparates the contents of the original
GEIS, represents a comprehensive analysis of fieoemental impacts of the January 13, 1995
Plan as revised pursuant to comments receivedtleriiowns of Brookhaven, Riverhead and
Southampton in accordance with the revised prowssaf the Act.

2.2 Purpose and Need for the Supplemental Draft Geric Environmental Impact
Statement

SDGEIS Chapter 2: Proposed Action - Page 12



The action for review in this SDGEIS is the CenRale Barrens Land Use Plan. The
Commission as lead agency determined that the pegpaction is a Type | action that may have
a significant effect on the environment and thexeBd DGEIS must be prepared. A Positive
Declaration on this action was issued by the Comimmson April 13, 1994 and published in the
Environmental Notice Bulletin, Issue Number 17 qoriA27, 1994. An opportunity for public
input on the content of the DGEIS was made possibiang a public scoping meeting held on
April 27, 1994 at the Longwood Junior High SchooMiddle Island.

The Long Island Central Pine Barrens Protection petsuant to E.C.L. Section 57-0121(7),
designated the Central Pine Barrens Joint PolidyRlanning Commission as the lead agency for
the original draft generic environmental impactest@ent prepared in July 1994, and for this
SDGEIS. The law further states that the DGEIS pas of the land use plan and therefore, it
appeared as a chapter within the Draft Plan. (34/y1994). The DGEIS analyzed the Plan
chapters. The DGEIS was designed to provide alu&tan of the positive and negative
cumulative impacts that may occur on the overaleMarrens ecosystems and groundwater
resources located within the Central Pine Barre@a tarough its evaluation of the Plan's
components.

Prior to holding a public hearing on the DGEIS ublpc information meeting was held in each
town. The public hearing was held on Septembed 284 at Brookhaven Town Hall. Public
comment was received at this hearing and recordediwritten transcript. A copy of the
hearing transcript is available for public revietttese office of the Central Pine Barrens
Commission. Written comments on the Draft Plan RGEIS were accepted through November
7,1994. A responsiveness summary was preparedl ubstantive written and oral comments
received. The responsiveness summary will be parated into the final generic environmental
impact statement (FGEIS).

During the ensuing months, the Draft Plan was ezl/lsased in part on the comments received.
In keeping with the legislative milestones setliyy Pine Barrens Act, the Commission, on
January 13, 1995, passed a resolution to recomthen@vised Plan to the three towns for
adoption. In March 1995, a legislative extensiBar(ate bill S-2322 and Assembly bill A-3657)
was passed to provide additional time to completer¢view of the Plan and to produce a
supplemental draft generic environmental impadestant (SDGEIS).

The purpose and scope of the SDGEIS is to addnegsatential cumulative environmental
impacts of the Plan's components that have beésedeand/or were not evaluated in the original
DGEIS. This includes, but is not limited to, redeg areas designated by the three towns,
changes to the original standards that are nowifehas standards and guidelines, the Pine
Barrens Credit Program and additional alternatieegbe Plan. Criteria and conditions for future
actions that are not addressed in this documelfitlshaddressed in accordance with the
requirements of Chapter 4 and 5 of the Plan and6RR Part 617.

This SDGEIS and revised Plan will be the subjed pftiblic hearing and a public review process
as provided by the State Environmental Quality BevAct.

2.3 Plan and SDGEIS Study Area Boundaries

The boundaries of the Plan and SDGEIS study areatatutorily defined in E.C.L 57-0107(10)
for the Central Pine Barrens, in E.C.L 57-0107 bt Xhe Core Preservation Area, and E.C.L 57-
0107(12) for the Compatible Growth Area. The SD&EIso evaluates impacts on areas outside
the CPB, particularly with respect to PBC receivangas.

SDGEIS Chapter 2: Proposed Action - Page 13



2.4 Required Approvals

After the SDGEIS is accepted as complete by ther@igsion, a public hearings will be held
during the month of May, 1995. The Commission wilbsequently prepare a FGEIS. Prior to
June 30, 1995 the respective town boards and then@ssion must formally adopt the Plan and
a findings statement under the State Environmé&puality Review Act. The adoption of the
Plan must be by the unanimous approval of the Casion members, and by the signatures of
the Governor, the Suffolk County Executive, andS$pervisors of the Towns of Brookhaven,
Riverhead, Southampton.

SDGEIS Chapter 2: Proposed Action - Page 14



3. Environmental Setting

This chapter presents an overview of the environal@onditions for the Central Pine Barrens
area and areas outside of the Central Pine Batihahsnay be affected by the implementation of
the Plan.

3.1 Central Pine Barrens Zone

A detailed inventory of the existing environmergahditions of the Central Pine Barrens (CPB)
area is provided in Volume 2 of the Central Piner&as Joint Planning and Policy
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (the "Plan” or "Revidlad") entitled EISTING CONDITIONS.

That is incorporated as an appendix to this SDGHISe description of existing conditions
includes information on natural resources (i.eclggy, soils, hydrology, and Pine Barrens
ecosystems), cultural resources, and physical(datapopulation, land use, zoning, public and
administrative boundaries and infrastructure) lfier area. A discussion on Air Resources and
Noise is included in this Environmental Setting daés not appear in Volume 2 of the Plan.

3.1.1 Geologic Overview
3.1.1.1 Surficial and Subsurface Geology

A description of the surficial and subsurface ggglof Suffolk County which pertains to the
Central Pine Barrens area is provided in ChaptdEr\Zlume 2 of the PlarGeologic Overview.
The information for this section of the Plan wasanied from the Suffolk County
Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plargrptefor Suffolk County Health
Services by Dvirka and Bartilucci, Consulting Eregns and Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., in January,
1987.

Included in Chapter 2 is a description of the défeé geologic time periods and events that
shaped Suffolk County's geology from its bedroclatal surface. It includes a description of the
sequence of stratigraphic formations that und&tifolk County and includes a description of
the hydrogeologic units that correspond to thesmdtions. Analyses of the geologic cross
sections which run through the Central Pine Baregrsncluded in Chapter 2, in addition to
figures that illustrate the areal extent and thedshof the specified hydrogeologic units.

3.1.1.2 Topography

The topography of the Central Pine Barrens arganerally described in Chapter 2.5 of Volume
2, Geological Overview - Topographic Relief. Itlumdes a description of the range of elevations,
slopes and land forms and their relationship toroom glacial features such as moraines,
outwash plains and recent geologic deposits. Géinpethe elevations within the Central Pine
Barrens area range from O feet at mean sea levarlevthe study area borders Flanders Bay, to a
high of 295 feet at Bald Hill which is on the Romkoma Moraine just southwest of the Eastern
Campus of Suffolk Community College, south of thedfhead business district. Elevations are
typically lowest in the areas where recent geoldgigosits are found and highest in the moraine
areas. Slopes on outwash plains and recent gealegosits within the Central Pine Barrens
area are generally even to gently rolling and rédnga 0 to 15%. However, in the moraine areas
they are typically very hilly and uneven, contagslopes that range from 15 to 35% in many
areas.
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The Plan includes a discussion of unusual land $suth as kettle holes, kames, and swale
areas that can be found in or adjacent to moragesan the Central Pine Barrens. The Plan
identifies areas in the Central Pine Barrens thatain examples of these land forms.

3.1.2 Soils Overview

A description of the general soil associations tedavithin the Central Pine Barrens area is
provided in Chapter 3 of Volume 2 of the Plan, S@\erview. The information in the chapter
of the Plan is based on the Suffolk County Soiv8umprepared in 1975 by the United States
Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Senirteooperation with the Cornell
Agricultural Experiment Station. Information onclasoil association includes percent
composition of the major and minor soil types. Tdwer general soil associations located within
the Central Pine Barrens area are identified belmwg with their approximate percentage
composition of the Central Pine Barrens area:

Haven-Riverhead Association comprises approxim&®lgercent of the Central Pine
Barrens area

Plymouth-Carver Association-Rolling and Hilly corrgas approximately 50 percent of
the Central Pine Barrens area

Riverhead-Plymouth-Carver Association comprises@pmately 10 percent of the
Central Pine Barrens area

Plymouth-Carver Association, Nearly Level and Urdinlg comprises approximately 15
percent of the Central Pine Barrens area

For each soil type, a description of its physid¢adracteristics (i.e., slope, texture, drainagettdep
to substratum) is provided in addition to genesgjatation that is usually associated with a
particular soil type. Soils information in the Rlacludes suitability or limitations for
agricultural and other land uses as they relatevim and county planning (i.e., septic systems,
parks, and roads). According to the Suffolk Coustyl Survey, Plymouth Carver Association,
Nearly Level and Undulating, and Plymouth-Carvesda@ation Rolling and Hilly Association
are generally associated with native Pine Barregetation. These associations are considered
poorly suited for agricultural use due to theirrseatexture, high permeability and low fertility.
The Riverhead-Plymouth Carver Association is sonaWwhmited for agricultural use due to the
coarse-textured Plymouth and Carver soils, howarkesas of Riverhead Soils are generally suited
for agricultural use. The Haven-Riverhead Assammtomprise the largest area of farmland in
the County. (S.C. Soil Survey 1975). The highseeal water tables of the minor soils in these
soils associations restricts the use of septi@systor cesspools in these areas.

The soils chapter in the Plan includes a discussi@oils associated with environmentally
sensitive resources. These soils are identifigatiaze agricultural soils on cleared lands and
soils with high water tables that are associatet amvironmentally sensitive wetland and tidal
marshes.

3.1.3 Hydrology and Water Quality Overview

3.1.3.1 Ground and Surface Water Resources

A description of the groundwater and surface wagsources located within the Central Pine
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Barrens area is provided in Volume 2, Chapter thefPlan, entitled: Hydrology and Water
Quality Overview. This information is based onrdand studies prepared by the United States
Geological Survey, Brookhaven National Laborat&@yffolk County Health Services'

monitoring data and recent work by the State Usigat Stony Brook and the Suffolk County
Health Services on the Peconic River and estuatgsy

The information provided in Volume 2 of the Placludes a description of the hydrogeologic
formations within the Central Pine Barrens areaddition to information on groundwater and
surface water hydrology, water quality and watenpage for this area. The discussion on
hydrology in Volume 2 describes the two uppermaggiifars as well as their confining layers.

The Upper Glacial Aquifer contains glacial depo#itst are approximately 200 feet thick, but are
sometimes thicker on moraines and in areas wherM#gothy Aquifer has eroded. The depth
to the water table is over 150 feet along the nmaraind decreases toward the shoreline. This
aquifer has a high permeability and moderate thrasknbut there are some surficial silt and clay
deposits as well as some local and possible subraleclay units which when present can
impede groundwater flow and/or can create perchddee water systems.

The Gardiners Clay Unit is directly below the Upfgacial Aquifer, separating it from the
Magothy Aquifer. It is approximately 10 to 20 fekick, but is not considered to be a significant
hydraulic barrier to the recharge of the Magothyi#ey from the Upper Glacial Aquifer within
the Central Pine Barrens area. The Magothy Agisfapproximately 800 to 900 feet thick and
has lower hydraulic conductivities than the overdyglacial deposits.

The recharge of the Upper Glacial Aquifer is betv22 and 26 inches/year. The recharge of the
Magothy Aquifer from the Upper Glacial Aquifer isegitest near the main groundwater divide
and gradually decreases seaward until it is nda@qat the deep recharge zone boundaries as
described in the Plan.

The total pumpage in 1992 in the CPB was approxaimdi4.5 million gallons per day (mgd)
which is equivalent to about 8% of the annual regba Most of this water was pumped from the
Upper Glacial Aquifer and the greater percentagéwés returned to the aquifer system in the
general area from which it was pumped. Chaptdr\otume 2 lists several of the main
consumers of this water and the quantities that hlaee consumed.

Also, included in this chapter is a descriptiorswéamflow, pond and wetland hydrology.
Approximately 25% of the precipitation rechargedhwi the CPB area leaves the ground water
system through streamflow, mainly through the Pacand Carmans Rivers. There has not been
a systematic inventory of the individual CPB wetlaand their relation to groundwater.
HJowever, Chapter 4 of Volume 2 describes theisgay characteristics as well as how they
were created.

3.1.3.2 Flood Plain Areas

The locations of flood plain areas in the CentiaeMBarrens were identified by examining
United States Geological Survey (U.S.G.S) mapserdlare not many flood prone areas in the
study area. Receiving areas are not designatdidee areas. Those present are located within
the same areas identified as wetlands in Volun@&h2pter 5 of the Plan. Flood prone areas are
generally found near ponds, creeks, rivers, anthwe$. These have been identified along the
Peconic River and its tributaries, and along Sahanidl Terry Creeks in Riverhead. Other areas
prone to flooding are located along various creekSouthampton, north of Route 24 such as
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Birch, Goose, Hubbards, and Mill Creeks. Areas@lthe Carmans River and its tributaries in
Brookhaven are also flood prone. However, the auegunding Deep Pond in Riverhead is not
a flood prone area, according to the U.S.G.S. map.

3.1.4 Ecosystems Overview
3.1.4.1 Ecosystems and Ecological Processes

A description of the terrestrial and aquatic ecglagthin the Central Pine Barrens area is
provided in Chapter 5 of Volume 2, Ecosystems Oesvy It provides a detailed analysis of the
Pine Barren's ecosystem and includes a descriptienological communities, processes, (i.e.,
vegetation, habitat availability, and soil moistaomatent) wildlife, and insects within the Central
Pine Barrens area, including rare and endangerszdesp A discussion of biogeographic theory
and the ecological principles of conservation neselesign are also provided in Chapter 5. This
review explains the theory and concepts behindrtimnum habitat area requirement necessary
to ensure the diversity of wildlife supported bglsunabitats and to ensure that the habitats are
perpetuated over time. These concepts guidedibreseto create the contiguous 52,000 acre
Core Preservation Area.

This section briefly provides an overview of thelegical features and processes the Plan is
tailored to protect. A more comprehensive andidet@analysis of any each is provided in
Chapter 5 of Volume 2 of the Plan.

The Central Pine Barrens area represents a compeaic of pitch pine woodlands, pine oak
forests, oak dominated hardwood forests, coastat plonds, swamps, marshes, bogs and
streams. The Pine Barrens communities may haveexias a result of frequent fires and other
environmental factors such as; soil saturatior,tegture and nutrients, and human disturbance
(i.e., clearing, logging) that controlled the vegete types present in the Pine Barrens. In some
areas, the combination of droughty, nutrient-pasissand frequent fires have created a harsh
environment to which relatively few species haverbable to adapt. Biota in these areas
therefore tend to be unusual and includes manysgageies especially adapted to the conditions
of the xeric Pine Barrens. This is also true dilife found within the xeric Pine Barrens area.
Oak dominated hardwood forests exist in other andesse the soils are more fertile and the
conditions are moister. Oak forests can be fowrthrof the Ronkonkoma moraine. A classic
example is Warbler woods in Middle Island. Overdj pine forests which are an early stage of
oak forest succession, may revert to oak dominaéedwood forests, if burning or clearing does
not take place.

Ecological communities identified in the Plan alassified according to the Reschke scale
(N.Y. Natural Heritage Program and New York Stasp&tment of Environmental
Conservation). Rare communities and species fggead to as elements by the New York
Heritage Program and are ranked according to thety both globally and in New York State.
The following natural Pine Barrens communitiesidsentified in descending order in terms of
their state rarity (see Chapter 5 of Volume 2 fon@e detailed description and identification of
these rankings):

Dwarf Pine Plains

Coastal Plain Atlantic White Cedar Swamp
Coastal Plain Stream

Coastal Plain Poor Fen

Coastal Plain Pond
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Coastal Plain Pondshore

Pitch Pine-Oak-Heath Woodland
Salt Panne

Pine Barrens Shrub Swamp

High Salt Marsh

Low Salt Marsh

Chestnut Oak Forest

Pitch Pine-Oak Forest

Red Maple-Hardwood Swamp
Oak Dominated Hardwood Forest

Two other communities, Pine Barrens vernal poots\aet Pine Barrens, that are not recognized
by the Natural Heritage Program for the Pine Barrerere nevertheless included in the
discussion of natural communities that contain edeenents in Volume 2. In addition, the Plan
includes a discussion of human created commur{ites successional old field, cropland/row
crops, mowed areas) that contain rare elements.

The number of occurrences and general distribuidfaare communities and species are
identified in Volume 2, Chapter 5. A total of 52coirrences of rare natural communities have
been identified within the Central Pine Barrensaaecording to the Natural Heritage Program.
The breakdown is as follows:

Plants: 205 occurrences of 54 rare plant specieS3pin Core Area
35 occurrences of 18 rare plant species in the @tiblp Growth Area

The greatest concentrations of rare plants occueitand habitats, that is, the Coastal Plain
Ponds and Pondshores. For wildlife, the followiveye observed:

Wildlife: 118 (76 are vertebrate species) recenua@nces of rare wildlife (S1-S3) in the
Central Pine Barrens Area
93 of the 118 recent occurrences of rare wildg&-83) in Core Preservation
Area
25 of the 118 recent occurrences of rare wildg&-83) in Compatible Growth
Area

The Core Preservation Area encompasses most @& tioesmunities. Furthermore, most of the
rare invertebrate species occur only in Pine Barhabitats, and are uncommon or absent
elsewhere on Long Island.

3.1.4.2 Wetlands

Information on wetland communities is provided iol¥ne 2, Chapter 5.7, Wetland
Communities. Chapter 5.7 states there are ove048res of NYSDEC regulated freshwater
wetlands found in the Central Pine Barrens. Tadisn provides a review of several of the
wetland features found in the Central Pine Barrelts®e majority of these wetlands are found
near two principal river systems. The Peconic Riis headwaters and its associated tributaries
has approximately 2,000 acres of wetlands. Then@as River has approximately 1,000 acres
of wetlands associated with it. There are 162rotfetlands in the Central Pine Barrens which
comprise the remaining wetland acreage.

The locations of wetland areas within the CentméMarrens area are identified from an
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Ecological Communities Map provided in Volume ZT'he tributaries are mainly located within
that part of the Central Pine Barrens that lieshof the Peconic River in the Town of

Riverhead, with smaller tributaries located sodtthe river in the Town of Brookhaven.
Additionally, there are many wetlands surroundireep Pond, Tarkill Pond, Grassy Pond,

Round Pond, Twin Ponds, Jones Pond, and Zeeks Batdiyre along a northern tributary to the
Peconic River. There are also other wetland aateawy the larger tributaries to the north of the
Peconic River including North Pond, Prestons Pamdjs Pond, and Fox Pond. Many small
kettles containing wetlands instead of standingewate scattered north and south of the Peconic
River.

Wetland areas in the Town of Brookhaven in the @2éitine Barrens are located along the
Carmans River as shown on the Ecological Communiiap in Chapter 5 of Volume 2. There
are also some wetlands just south of Middle CouRtrgd (Route 25), and to the east of Route
25 near Coram Airpark and north of Route 25 neaisWdy Road in Brookhaven. Wetlands
surround Spring Lake which is located to the wéshe Carmans River. There are also several
wetland areas east of the Carmans River, locatdteteast of Middle Island Road, north of the
Long Island Expressway, and west of the WilliamyBl&arkway.

In Southampton, there are many wetlands surrourttimgarious creeks along Flanders Bay and
the Great Peconic Bay south of Route 24, such as&irch, Mill, and Hubbard Creek.
Additional wetland areas surround Penny Pond wisich the east of Hubbard Creek. Further
west in Southampton, there are wetlands surroundfidwood Lake which is on the southeast
side of CR 63, south of the Riverhead hamlet. &laee also some wetlands surrounding small
creeks scattered south of Route 27 in Southampton.

Chapter 5 of Volume 2 describes several differgmes of wetland communities present in the
Central Pine Barrens. Each wetland community sedieed in terms of the wildlife species
present, location, water quality and hydrologidsrmacteristics and vegetation.

According to that chapter, the most common typeetfand is the hardwood swamp which is
dominated by red maplég¢er rubrum). This type of swamp is found where soils arersaed or
inundated for brief periods during the growing sesasThese swamps often form a border
between uplands and other wetland types.

There are also coastal plain ponds and pond syoes bf wetlands which usually exist where
the water levels fluctuate greatly. Normally, daéplain ponds are isolated, however within the
Central Pine Barrens, many of the coastal plairdpon the Peconic River headwaters are
interconnected by surface water flow. These pdraabor one of the largest concentrations of
globally and statewide rare species in New YorkeStén addition, studies have revealed five
distinct vegetation zones, which characterize Hwredines of these ponds. These zones need
periods of both high and low water for maintainthgir structure, composition, and diversity.
These zones are analyzed in Chapter 5 of Volume 2.

Chapter 5 of Volume 2 also describes the Pine Barsarub swamps as wetlands that often
occur at the margins of coastal plain ponds, sgraga transition zone between the pond shore
and the surrounding Pine Barrens forest. Theyraocwet depressions with little or no standing
water. Volume 2 also describes the wildlife speckthese areas.

Another variety of wetlands within the Central PBarrens is the coastal plain Atlantic white
cedar swamp. These swamps occur on organic $oig atreams and in poorly drained
depressions. Atlantic white ced&@h@émaecyparis thyoides) comprise over 50% of the canopy
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cover and red maple may be a codominant tree.largest remaining cedar swamp on Long
Island is in Cranberry Bog County Park in Southamgietween the Peconic River and
Riverhead Moriches Road. Volume 2's Chapter 5 @dsaribes the wildlife and growth
conditions of the white cedar trees in this swamp.

Also within the Central Pine Barrens are red méglelwood swamps. Chapter 5 of Volume 2
describes the many types of wildlife species argktation associated with these swamps. Red
maple hardwood swamps generally occur in poorlindchdepressions with organic soils. Red
maple and black guniNfssa silvatica) are the dominant trees. The shrubs in this swawapbe
quite dense.

In the wet Pine Barrens, the pitch pifenusrigida), red maple, and black gum are found. They
make up a transition between the upland Pine Baigied the wetland communities such as red
maple swamps and shrub swamps.

Although the Pine Barrens vernal pond is not doausgkby the Heritage Program as a distinct
community type in the Long Island Pine Barrenss ihcluded within the protection of Core
Preservation Area where possible. These pondsarieed by seasonally fluctuating, ground
water fed ponds dominated by grasses and herbs.a3dociated wetlands are often small, are
under a tree canopy, and are carpeted with |e¢ef.lit

For the wetland community described as the coa#al poor fen, sphagnum moss dominates
the peatlands, with scattered sedges, shrubstanitd trees. The largest fen on Long Island is
located at Cranberry Bog County Park, and is dotathhy sedges. There are also coastal plains
streams along the Peconic and Carmans Rivers.

Salt marshes occur on Hubbard Creek Marsh on tbenReBay in Flanders. A low salt marsh
extends from mean high tide down to mean sea bwis regularly flooded by semidiurnal
tides. A high salt marsh occurs from mean higa tig to the limit of spring tides and is
periodically flooded by spring tides and flood 8deThe Plan also describes the grasses, birds,
and terrapins found in this type of wetland communiThe salt panne is a poorly drained,
shallow depression in both low and high salt masshighe soil-water salinities fluctuate in
response to tidal flooding and rainfall. A destdp of the types of plants and fish found in the
salt panne are included in the discussion on thigaane found in Chapter 5 of Volume 2.

Chapter 5 of Volume 2 provides a more compreheranadysis of the foregoing wetland types
as well as an analysis of coastal plain streamsahdhrubs.

3.1.5 Cultural Resources: Historic and Archaeolagal

An overview of cultural resources in the Centradd®’Barrens is provided in Volume 2, Chapter
7, entitled: Cultural Resources: Historic andf&eological. The chapter describes
prehistoric, Native American resources, and hist@sources found in the Central Pine Barrens
Area. A listing of historic resources found in lkax the three towns, (Brookhaven, Riverhead,
and Southampton) is included in it. It should béed that this listing is not all inclusive of all
historic resources within the three towns, and ith@bes not include archaeological or Native
American sites.

The following five sites located within the CentRihe Barrens have been included in the
National Register of Historic Places:
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James Benjamin Homestead (Old Benjamin Homeste&ahders
St. Andrew's Episcopal Church, Yaphank

Longwood (Smith) Estate, Ridge

Robert Hawkins Homestead, Yaphank

Homan-Gerard House and Mills, Yaphank

Chapter 7 of Volume 2 includes an overview of ergspublic and private programs that foster
the protection, preservation and restoration dfucal resources and demonstration programs of
traditional industries in the Central Pine Barrens.

3.1.6 Scenic Resources

An inventory of the extensive scenic resourcestéxtaithin the Central Pine Barrens area is
provided in Volume 2, Chapter 8 of the Plan, Sc&®asources. Scenic resources are defined for
the purpose of this Plan as those "landscape patérd features which are visually or
aesthetically pleasing and which therefore contalaifirmatively to the definition of a distinct
community or region within the Central Pine Barren&hapter 8.2, Volume 2). Scenic
resources include scenic areas, open spaceslandalcapes, vistas, country roads and other
factors that interact to produce a net benefidfalcé on individuals or communities.

Scenic resources are not definable in isolatiomfodher resource categories such as historic
sites and buildings, archaeological sites, sunfeater bodies, and shorelines. Therefore there is
some overlap among these other resource categlaieslso exhibit certain scenic value. The
definition of scenic resources and the methodole®pd to identify them is based on studies that
were performed to identify visual preferences sfdents of the New Jersey Pinelands and the
Cape Cod area.

The inventory of scenic resources in Volume 2 dbssrthe location of each scenic resource and
provides a portrait of the human or natural rese@lements which comprise the visible scenes.
The twenty-nine scenic resources included in tkientory each have an areal extent of several
acres or larger or are scenic linear features wéwelone half to one mile or more in length. As
noted in that chapter of the Volume 2, this listprgcludes listing individual historic buildings,
bridges, small creeks, short trail or road segmeespite their "scenic" qualities. Chapter 8 in
Volume 2 of the Plan includes an overview of thet@ction and management needs for scenic
resources.

3.1.7 Physical Data

Physical data provided in Volume 2 includes infotioraand statistics on population, land use,
public administrative boundaries and infrastructutas presented in Chapter 9, Physical Data -
Population, Land Use, Public Administrative Bounéaiand Infrastructure

3.1.7.1 Demographics

Demographic information is provided for each towhe Core Preservation Area, Compatible
Growth Area and total Central Pine Barrens ardaese figures are based on the 1990 Census of
Population and the 1960, 1970 and 1980 censusnraes prepared by the U.S. Department of
Commerce and 1993 population estimates prepardéaedyong Island Lighting Company

(LILCO).

Historic population information presented for then@al Pine Barrens area within each town
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(Brookhaven, Riverhead and Southampton) from 19BXdemonstrates the dramatic increase
in the number of residents in the Central Pine @@area that has occurred over the past thirty
years.

According to the 1990 census information, 57,200pteresided in the Central Pine Barrens
area. In 1960 only 12,525 lived in the area. &g, Brookhaven Town contains the largest
portion of the population in the Central Pine Basr&vith 49,719 persons or 87% in the total
Central Pine Barrens area. Southampton Town H&8% @ersons or 11% of the total Central
Pine Barrens area and Riverhead has 1,303 pers@36 of the Central Pine Barrens population.

The largest population increases by decade witt@rCentral Pine Barrens area occurred during
the 1960-1970 and the 1970-1980 decades. Durttyaecade the population increased by 85%
from the previous ten year period According to 1880 population information 93% of the
population resided in the Compatible Growth Arehil&7% residing in the Core Preservation
Area. The largest population in the Core Presamairea occurs in parts of eastern Manorville,
Calverton (Brookhaven Town portion), Ridge, RivdesiFlanders, and Westhampton. The
communities with the largest portion in the ComiplatiGrowth Area are Coram, Ridge, Middle
Island and Manorville. According to the 1990 d&mokhaven had the highest population
density, or the most people per square mile irCtwe Preservation Area, Compatible Growth
Area and entire Central Pine Barrens area. Papoldensities are estimated to be fifteen times
greater in the overall Compatible Growth Area titathe Core Preservation Area.

3.1.7.2 Housing

Contained in Chapter 9 of Volume 2 is an overvidwhe type and number of housing units
within the three towns and the Core Preservati@aACompatible Growth Area and overall
Central Pine Barrens area. The chapter also iesludormation on multi-unit housing, seasonal
housing, housing values, and income within the @¢éRtine Barrens area.

3.1.7.3 Land Use and Zoning

A description of the land use and zoning within @entral Pine Barrens area is also provided in
Volume 2. Itincludes information on land use aoding in terms of number of acres and
percent total of the Central Pine Barrens areds ififormation includes specific land use and
zoning categories located within the Core Presemarea and Compatible Growth Area. The
Plan presents in Volume 2, Chapter 9, an analysaal sacant privately owned land in the
Central Pine Barrens Area in terms of acreage anthg (general categories are given:
residential, commercial, industrial, open spaceuwamrdown). This chapter also presents the
potential dwelling unit yield of this vacant priest owned land. It was estimated based on
existing zoning. Privately owned vacant land ikl as vacant land privately owned and
available for development. It does not includa@gture, parks, public open space or oversized
residential parcels.

As stated in Volume 2, the major land uses withen€entral Pine Barrens are vacant land
(35,260 acres or 37.7%), recreation and open g2&c@31 or 26.8%), residential uses (11,599
or 12.9%), institutional (10,410 or 11.1%) and egitural (4,601 or 4.9%).

Vacant land is identified as the predominant lasel category for parcels lying entirely within
the Compatible Growth Area (CGA). In the Core Breation Area there are 15,029 acres of
vacant land (35.8%) of the acreage fully encompmhbgdhe Core Preservation Area (CPA)
delineation. Similarly, in the CGA vacant land qmmses 41.5% or 15,029 acres of the acreage.
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Recreation and open space is the dominant landaiegory (20,574 acres or 47%) in the Core
Preservation Area, whereas in the Compatible Gréw#a this category comprises only 9.7% or
3,517 acres. The second most predominant use i@dmpatible Growth Area is residential
(27.8% or 10,067). Parcels totalling approximafe3y435 acres of land fall both in the Core
Preservation Area and Compatible Growth Area. iBdtable to institutional use is 43.8% of

this land which includes Brookhaven National Lalbona

The analysis of vacant privately owned land progicdeChapter 9 indicates that 26,892 acres are
vacant in the Central Pine Barrens. This lansbrgained within 46 different zoning categories
among the three towns. This land is primarily zbresidential, (77%), while 18.7% is
industrially zoned. The majority of industriallpzed vacant land located in Riverhead (59%) is
defense/institutionally zoned (the Calverton AitporA full 92% of the 10,254 acres of vacant
privately owned parcels within the Core Preservafioea is zoned residential. Five (5) acre
zoning constitutes 64% of this land and 15% of ldun&l zoned for 2 acre lots.

3.1.7.4 Community Services

Community services include educational facilitigslice and fire protection, health care
facilities, public recreational facilities, schoalsd infrastructure (i.e., water, sewers, roads,
electric). Information on the existing serviceshi the Central Pine Barrens area is provided in
Volume 2, Chapter 9. Information on recreatiomailfties is presented in Volume 2, Chapter
11, Field Management Status. Schools, fire, wamrage and agricultural areas are listed by
name of district and district number in ChapteP&lice services are identified in terms of areas
of jurisdiction and precincts within the towns afoBkhaven, Southampton and Riverhead, and
for the villages of Quogue and Westhampton Beach.

3.1.7.4.1 Education and School Districts

Data on student enrollment (pre-primary, elemenitiggin schools for private and public schools)
was collected from the 1990 Census information.

Based on the 1990 Census, the Town of Brookhavethealargest number of enrolled students
(8,850 students) in public and private pre-primemyg elementary or high schools within the
Central Pine Barrens area. Southampton has 1rrbllex] students and Riverhead has 365
students enrolled in schools.

Average expenditures per pupil are $9,593 in thenTof Brookhaven, $15,000 in the Town of
Riverhead and $13,808 in the Town of Southamptexpenditures per pupil are fairly uniform
across school districts in Brookhaven, howeverglesignificant variability in expenditure per
pupil figures when examined for each school distrithin the Town of Southampton and to a
lesser extent in the Town of Riverhead.

3.1.7.4.2 Transportation Infrastructure

The Transportation section in Volume 2, Chaptef he Plan presents information on
employment centers within and near the Central Bareens. The section on transportation
includes a survey of existing thoroughfares, ditrainalysis, proposed road improvements and
identifies potential areas of traffic concern.

The majority of residents in the Pine Barrens, isg@eriphery, rely on automobiles for their
transportation. Four major thoroughfares provmhdraccess for this area in an east/west
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direction. These are the Long Island Expressway @ Route 495), Sunrise Highway (N.Y.S.
Route 27), North Country Road (N.Y.S. Route 254y Middle Country Road (N.Y.S. Route
25). Chapter 9 also lists several roads, mostiyngoroads, which service the Pine Barrens and
periphery.

In preparing the transportation section a survegxasting thoroughfares was conducted. The
results identified the locations of existing traffiroblems based on theoretical values presented
in that section. The discussion on existing tegfioblems does not take into account frictional
factors such as left turns, curb cuts, etc.

The transportation section in Volume 2, Chaptdis®s several improvements proposed by the
Suffolk County Department of Public Works (SCDPW)dditional data was provided by
SCDPW and the N.Y.S. Department of Transportatidhis is included in Volume 2, Appendix
5. These tables cover certain sections of coumdyssate roads in the Pine Barrens, their
mileage, most recent traffic count, year taken, capacity, daily 2-way Volume/Capacity (V/C)
ratio, and/or exceeding capacity, previous trafant, and growth rate. Included in Appendix 5
of Volume 2, in tabular form are V/C ratios at pdalurs for state roads (hourly one way peak
count).

Improvements are planned for the Long Island Radrim terms of rolling stock, refurbishing
stations, tracks and yards. Suffolk County hasafe and county-operated bus system.
Improvements envisioned do not include expandim@ciy or service.

Not mentioned in Volume 2 of the Plan is a detadestussion of the Calverton Naval Weapons
Reserve Plant (the "Calverton site") which is ledatvithin both the Core Preservation Area and
the Compatible Growth Area. The Calverton sitedanded south by Grumman Blvd., west by
Wading River Road, north by Middle Country RoadeBite includes approximately 2,900
acres and three parcels.

The land surface of the Calverton site has a lanhse the slopes to the south towards the
Peconic River system. Maximum site elevation ige8® above mean sea level. The lowest site
elevation of 32.5 feet is in the southwest porbdthe site. Steep slopes associated with surface
water areas are in the northeast portion of tlee dihe soil associations include the Haven-
Riverhead Association in the northern part of the and the Plymouth-Carver Association in the
southern part of the site. No portion of the sitezept the immediate shoreline of McKay Lake,
are within the 100 year flood plain.

The vegetation cover type on the site includes/Piak Forest, Oak Forest, Old Fields, Grass
Fields and Landscaped Areas including area of MRedifers and Deciduous Plantation. (See
Chapter 5 for a description of the ecological comites.) The sites contains some rare and
endangered species and wetlands, ponds and swatesaied with the Peconic River.

The Compatible Growth Area of the site is partiathyproved with 1.2 million square feet of
buildings, two controlled runways totaling 17,0@tehr feet, a central heating plant and various
other improvements including roadways, parking susal recreational areas.

In 1994 Congress adopted Public Law 103-c337 pmogitbr the conveyance of the 2,900 acres
to the Town of Riverhead Community Development Ageior the explicit purpose of economic
redevelopment. The Public Law contemplates creaifan economic redevelopment plan for
the property to be implemented by a regional Plagp@ommission formed for such purpose and
the Town of Riverhead through land use plannirgjzoning initiatives.
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3.1.7.4.3 Sewage Treatment in the Pine Barrens

Included in Appendix 5-3 of Volume 2 is a list @vgage treatment plants within or adjacent to
the Pine Barrens and their capacities and a magaitialg their location. This information was
obtained from the Suffolk County Department of RuliVorks.

3.1.7.4.4 Water Supply

Information on public water supply is also contaime Volume 2. Presently, there are seven
public water supply wells located within the CehRane Barrens area that are operated by the
Suffolk County Water Authority. The locations bEese wellfields are listed below:

Bailey Road - Middle Island
Bridgewater Drive - Ridge

William Floyd Parkway - Yaphank
Country Club Drive - Moriches
Moriches-Riverhead Road - Riverside
Old Country Road - Westhampton
Spinney Road - East Quogue

Total withdrawals of water from the Central PingriBas area in 1992 was 14.5 mgd (million
gallons per day) which is equivalent to about 8%hefrecharge. Only a small percentage of this
pumpage is considered consumptively used, with miodte pumpage returned to the aquifer
system in the general area from which it was pumpédte largest single consumptive use in this
area occurs at Brookhaven National Laboratory whegaantity which is on the order of 1 mgd
of cooling water is lost to the atmosphere.
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3.1.8 Air Resources and Noise
3.1.8.1 Climate

The climate in Suffolk County is mild due to itsastal location. Climatic conditions vary
throughout Suffolk County with changes in topographd distance from the coasts. The
average temperature in Suffolk County is 71.9 degjfeahrenheit in the summer and 32.4
degrees Fahrenheit in the winter. (National Oeeand Atmospheric Administration, 1991).
The warmest month is July and the coldest is Jgnu&talpin, 1988).

The long term precipitation average over approxayahe last 50 years is 44.5 inches/year and
the average annual humidity is 70%. The snowfaBuffolk County generally occurs between
the months of November through April, with the gesa amount falling between the months of
January and March. The average snowfall for Skif@dunty is 29.7 inches/year. (Halpin,
1988).

The growing season in Suffolk is long with 200 ®Zrost free days. The average annual wind
velocity in Suffolk is 7 to 9 miles/hour. Thereeapproximately 106 clear, 133 partly cloudy,
and 125 cloudy days per year in Suffolk Countyalfih, 1988).

The Suffolk County Department of Health Servicefd@fof Water Resources monitors
precipitation, temperature, and wind speed atasons at Belmont Lake, Medford, and
Riverhead. Raw data is collected weekly, but pitation data is the only information analyzed
on a regular basis. (Halpin, 1988).

3.1.8.2 Air Quality

The Clean Air Act gave the Environmental Protecthgency the authority to set national
ambient air quality standards for protecting pubkalth and the environment from pollutants in
ambient air. State governments manage most afteeific programs for achieving these
standards by developing State Implementation H&Hs).

Seven air pollutants considered of nationwide conbave been designated by the U.S. EPA and
are monitored through the Ambient Air Monitorings&m administered by the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDETHhese seven air pollutants are sulfur
dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, inhalable paratu(PM-10), nitrogen dioxide, total
suspended particles, and lead. In addition, Nevk ¥Btate also has secondary air standards for
beryllium, fluorides, hydrogen sulfide and settlegharticles (Halpin, 1988).

Suffolk County is in Region 1 of the nine Air QuglControl Regions (AQCR) of New York
State. At any given moment, any region is withire @f three categories: attainment,
unclassified or non-attainment depending on avkalaly quality data and ambient
concentrations of pollutants. The attainment aategxists when the ambient concentration of a
pollutant is below the National Ambient Air QualiBtandards. (NAAQS). An unclassified
category occurs when there is insufficient dataéike a determination. The non-attainment
category occurs when the concentration of a paitutaabove the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards. (Halpin, 1988).

Region 1 is in compliance with ambient air standdat all of the previously stated air pollutants
with the exception of ozone. Ozone is an odorlesi®rless gas that is a major component of
photochemical smog. It is formed by the photoclvahtieaction between nitrogen oxides and
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reactive hydrocarbons when exposed to ultraviggét land high temperatures. Region 1 has
exceeded the ozone standard several times in e Pphus, the region is in the non-attainment
category for ozone. The ozone problem, howevestaie-wide and is not specific to either
Suffolk County or Region 1. (Halpin, 1988).

The concentrations of most of these air contamsappear to have declined in Suffolk County
over the last 10 years. The New York State DECstated that this was most likely due to the
implementation of pollution control devices on \&@és, the use of unleaded and low sulfur
fuels, and implementation of controls on statiorsoyrces. (Halpin, 1988).

3.1.8.3 Noise

The physical intensity of noise can be measuretkaibels, but in terms of the general public, it
is a relative term that depends on the perceptidheoindividuals involved. Suffolk County in
general is still a relatively suburban and ruralarNoise related problems are sporadic and not
considered to be severe at this time. Recent sisaly noise complaints in Suffolk County
shows that there are approximately sixteen categ@fi common noise complaints received by
the County. (Cohalan, 1982).

The following is a summary of various types of mos®urces that are commonly heard in
suburban and rural communities, and thus alsoipadesuffolk County and the Central Pine
Barrens area.

Sources of Noise

Barking Dogs Airports

Motor Vehicles Entertainment Establishments
House Parties Off-Road Motor Vehicles
Fireworks Refuse Trucks

Fire Sirens Residential Power Tools
Gun/Rifle Firing Ranges Refuse Trucks

Automobile Racetracks Agricultural Equipment
Street Music Construction

Figure A presents sound levels for some of theensmirces previously identified. Sound levels
for land use activities commonly found within Sukf@County that also pertain to the Central
Pine Barrens area (i.e., wooded agricultural, agitical cropland rural residential) are provided
in Figure B.
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Figure A - Noise Levels of Common Sounds

SDGEIS Chapter 3: Environmental Setting - Page 29



Figure B - Noise Levels of Common Land Uses
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3.2 Receiving Areas

The foregoing environmental setting informatiompplicable to both Central Pine Barren and to
the non-Core receiving areas. More specific infation is provided for these receiving areas in
the tables presented in this section.

For each receiving area the following informatiersupplied: location, acreage/number of
parcels, unusual geologic features, (when presmppgraphy, soils, 100 year flood plain area,
vegetative cover type, rare and endangered sp&gdtiands, physical data (land use, zoning,
school district, public water, public sewer, firelige district, and whether in a wild, scenic and
recreational corridor, (where applicable).

Information on the designation of these receivirgpa and their relationship to the overall Pine
Barrens Credit Program is provided in Volume 1, itea6 of the Plan.

A listing of parcels identified by tax map numbgiprovided for the receiving areas in Volume
1, Chapter 6 of the Plan in Riverhead and Southamp& map indicates the location of
Brookhaven's.

3.2.1 Town of Brookhaven
3.2.1.1 Overview

Receiving areas in the Town of Brookhaven are geduyy school district. The location of these
school districts is indicated on the maps on p&@esnd 37.

Potential receiving areas in Brookhaven are alkteas zoned Al (excluding Hydrogeologic
Zone VI) and A2 in the Town of Brookhaven outsidehe Core Preservation Area and
exclusive of the areas specified in Volume 1, Chiaptof the Plan. The largest number of acres
designated for receiving areas occur in the CGA) approximately 5,100 acres eligible. The
remaining eligible receiving area acreage, apprakaty 2200 acres, is located outside of the
Central Pine Barrens area.
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3.2.1.2 Demographics

The demographic information for receiving areasimithe CGA is provided in Volume 2,
Chapter 9 of the Plan and summarized in Sectio8.3. bf this SGEIS.

In general, the population in the portion of thevficof Brookhaven that lies outside of the
Central Pine Barrens area is 361,011 persons.pdpelation density for this area is 2,349
persons per square mile. Based on the 1990 Ceahsus,are 121,707 housing units located
outside of the Central Pine Barrens.

3.2.1.3 School Districts

Receiving areas are located within the followingrteen school districts.

School District | Student Enroliment 93-94 |
Three Village CSD 6,777
Brookhaven-Comsewogue 3,175
South County CSD 4,640
Sachem CSD at Holbrook 14,548
Mt. Sinai UFSD 2,071
Miller Place UFSD 2,664
Rocky Point UFSD 2,767
Middle Country 9,799
Longwood CSD 9,103
South Manor UFSD 1,106
Patchogue-Medford UFSD 8,478
Center Moriches 1,129
East Moriches UFSD 579
Shoreham-Wading River CSD 2,024
Eastport UFSD 787

There are 7,918 students enrolled in pre-primampl{p and private) schools and 66,617 students
enrolled in elementary or high school (public angate) for the area of the town located outside
of the Central Pine Barrens.

There are 1,028 students enrolled in pre-primanpl{p and private) schools and 7,822 students
enrolled in elementary or high school (public angate) in the Central Pine Barrens area.

3.2.1.4 Soils
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There are five soil associations identified frora general soils map in the Suffolk County Soil
Survey that are found in the area of the Town detsif the Central Pine Barrens area.
The soil associations are identified in the SuffGlunty Soil Survey as follows:

Carver-Plymouth-Riverhead Association
Haven-Riverhead Association

Plymouth-Carver Association, Rolling and Hilly
Riverhead-Plymouth-Carver Association
Plymouth-Carver Association, Nearly Level and Uradinlg.

These soil associations, except for the Carver-BlglmRiverhead Association, are located
within the Town in bands extending from the westhi® east, that also extend through the
Central Pine Barrens area. A description of tlsesleassociations which occur in the Central
Pine Barrens area can be found in Volume 2, Ch&téthe Plan and Section 3.1.2. of this
SDGEIS.

Carver-Plymouth Riverhead Association

The Carver-Plymouth-Riverhead Association is lodatea narrow band that extends along the
north shore along the Long Island Sound. This aag8on is described as deep, rolling,
excessively drained, coarse textured and moderabalsse textured soils on moraines. The
eastern part of the area is about one-fourth oil@wmde and the western part is about 4 miles
wide. This association is characterized as rollmg has slopes that range from nearly level to
steep.

This association makes up 11 percent of the Coamdyis comprised of approximately 30
percent Carver and Plymouth soils and 30 percerdgrRead soils with minor soils comprising

the remaining 40 percent. Minor soils of this agstoan include well-drained Haven soils, well
drained to moderately well-drained Montauk soilayfham and Wareham soils that have a high
water table, and land that has been cut and filledre are also steep bluffs and beaches in this
association that occur along the Long Island Sout#aven and Montauk soils are located on
upland flats near Riverhead soils, whereas, RayrdradWareham soils are adjacent to ponds or
to tidal marshes.

Carver and Plymouth soils are both deep and exadgsirained and have a surface layer and
subsoil of sand. Both these soils and Riverhedd bave a substratum of sand and gravel. The
depth to the substratum in Carver soils ranges ft6rto 32 inches and 20 to 36 inches in
Plymouth soils. Carver soils are similar to Plyntosils but they have a distinctive gray or light
gray subsurface layer that is lacking in Plymouitss Carver and Plymouth soils are mainly
found on the steeper parts of ridges and in roliiregs.

Riverhead soils are deep and well drained and aateface layer and subsoils of sandy loam.
The depth to the substratum ranges from 22 to 8tes These soils are primarily located in
upland flats or gently undulating areas.

Native vegetation consists of white oak, black aakub oak for Carver, Plymouth and
Riverhead soils and includes pitch pine for Caared Plymouth soils. The majority of this
association in the western part of the county wagrally farmed and is now in housing
developments. The eastern part is wooded or cant@cation homes. This soil is poorly suited
for farming due to its sandy texture and steepesdop
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Prime Agricultural Soils
Prime agricultural soils that may be located witthia receiving areas are identified as follows:

Haven loam, O to 2 percent slopes, (HaA) - Capghilnit I-1

Haven loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, (HaB) - Capgghilnit lle-1

Haven loam, thick surface layer - Capability Uhi-P

Plymouth loamy sand, silty substratum, O to 3 parstopes (PsA) - Capability Unit lis-1
Riverhead sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes (Rdzgpability Unit lis-1

Riverhead sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes (Rd@Bypability Unit lle-2

Scio silt loam, till substratum, 2 to 6 percentpgs (ScB) - Capability Unit lle-1

Scio silt loam, sandy substratum, O to 2 percemes (SdA) - Capability Unit llw-1

Scio silt loam, sandy substratum, 2 to 6 percemes (SdB) - Capability Unit lle-1
Sudbury sandy loam (Su) - Capability Unit liw-1

The Capability Units | and 1l (as explained in Cteai8 of Volume 2) represent soils that have
few or moderate limitations that reduce the choicglants or require moderate conservation
practices.

Soils Associated with Environmentally Sensitive Areas

These tend to be soils with characteristically lrsghsonal water table (less than 4 feet) and are
indicative of wetland and tidal marsh areas. Theassociations that may contain these soils are
identified in Volume 2, Section 3.3.2 of the Pla&®oils series within associations that contain
high seasonal water table include Atsion, BerryJ@ahadice silt loam, Muck, Raynham, Scio,
Sudbury, Walpole, Wareham, and Tidal Marsh soitland types.

3.2.1.5 Water Supply

All receiving areas are located within the senacea of the Suffolk County Water Authority.
Availability of public water for a particular padosould be confirmed upon application by the
project sponsor to the Authority.

3.2.1.6 Ecosystems Overview

The description of the vegetative cover in termeaglogical communities that may be found in
the receiving areas located within the CGA is pdedi in Volume 2, Chapter 5 of the Plan and
summarized in Section 3.1.4 of this SDGEIS.

For the receiving areas located outside of the@eRine Barrens area, the following ecological
communities with their corresponding NYNHP rankimgy be found depending on local
environmental conditions and level of disturbarroe development:

Upland Communities:
Pitch Pine-oak forest G4G5 S4
Pitch pine-oak heath woodland G3G4 S2S3

Wetland Communities:
Red maple-hardwood swamps G5 S4S5

Human-created Communities:
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Successional old field G4 S4; Successional ShrdoGh S4
Cropland/row crops G5 S5

Mowed lawn G5 S5; mowed lawn with trees G5 S5
Mowed roadside/pathway G5 S5

A description of these ecological communities thatur in the Central Pine Barrens area, is
provided in Volume 2, Chapter 5 of the Plan andmamzed in Section 3.1.4 of this SDGEIS.
The communities listed are followed by a serieetiérs and numbers that relate to their global
and state ranking for rare communities and spéhegss explained in Volume 2, Chapter 5 of
the Plan.

An additional upland community that may be foundhie receiving areas outside of the Central
Pine Barrens area is deciduous forest as identifi¢loe Town of Brookhaven's 1990 Natural
Resource Inventory. (Wadeal., 1990). The deciduous forest is oak-dominatet vad oak,
black oak and white oak in the overstory and isegalty found along the north shore areas and
places of the central moraine where fire frequaadgw and soil fertility and moisture are high.
(Lambe, 1984). American beech, red maple, bladhbscarlet oak and sugar maple may also
appear in the overstory in certain areas. Thebslarger is typically mapleleaf virburnum, black
cherry, sassafras, flowering dogwood and mountairel and may also contain red maple,
blackberry, blueberry, raspberry, and spicebustcoiding to the Brookhaven Open Space
Study, oak-pine forests are the transitional comityretween the Pine Barrens and the Long
Island hardwood (deciduous) forest. (Lambe, 1984).

3.2.1.7 Additional Existing Conditions Information

Item Receiving Areas In Three Village CSD (472201)
Location Outside of Compatible Growth Area.
Acreage/ # of Parcels 160 acres/ 15 parcels.
Unusual Geologic Features Harbor Hill Moraine, Cabldeadlands are located within
the district.
Topography This district, which is bordered by Ldsignd Sound on the

north is characterized by steep, coastal headlahdh
contain elevations of between 30" and 120'. Thndhg
central portion of the district, the Harbor Hill nane
contains steeper slopes (exceeding 15% in someg)lagth
ridgeline elevations of over 200'. The southenr pathe
district, south of the moraine, contains flattepss with
elevations down to 110'.

100 Year Flood Plain Not in the receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered None identified in the receiving areas.
Species

Wetlands Yes, located within tax map sections 28, 88.

! Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.
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Physical Data:

Land Use 55 acres (4 parcels): 210 - One Family Reamd
Residence.
25 acres (3 parcels): 220 - Two Family Year Round
Residence.
80 acres (8 parcels: 311 - Residential Vacant Land.
Zoning All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FD1/ Police: Suffolk County.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Brookhaven-Comsewogue UFSD
(472203)

Location

Outside of Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

125 acres/ 10 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Harbor Hill Moraine - e#dst corner only.

Topography

This district has steeper slopes inheaitt corner associate
with Harbor Hill Moraine, highpoints of 200'. Reimder of
district relatively flat sloping in a southeastediyection to
lowpoints of 120'".

=

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Species

None identified in receiving areas.

Wetlands None identified in receiving areas.
Physical Data:
Land Use 6 acres (1 parcel): 120 - Field Crops.
26 acres (3 parcels): 210 - One Family Year Round
Residence.
26 acres (4 parcels): 311 - Residential Vacant Land
56 acres (1 parcel): 330 - Residential Vacant Uavzhted in
Commercial Areas.
11 acres (1 parcel): 612 - School.
Zoning All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FC1, FG1/ Police: Suffolk Qnoty.
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Item Receiving Areas In South Country CSD (472204)

Location Outside of Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels 7 acres/ 1 parcel.

Unusual Geologic Features Swales associated witGanmans River and Beaverdam
Creek are within district boundaries.

Topography This district is relatively flat througlt with higher
elevations in the north averaging 90' down to Shasouth.
Steeper slopes associated with swale formationgmgn
southerly through the central and eastern portidnise

district.
100 Year Flood Plain Not in receiving areas.
Rare and Endangered None identified in receiving areas.
Species
Wetlands None identified in receiving areas.
Physical Data:
Land Use 7 acres (1 parcel): 210 - One Family Yearr® Residence.
Zoning A Residence 2 District (A2).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.
Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FW1/ Police: Suffolk County.

District
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Sachem CSD at Holbrook (472%)

Location

Outside of Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

523 acres/ 11 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Ronkonkoma Moraine, dgaiisavales associated with
Canaan Lake are within district boundaries.

Topography

Steeper slopes along northern boundalgtoict associated
with Ronkonkoma Moraine. Ridgeline highpoint 0030
Gently sloping throughout remainder of districtiwaverage
elevation of 120'. Drainage swales forming in baand
southeast corner with elevations as low as 50steeper
side slopes.

100 Year Flood Plain

No.

Rare and Endangered
Species

None identified in the receiving areas.

Wetland$ Yes, located within tax map section 649.
Physical Data:
Land Use 74 acres (2 parcels): 151 - Orchard Crapplés, Pears,
Cherries, etc.).
7 acres (1 parcel): 210 - One Family Year Rounddeese.
59 acres (6 parcels): 311 - Residential Vacant Land
114 acres (1 parcel): 321 - Abandoned Agricultueadd.
15 acres (1 parcel): 612 - School.
Zoning 10 parcels (156 acres): A Residence 1 DiqiAit).
1 parcel (114 acres): A Residence 2 District (A2).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FW1, FU1/ Police: Suffolk @aty

2 Presence on a specific parcel would necessiiatesf identification.

SDGEISChapter 3: Environmental Setting - Page 41




ltem

Receiving Areas In Mt. Sinai UFSD (472207)

Location

Outside Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

516 acres/ 32 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Harbor Hill Moraine witHistrict boundaries.

Topography

This district has steeper slopes alamtharn, coastal
boundary of district associated with Harbor Hill Mme
with highpoint of 190'. The remainder of the didtrs gently
sloping in a southeasterly direction to a lowpahi20'.

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Species

None identified in receiving areas.

Wetlands

None identified in receiving areas.

Physical Data:

Land Use

45 acres (6 parcels): 105 - Agriculturatarda Land
(Productive).

144 acres (4 parcels): 120 - Field Crops.

6 acres (1 parcel): 151 - Orchard Crops (applesmspetc.).
107 acres (2 parcels): 170 - Nursery and Greenhouse
71 acres (6 parcels): 210 - One Family Year Round
Residence.
98 acres (11 parcels): 311 - Residential VacantdLan
12 acres (1 parcel): 330 - Vacant Land Located in
Commercial Areas.
33 acres (1 parcel): 484 - Commercial One StorylSma
Structure.

Zoning

All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).

Public Water

Suffolk County Water Authority.

Public Sewer

No.

Lighting/Fire/Police

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FC1, FG1, FL4, FL1/ PoliceuBolk

District County.
Item Receiving Areas In Miller Place UFSD (472208)
Location 11 parcels (391 acres) in CGA.

1 parcel (9 acres) partly in CGA, partly outsideC@ A.
11 parcels (135 acres) outside of CGA.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

535 acres/ 23 parcels.
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Unusual Geologic Features Harbor Hill Moraine lodatathin district boundaries.

Topography This district has steeper slopes inhmnaidng shoreline,
associated with Harbor Hill Moraine with ridgeliheghpoint
of 150'. The southern portion of the district @ons flatter
slopes with elevations down to 100'.

100 Year Flood Plain Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered None identified in receiving areas.

Species

Wetland$ Yes, located within tax map sections 235, 271.

Physical Data:

Land Use 190 acres (3 parcels): 105 - Agriculturatant Land
(Productive).

114 acres (3 parcels): 120 - Field Crops.

33 acres (1 parcel): 170 - Nursery and Greenhouse.
113 acres (6 parcels): 210 - One Family Year Round
Residence.

6 acres (1 parcel): 219 - One Family Residence.

79 acres (9 parcels): 311 - Residential Vacant Land

Zoning All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).

Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.

Public Sewer No.

Ibigrtlt_intg/Fire/PoIice Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FH1,FL4/ Police: Suffolk Coty.
istric

® Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Rocky Point UFSD (472209)

Location

1 parcel (5 acres) partly in CGA and paotlyside of CGA.
1 parcels (7 acres) outside of CGA.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

12 acres/ 2 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Harbor Hill Moraine lodatgthin district boundaries.

Topography

This district has steeper slopes ndr8R025A associated
with Harbor Hill Moraine with ridgeline highpointf @50'.
South of 25A, some knoll areas containing steepesidut
generally, gently sloping with southern elevatioh400'.

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Species

None identified in receiving areas.

Wetlands None identified in receiving areas.
Physical Data:
Land Use 12 acres (2 parcels): 311 - Residentiadalcand.
Zoning All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FJ1/ Police: Suffolk County.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Middle Country CSD (472211)

Location

Outside of Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

132 acres/ 8 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Ronkonkoma Moraine, ldcaithin district boundaries.

Topography

This district's northern portions atatreely flat containing
an average elevation of 120'. Steeper slopes alouitpern
border of district associated with Ronkonkoma nmogawith
ridgeline highpoints of 250'.

100 Year Flood Plain

No.

Rare and Endangered
Specie$

Yes located within tax map section 540.

Wetlands None identified in receiving areas.
Physical Data:
Land Use 7 acres (1 parcel): 210 - One Family Yearmd Residence.
25 acres (3 parcels): 311 - Residential Vacant Land
22 acres (2 parcels): 330 - Vacant Land Located in
Commercial Areas.
11 acres (1 parcel): 340 - Vacant Land Locateddustrial
Areas.
67 acres (1 parcel): 484 - Commercial One StorylSma
Structure.
Zoning All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FC1, FK4/ Police: Suffolk @aty.

* Presence on a specific parcel would necessitatesf identification.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Longwood CSD (472212)

Location

In Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

2851 acres/ 176 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

See Plan, Volume I, Gngpt

Topography

See Plan, Volume I, Chapter 2.

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Specie3

Yes, located within tax map sections 72, 242, 289, 378,
379, 404, 450, 451, 495, 524, 544, 613.

Wetland$§

Yes, located within tax map sections 172, 242, 289, 318,
320, 376, 378, 379, 404, 451, 476, 477, 543, 544, 612.

Physical Data:

Land Use

64 acres (3 parcels): 105 - Agriculturatarda Land
(Productive).
258 acres (4 parcels): 120 - Field Crops.
294 acres (27 parcels): 210 - One Family Year Round
Residence.
6 acres (1 parcel: 218) - One Family Residence.
20 acres (3 parcels): 220 - Two Family Year Round
Residence.

17 acres (1 parcel): 230 - Three Family Year Round
Residence.

13 acres (1 parcel): 240 - Rural Residence WitleAge.
1648 acres (113 parcels): 311 - Residential Vacandl.
28 acres (2 parcels): 312 - Residential Land (ohetua small
improvement).

135 acres (6 parcels): 322 - Residential Vacantl@wer 10
Acres.

184 acres (8 parcels): 330 - Vacant Land Located in
Commercial Area.
84 acres (1 parcel): 484 - Commercial One StorylSma
Structure.
20 acres (1 parcel): 555 - Riding Stables.
80 acres (4 parcels): 721 - Sand and Gravel.

Zoning

171 parcels (2683 acres): A Residence TibDigAl).
5 parcels (168 acres): A Residence 2 District (A2)

Public Water

Suffolk County Water Authority.

®> Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.

® Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.
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Public Sewer Majority of parcels not in sewer didtrA few parcels are
within Sewer District # 11.

Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FL1, FL2, FL3, FL4, FL5, FL&P2/
District Police: Suffolk County
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Item Receiving Areas In South Manor UFSD (472221)

Location In Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels 1000 acres/ 47 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features Ronkonkoma Moraine igdéatcaithin district.

Topography Lower elevations of this district aver&@' and gentle slopgs
in the north associated with Peconic River syst&teeper
slopes in the central part of the district withvaligons
averaging 150' associated with the moraine. Lower
elevations averaging 50' and shallow swales adsolcvaith
the Forge River in the south.

100 Year Flood Plain Not within receiving areas.
Rare and Endangered Yes, located within tax map sections 461, 508, 569,
Specie$
Wetland$ Yes, located within tax map sections 461, 507, 508, 559.
Physical Data:
Land Use 158 acres (5 parcels): 105 - Agriculturatant Land
(Productive).

26 acres (1 parcel): 120 - Field Crops.

29 acres (1 parcel): 130 Truck Crops - Muckland.

166 acres (7 parcels): 210 - One Family Year Round
Residence.

28 acres (2 parcels): 215 - One Family Year Round
Residence.

41 acres (2 parcels): 218 - One Family Year Round
Residence.

326 acres (22 parcels): 311 - Residential VacantiLa
53 acres (2 parcels): 322 - Residential Vacantdl@wer 10
Acres.

72 acres (3 parcels): 330 - Vacant Land Located in
Commercial Areas.

15 acres (1 parcel): 340 - Vacant Land Locateddustrial
Areas.

85 acres (1 parcel): 720 Mining and Quarrying.

Zoning 1 parcel (6 acres): A Residence 1 Distédt)(
46 parcels (994 acres): A Residence 2 District (A2)
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.

" Presence on a specific parcel would necessiiateef identification.

8 Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.
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Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FM1/ Police: Suffolk County.
District
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Item Receiving Areas In Patchogue - Medford UFSD (4£224)

Location 10 parcels (60 acres) in CGA.
34 parcels (217 acres) outside of CGA.
Acreage/ # of Parcels 277 acres/ 44 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features Drainage swales assoacidgtieCanaan Lake, Patchogue
River and Swan Lake are located within district taaries.

Topography A series of swales which stretch fromrtbrthern portion of
the district and run southeasterly to a serieakdd. These
areas can contain steeper side slopes. Elevatidhe north
average 110' while the southern, coastal areasdrave
average elevation of 10'".

100 Year Flood Plain Not within receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered None identified in receiving areas.

Species

Wetland$ Yes, located within tax map sections 807, 837, 895.

Physical Data:

Land Use 12 acres (1 parcel): 116 - Livestock amdifets (donkeys

and goats).
39 acres (6 parcels): 210 - One Family Year Round
Residence.

12 acres (2 parcels): 218 - One Family Residence.

10 acres (1 parcel): 220 - Two Family Year Round
Residence.

189 acres (32 parcels): 311 - Residential VacantlLa

6 acres (1 parcel): 312 - Residential Land (inciualsmall

improvement).

8 acres (1 parcel): 484 - One Story Small Structure
Zoning 43 parcels (258 acres): A Residence 1 Digt).

1 parcel (19 acres): A Residence 2 District (A2).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.
Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FP1, FP2/ Police: Suffolk Gaty.

District

° Presence on a specific parcel would necessiiateef identification.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Center Moriches UFSD (472233

Location

Outside Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

24 acres/ 1 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Drainage swales assoaidtiedarious creeks within
district.

Topography

This district has higher elevationshi morth averaging 70'
with gently sloping swales running southerly to pmint
averaging 10'.

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Species

None identified in receiving areas.

Wetlands None identified in receiving areas.

Physical Data:
Land Use 24 acres (1 parcel): 170 - Nursery and rihi@ese.
Zoning 1 parcel (24 acres): A Residence 2 DistA&)(
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FT1/ Police: Suffolk County.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In East Moriches UFSD (472234)

Location

Outside of the Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

100 acres/ 3 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Drainage swale assoamted errell River within district
boundaries.

Topography

This district is relatively flat, withegper slopes associated
with swales running in a southerly direction to stehareas.
Highpoint of 70" in the north to a 10" elevatiortiie south.

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Species

None identified in receiving areas.

Wetlands None identified in receiving areas.
Physical Data:
Land Use 86 acres (2 parcels): 105 - Agriculturatarfd Land
(Productive).
14 acres (1 parcel): 311 - Residential Vacant Land.
Zoning All parcels: A Residence 2 District (A2).
Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FT1, FU1/ Police: Suffolk Qaty.
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Item Receiving Areas In Shoreham-Wading River CSD

(473001)
Location In Compatible Growth Area.
Acreage/ # of Parcels 598 acres/ 21 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features Harbor Hill Moraine witHistrict boundaries.

Topography This district has steeper slopes ndrBR025A associated
with Harbor Hill Moraine with ridgeline highpointf 450'.
Relatively flat south of SR 25A with drainage svgale
forming along southern border of district contaghan
average elevation of 100'.

100 Year Flood Plain Not in receiving areas.
Rare and Endangered None identified in receiving areas.
Species
Wetlands Yes.
Physical Data:
Land Use 188 acres (10 parcels): 105 - AgricultMatant Land
(Productive).

62 acres (2 parcels): 120 - Field Crops.
348 acres (9 parcels): 311 - Residential VacantdLan

Zoning All parcels: A Residence 1 District (Al).

Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority.

Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FJ1, FL1, FW1/ Police: Sulio
District County.
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ltem

Receiving Areas In Eastport UFSD (473611)

Location

In Compatible Growth Area.

Acreage/ # of Parcels

759 acres/ 34 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

Ronkonkoma Moraine widstrict boundaries.

Topography

A large portion of this district incledne Ronkonkoma
moraine which contains ridgeline elevations randimg
150" - 200'. This runs through the center of tiséridt for its
entire length. The northeastern portion contdatsefr slopes
with elevations at 50'. The southern areas ardyggloping
also averaging elevation 50'.

100 Year Flood Plain

Not in receiving areas.

Rare and Endangered
Specie¥

Yes, located with tax map section 509.

Wetlandg!

Yes, located within tax map sections 462, 509.

Physical Data:

Land Use

260 acres (9 parcels): 105 - Agriculturatant Land
(Productive).

11 acres (1 parcel): 111 - Poultry and Poultry Botsl

15 acres (1 parcel): 140 - Truck Crops - Not Munis

10 acres (1 parcel): 210 - One Family Year Rounsideace.
81 acres (6 parcels): 311 - Residential Vacant Land

10 acres (2 parcels): 314 - Rural Vacant Lots ofAdfes or
Less.

18 acres (1 parcel): 321 - Abandoned Agricultuiahd.
244 acres (9 parcels): 322 - Residential Vacantl@wer 10
Acres.

18 acres (1 parcel): 330 - Vacant Land Located in
Commercial Areas.
45 acres (1 parcel): 340 - Vacant Land Locateddustrial
Areas.

80 acres (2 parcels): 449 - Commercial - Otherdgtoyr
Warehouse and Distribution Facilities.

Zoning

7 parcels (121 acres): A Residence 1 DisfAd).
27 parcels (638 acres): A Residence 2 District (A2)

Public Water

Suffolk County Water Authority.

Public Sewer

No.

19 Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.

1 Presence on a specific parcel would necessitateef identification.
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Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting: LX1/ FD#: FW1, FU1/ Police: Suffolk Qaty. “
District

3.2.2 Town of Riverhead
3.2.2.1 Overview

There are 1,585 acres or 87 parcels that haveiteptified for two receiving areas (Area A and
B) in the Town of Riverhead. Both of the receivargas are located outside of the Central Pine
Barrens Area and are located in the Riverhead 3chstoict. Receiving area B is located within
the State designated Wild, Scenic and RecreatPeabnic River Corridor.

3.2.2.2 Demographics

The population of the portion of the Town of Rivead that lies outside of the Central Pine
Barrens area is 21,627 persons. The populatiositydor the area is 382 persons per square
mile. Based on the 1990 Census, there are 10@34dry units located in this area outside of
the Central Pine Barrens.

3.2.2.3 School Districts

The Riverhead school district had 4,098 studentsllied during 1993-1994. There are 411
students enrolled in preprimary (public and priyathool and 3,539 students enrolled in
elementary or high school (public and private)tfer area of the Town outside of the Central
Pine Barrens.

The remaining environmental setting informationtfogse receiving areas is provided in the
tables that follow. The description of prime agtiaral soils and soils associated with
environmentally sensitive areas is provided in G&ap of Volume 2. Specific soils associations
located within these receiving areas are also ifilethin the following tables.

3.2.2.4 Additional Existing Conditions Information

ltem Riverhead Area A

Location South of Middle Country Road (SR 25), east west of
Edwards Avenue, west of L.I.E (SR 495), exit 72 andh
of LIRR and Peconic River. (Outside Central PirzgrBns).

Acreage/ # of Parcels 1222 acres/ 53 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features Kettlehole (associateld svitale running from north to
Canoe Lake site) Additional swale east of EdwardsrAie
running south to Peconic River.

Topography (slopes) Relatively flat, elevations efigm 70" in the north along
Route 25 to 30' in the south along LIRR. Steefmres
associated with swales.
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Soils

Carver Series (CpA - 0 to 3% slopes, CpCao B5%
slopes'? CpE - 15 to 35% slop&}, Cut and fill land (CuB,
CuC"), Deerfield Series (08, Haven Serié§ (HaA - 0 to
2% slopes, HaB - 2 to 6% slopes, He)), PlymoutheS€PIA
- 0 to 3% slopes, PIB - 3 to 8% slopes, PIC - 85
slopest’ PmB3 - 3 to 8% slopes, PmC3 - 8 to 15% slopes
Riverhead Serié$(RdA - 0 to 3% slopes, RdB - 3 to 8%
slopes, RdC 8 to 15% slopes).

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Agriculture - Field Crops, mth@ned, Pitch Pine - Oak
Forest, Red maple - Hardwood Swamp, successiodal ol
field, see Plan Volume Il Chapter 5 for descriptadrthese
ecological communities. Also disturbed and buafids and
horse farm.

Rare and Endangered
Species

Yes.

Wetlands Freshwater Kettleholes (~ 1 % of site).
Physical Data:
Land Use On-site: Agriculture and vacant predomilyamtdustrial,
some residential, amusement park (Splish Splash).
Surrounding area: Grumman Facility to the westicatjural
and some residential to the north, commercial éoethst,
LIRR, Long Island Expressway and Peconic Riveht t
south.
Zoning Industrial A and B (Light and General Indy¥tBusiness

CR (rural neighborhood business).

School District

#2 - Riverhead.

These soils have slight to moderate constramtsesvage disposal and/or homesites.
Soil types with severe constraints on sewageodmpand/or homesites.

Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.

Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.

Prime agricultural soils with a Capability Uniot 1l indicating this soil type has few or

moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.

7 Soils with moderate constraints on sewage dis@ostor homesites.

8 Prime agricultural soils with a Capability Uniott Il indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.
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Public Water No.

Public Sewer No.
Lighting/Fire/Police Districts| Lighting: 25/ FD: £223, 44/Police: Riverhead Town
Police.
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ltem

Riverhead Area B

Location

South of Old Country Road (CR 58), nortiMzfin Street
(SR 25), east of Long Island Expressway (SR 498),72-
73, Riverhead. (Outside Central Pine Barrens).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

373 acres/ 49 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Relatively flat, higher elevasi@f 50' in the northeastern
corner sloping to 20' in the southerly corner.
Soils Atsion Series (A%Y), Berryland Series (Bf), Carver Series

(CpA - 0 to 3% slopes, CpC - 3to 15% slopes, €EpEto

35% slope¥), Cut and fill land (CuB), Haven Series (HaA
0 to 2% sloped), Plymouth Series (PIB - 3 to 8% slopes,
PIC - 8 to 15% slop€s) Riverhead Series (RdB - 3 to 8%

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, sssiomal old filed, Red Maple-
Hardwood Swamp, see Plan, Volume II, Chapter 5 for
description of these ecological communities. Distd and
built lands.

Rare and Endangered Yes.
Species
Wetlands Yes.

Physical Data:

19 Soil types with severe constraints on sewageodpand/or homesites.

20 Soils with severe constraints on sewage disposdor homesites.

21 Soil types with sever constraints on sewage armesites.

22 Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.

%3 Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.

24 Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.
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Land Use

On-site: 50% vacant, outlet center, mafgytments,
raceway, junkyard, disturbed lands. Surroundiega
industrial and agricultural to the north, commerteethe
east, vacant, forested and commercial to southrdsspvay
to the west.

Zoning

Industrial A (Light Industry), Business F (M#acturing
Outlet Center Overlay Zone).

School District

#2 - Riverhead.

Public Water

Riverhead Water District.

Public Sewer

No.

Lighting/Fire/Police District

Lighting: # 25/FD: 24, #44/Police: Riverhead Town
Police.

Wild, Scenic, and
Recreational Corridor

Yes, ~ 70 % of site.
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3.2.3 Town of Southampton
3.2.3.1 Overview

There are 587 acres or 79 parcels that have beatifidd for receiving areas in the Town of
Southampton. All of the receiving areas excep{Aoea J) are located within the CGA.

3.2.3.2 Demographics

The demographic information for the receiving andhkin the CGA is provided in Volume 2,
Chapter 9 of the Plan and is summarized in Se&ibr8.1 of this SDGEIS. The population of
the portion of the Town of Southampton that lietsawle of the Central Pine Barrens area is
38,607 persons. The population density for thésias 430 persons per square mile. According
to the 1990 Census, there were 30,907 housing loc#ised in this portion of the town.

3.2.3.3 School Districts

These receiving areas are located in five diffesehbol districts.

School District | Student Enroliment 93-94 |
Riverhead 4,098

Hampton Bays 1,318

Eastport UFSD 787

Speonk-Remsenburg 164

Westhampton 1,465

There are 74 students enrolled in pre-primary (puwbid private) schools and 1,037 students
enrolled in elementary or high school (public angate) for the area of the town located outside
of the Central Pine Barrens.

There are 717 students enrolled in pre-primaryl{pamd private) school and 4,597 students
enrolled in elementary or high school (public anggie) for the Central Pine Barrens area.

The remaining environmental setting informationtfogse receiving areas is provided in the
tables that follow. The description of prime agtiare soils and soils associated with
environmental sensitive areas is provided in Chaptd Volume 2. Specific soils series located
within these receiving areas are also identifiethenfollowing tables.
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3.2.3.4 Additional Existing Conditions Information

ltem

Southampton Area 2

Location

North side Montauk Highway, south side ohfse
Highway, west of CR 24 and Stern's shopping center,
Hampton Bays. (Compatible Growth Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

22.6 acres/ 3 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Gently rolling, with highpoimshe north around 50' to 30
in the south along Montauk Highway.
Soils Carver Series (CpA - 0 to 3% slopes, CpQGo B5%

slopes), Cut and Fill (CuB).

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, daa Folume Il Chapter 5 for
description of this ecological community.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species
Wetlands None.
Physical Data:
Land Use On-site: vacant and forested.
Surrounding: Commercial activity to the east aoutls,
Sunrise Highway to north, vacant and residentidhéowest.
Zoning Residence - 40,000 square feet (sqg.ft.)(R-40)
School District #5 - Hampton Bays.
Public Water Yes - Hampton Bays Water District.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police Districts

Lighting: #50, FD#35/ Police: Southampton Town Polic

A\1”4
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ltem

Southampton Area 3

Location

North side of Sunrise Highway, east of Riead-Hampton
Bays Road (CR 24) and south of Old Riverhead Road.
(Compatible Growth Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

16.3 acres/ 1 parcel.

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Gently sloping with elevatiam$hie north around 100',
down to 70' in the south along Sunrise Highway.
Soils Carver Series (CpC - 3 to 15% slopes), Plym&dries (PIB

- 3 to 8% slopes).

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, daa Folume II, Chapter 5 for
description of this ecological community.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species
Wetlands None.
Physical Data:
Land Use On-site: vacant and forested. Surrounduagant and
forested to the east and west, Sunrise Highwayg®outh,
Town facilities to the north.
Zoning Residence - 20,000 SF (R-20).
School District #5 - Hampton Bays.
Public Water Yes - Hampton Bays Water District.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police Districts

Lighting: #50/ FD#35/ Police: Southampton Town Polic

11”2
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ltem

Southampton Area A

Location

North of Old Country Road (CR 71) beginning
approximately 3600" west of Speonk-Riverhead Road,
Speonk. (Compatible Growth Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

127 acres/ 13 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Flat, elevations range fronmakfiig the perimeter with
highpoints to 59' in the middle.
Soils Carver Series (CpC - 3 to 15% slopes), Plym&dries (PIA

- 0 to 3 percent slopes, PIB - 3 to 8% slopes)eRigad
Series (RdA - 0 to 3% slopé&SRdB - 3 to 8% slopéy.

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Agriculture - Nursery Stock.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species

Wetlands None.
Physical Data:

Land Use On-site: Agriculture - Nursery Stock. unding: Vacant
and forested to east, west and north, residergialdpment
on the south.

Zoning Country Residence - 60,000 sq. ft. (CR-60).

Country Residence - 200,000 sq. ft. (CR-200).

School District

#1 - Speonk-Remsenburg and #11-{doaist

Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority 12" maums along Old
Country Road.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
District

Lighting: #50/FD: #30/Police: Southampton Towali€e

% Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice oftslan require conservation practices

% Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.
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ltem

Southampton Area B

Location

Southwest corner Old Country Road (CR Tib) &peonk
Riverhead Road, Speonk. (Compatible Growth Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

158 acres/ 8 parcels.

Unusual Geologic None.
Features
Topography (slopes) Flat, elevations range fromakfiig the perimeter with

highpoint of 59' at north and lowpoint of 45" ahdoedge.

Soils

Carver Series (CpC - 3 to 15% slopes CpEto135%
sloped’), Cut and fill land (CuB), Deerfield Sand (B¢,
Plymouth Series (PIA - 0 to 3 percent slopes, P3Bce 8%
slopes), Riverhead Series (RdA - 0 to 3% slép&xiB - 3 to
8% slope?)

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Ecosystem Overview:

See Volume Il, Chapter 5 foregahdescription.

Vegetative Cover

Pitch Pine - Oak forest and successional old fi&ege

Type Volume Il, Chapter 5 for description of these egutal
communities).

Rare and EndangeredNone.

Species

Wetlands Yes, ~ 5 % of site is freshwater wetlands.

Physical Data:

Land Use On-site: vacant, forested, residentialfield and duck
research lab. Surrounding: Vacant and forestewtth and
west, residential and industrial on the east, ezgidl on the
south.

Zoning Country Residence - 60,000 sq. ft. (CR-60).

Country Residence - 200,000 sq. ft. (CR-200).

School District

#1- Speonk-Remsenburg and #11- Bastp

27 Soil types with severe constraints on sewagecamdmesites.

%8 Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.

29 Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.

% Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.

SDGEIS Chapter 3: Environmental Setting - Page 64




Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority 12" maums along Old
Country Road.

Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police | Lighting:# 50/FD: #EE & #31/Police: Southamptoowin
Districts Police.
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ltem

Southampton Area C

Location

North of Old Country Road (CR 71) and eds$peonk-
Riverhead Road. (Compatible Growth Area)

Acreage/ # of Parcels

96 acres/ 10 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Relatively flat with higher elgans of 50' to the north,
swale running from north to south over portionshef site
with elevations as low as 20'.

Soils Carver Series (CpA - 0 to 3% slopes, CpCo B3%

slopes!), Plymouth Series (PIA - 0 to 3% slopes, PIBte 3
8% slopes), Riverhead Series (RdA - 0 to 3% sfBpes

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, daa,R/olume II, Chapter 5, for
description of this ecological community.

Rare and Endangered No.
Species

Wetlands No.
Physical Data:

Land Use On-site: vacant and forested, some agireu{hursery
stock). Surrounding area: residential and indaigio the
west, auto junk yards and sand mines to the na@tieway to
the east, vacant and forested to the south.

Zoning Country Residence - 40,000 sq. ft. (CR-40).

Country Residence - 200,000 sq. ft. (CR-200).

School District

#1 - Speonk-Remsenburg and #2 - Waespton.

Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority 12" maums along Old
Country Road.
Public Sewer No
Lighting/Fire/Police/ Lighting: # 50/FD: #45/Police: Southampton ToRwmlice
Districts

31 Soil type with slight to moderate constraintssewage disposal and/or homesites.

32 Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.
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ltem

Southampton Area D

Location

North of Old Country Road (CR 71), immedIlgitsouth of
Suffolk County Police Academy, Westhampton.
(Compatible Growth Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

29 acres/ 4 parcels

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Relatively flat with highpoiritd&' to the north and lowpoir]
of 30" along the road. Swale runs southeastertutih
center of site.

Soils Carver Series (CpC - 3 to 15% slope<€ut and fill land

(CuB*), Plymouth Series (PIA - 0 to 3% slopes, PIBo3 t
8% slopes), Riverhead Series (RdA - 0 to 3% slépRsB -
3 to 8% slope¥).

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, daa,R/olume II, Chapter 5 for
description of this ecological community.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species

Wetlands None.
Physical Data:

Land Use On-site: vacant and forested. Surrounaliag: Suffolk
County Police Academy to north, care center to, gaseway
to west, vacant and forested to the south.

Zoning Country Residence - 200,000 sq. ft. (CR-200).

School District #2 - Westhampton.

Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority 12" maums along Old

Country Road.

% Soil types with slight to moderate constraintssewage disposal systems and/or

homesites.

% Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.

% Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.

% Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.
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Public Sewer No. "

Lighting/Fire/Police Districtsl Lighting: # 50/FD#45/Police: Southampton Town Policél
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ltem

Southampton Area D2

Location

North of Old Country Road (CR 71), wesSaimmit Blvd
extension. (Compatible Growth Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

35 acres/ 24 parcels (contddhled maps).

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes)

Flat with an average elevatfatbb

Soils

Plymouth Series (PIA - 0 to 3% slopes), Rieadh Series
(RdA - 0 to 3% slop€$.

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, daa,R/olume II, Chapter 5 for
description of this ecological community.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species

Wetlands None.
Physical Data:

Land Use On-site: vacant and forested. Surroundieg:. & own
facilities on the west, gravel pit to the east,ardand
forested to the north and vacant and residentidecsouth.

Zoning Country Residence - 200,000 sq. ft. (CR-200).

School District #2 - Westhampton.

Public Water Suffolk County Water Authority 12" maums along Old
Country Road.

Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police Districts

Lighting:# 50/FD: B8#Police: Southampton Town Police

37 Prime agricultural soils with Capability Unit t 8 indicating this soil type has few or
moderate limitations that reduce the choice of tslan require conservation practices.
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ltem

Southampton Area E |

Location

South of Riverhead-Hampton Bays Road (SRRj@4dt east ofi
Old Quogue Road, Riverside-Flanders. (Compatilvtendh
Area).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

48 acres/ 2 parcels.

Unusual Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes)

Flat with an average elevat®n 2

Soils

Carver Series (CpA - 0 to 3% slopes), Cutkfidand
(CuB®), Deerfield Sand (08.

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest, sssiomal old field, see Plan,
Volume 2, Chapter 5 for description of these eciolalg
communities. Also partially disturbed.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species

Wetlands None.
Physical Data:

Land Use On-site: 50% of site is an abandoned ntbeater and 50%
of site is vacant and forested. Surrounding areaddred by
residential development on all sides and elemesizngol
on the south.

Zoning Highway Business - 40,000 sq. ft. (HB).

Residence - 15,000 sq. ft. (R-15).
Light Industry - 40,000 sq. ft. (LI-40).

School District

#2- Riverhead.

Public Water

Riverside Water District.

Public Sewer

No.

Lighting/Fire/Police
Districts

Lighting: #50/FD: #36/Police: Southampton Towali€e

¥ Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.

% Soil types with moderate constraints on sewagpadial and/or homesites.
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ltem

Southampton Area J

Location

North of Montauk Highway, west of Squireto®oad and
south of Sunrise Highway, Hampton Bays. (Outsidatl
Pine Barrens).

Acreage/ # of Parcels

37 acres/ 2 parcels.

Geologic Features

None.

Topography (slopes) Gently rolling with steeper slopo the north. Elevations
range from 36' in the south to 85' along Sunrisghiday.
Soils Carver Series (CpC - 3 to 15% sloffeSpE - 15 to 35%

slope$?), Cut and fill land (CuB).

100 Year Flood Plain Area

No.

Vegetative Cover Type

Pitch Pine - Oak forest aratassional old field, see Plan,
Volume I, Chapter 5 for description of these egatal
communities.

Rare and Endangered None.
Species
Wetlands None.
Physical Data:
Land Use On-site: vacant and forested. Surrounaliag: commercial
on the south, residential to the east, cemeteth@mvest.
Zoning Residence - 40,000 sq. ft. (R-40).
School District #5 - Hampton Bays.
Public Water Hampton Bays Water District.
Public Sewer No.

Lighting/Fire/Police Districts

Lighting: # 50/FD# 35/Police: Southampton Town Polic

117

3.3 References
The following references were utilized in preparihg foregoing tables.
Acreage and number of parcelsinformation: Information was gathered from tables generated by

Central Pine Barrens Commission staff based orofu@ounty Tax Map Information, Town
Assessor Data, 1993 and criteria developed byothead.

40" Soils with slight to moderate constraints on sgavdisposal systems and/or homesites.

“1 Soil types with severe constraints on sewageodspand/or homesites.
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Calverton Policy Section: Airport Joint Use Feasibility Study 1993. Cabeer Airport. Long
Island Regional Planning Board, Koppelman, Ph.Da al., 1993.

General: Cohalan, Peter F., County Executive, 19hort to the Suffolk County Legislature,
Annual Environmental Report. Suffolk County Department of General Servicedgf@k County,
New York, p. 44-57, May, 1982; Halpin, Patrick Ggunty Executive, 198&eport to the
Suffolk County Legislature, Annual Environmental Report. Suffolk County Department of
General Services, Suffolk County, New York, p. 2Z7-2988; Koppelman, Ph.D. let al., The
Long Island Comprehensive Special Groundwater Protection Area Plan. Long Island Regional
Planning Board, 1992; National Oceanic and Atmosphaministration (NOAA), 1990-1994,
Climatological Data, New York. NOAA Reports, Volumes 102-106.

Land use information: Town Assessors of the three towns data from 1@93used to determine
the land use activity in the area; April 1994 dgutzotographs (1" = 400') prepared by
Aerographics, Inc. Bohemia, New York.

School, Public Water, Public Sewer, Lighting, Fire and Police Districts boundaries: Suffolk
County Tax Maps, Central Pine Barrens Comprehernsand Use Plan, Volume II, Chapter 9
provided these boundaries.

Soils: Soil Survey of Suffolk County, New York, Unitedas Department of Agriculture, April
1975.

Topography, Unusual Geologic Features, 100 year Flood Plain information: United States
Geologic Survey Topographic Quadrangle Maps, 7./uté Series (1967); Suffolk County
Department of Public Works, Topographic Maps, Fastern Towns, prepared by Lockwood,
Kessler & Bartlett, Inc., Consulting Engineers, ahetr 1975.

Wetlands and Rare and Endangered Species. New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation computer generated map based on Nhkerigage Program data, April, 1995.

Vegetation: The Comprehensive Plan Initiative for Groundwated Pine Barrens Forest
Preservation, Town of Southampton Department afifitfey and Natural Resources, December
1993; April 1994 aerial photographs (1" = 400'ggared by Aerographics, Inc. Bohemia, New
York; Town of Brookhaven, New York, 1990 Naturald®erces Inventory, Murray Wade, et al,
1990.

Zoning: Town of Brookhaven Code; Town of Riverhead Code Bonin of Southampton Code.
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4. Core Preservation Area Impacts

This section provides a description of the benafiand adverse impacts that are expected to
result from the formation of a 52,500 acre Coresneation Area (CPA) upon implementation
of the Plan. According to the Plan, the CPA ibégreserved or protected by a strategy of
government land acquisition, through transfer afatigoment rights, conservation easements,
gifts, land swaps and donations. Developmentgéisetl in the Article, in the CPA shall be
prohibited or redirected except for those situaimlentified in the Plan and the Act. Generally,
permitted uses within the CPA are limited to thoperations or uses which do not constitute
development or are pursuant to hardship exempgoarsted by the Commission, or as otherwise
described in the Plan.

Development of the area under existing towns' madéas and zoning requirements must be
analyzed before the impacts of the Plan can baiated. Appendix 8 shows the zoning
classifications and acreage of property withinréspective portions of the Core Preservation
Area in the Towns of Brookhaven, Southampton aneifRiead, as well as the respective site
clearance standards applied by each. In additienamount of acreage that would be allowed to
be cleared in each zoning category based on #helsérance standards has been calculated. The
site clearance standards within the various towengesas guidelines for maximum vegetation
clearance allowed. Actual clearance may be legsrdng upon the type of subdivision and
buildout that actually takes place. Accordingxgstng site clearance standards, approximately
1,803 acres in the Town of Brookhaven, 1,403 acrédse Town of Southampton, and 594 acres
in the Town of Riverhead would be allowed to beacdel of natural vegetation, for a total of
approximately 3,800 acres within the CPA.

The Central Pine Barrens area and the CPA, contaiy types of habitats, including pitch
pine-oak forest, chestnut-oak forest, plantatisascessional old fields, croplands (agriculture),
landscaped areas, and vacant disturbed areas|laswarious types of fresh water wetlands,
tidal marshes and surface waters. Although apprataly 24,000 acres are already preserved in
the Core as public land (including: federal, statd town parks and open space, county and
town development right areas, and surface watérs)lst be pointed out that the potential build
out of privately-owned lands in the Core under &xgstown master plans and zoning would
fragment the habitat within the Core Preservatioaad which is currently the largest contiguous
intact pine barrens area left on Long Island. fitlewing excerpt from the Southampton
Western DGEIS is relevant to the entire Core Pvaden Area. It describes the potential
impacts that would incur within the CPA if develogmt under existing town master plans and
zoning takes place in the future:

Of all today's threats to the natural communitsggcies, and processes of the Central
Pine Barrens, the most damaging are forest destnuand fragmentation, as it is these
factors which lead most to loss of genetic divgraitd loss of entire ecosystems. Current
land-use regulations are contributing to this, a#i &s historically incompatible roads

and building development. There is a great contteahif these patterns are allowed to
continue, the remnants of the Central Pine Banah$e too small and fragmented to
protect the complete ecosystem, with thriving papahs of all native species and
community types, and continuance of essential abfpirocesses.

There is little doubt that we need to move beydradprotection of individual pieces of
land, to long term protection of the whole natl@aldscape, if we are to ensure long term
preservation of the Central Pine Barrens as aifumog ecosystem. Research by
conservation biologists, and ecologists is now shgwhat the effects of forest loss and
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fragmentation may be much worse than previouslyght Not only are neotropical
migrant landbirds being affected, but the entireediity of animals - resident birdlife,
large birds of prey, snakes, turtles, salamandessymals, even insects, such as
butterflies and moths. Restricted plant commusi#ied habitats for rare flora are being
severely undermined as well. The implicationsheg for long term ecological stability
are obviously not good. (Southampton WGEIS 1993).

From an environmental point of view, formation bétCPA under the Plan has many positive
environmental effects associated with it. Althosgime development within the Core
Preservation Area may eventually take place if flsiplexemptions are granted by the
Commission as provided for in the Act and underrtslfront parcel policy, there will be
considerably and significantly less developmenhimnithe CPA than that which would take
place under existing land use scenarios.

Appendix 1 presents the Maximum Potential Residéhtnits for the Core Preservation Area. It
shows that a total of approximately 2,688 Pine &asrCredits associated with potential
residential units within the CPA may be transfemetito respective receiving areas within the
towns. This will prevent approximately 3,800 acoébabitat (see Appendix 6 and 7) within the
CPA from being cleared of natural vegetation. Hguaportant, numerous and significant
breaks in connectivity will be prevented. The tiseaof the CPA will ultimately result in
preservation of significant contiguous habitat ageswithin the Pine Barrens. This may only be
affected by the number of hardship exemptionsnieat be granted in the future by the
Commission that could diminish the amount of acegagserved and parcels identified under
the Core roadfront parcel policy.

In addition, under existing conditions approximat@/917 residential units can be built out
within the CPA when considering single and sepavateership on smaller lots. The Plan calls
for the transfer of only 2,688 units, a differedel,229 units which will not be built within the
Central Pine Barrens Compatible Growth Area or otbeeiving areas identified in the Towns of
Brookhaven, Southampton and Riverhead. This reptes regional reduction of approximately
1,229 residential units. (See Appendix 1).

The preservation of unique ecosystems, such aslB@bunty's Pine Barrens area, is more
successful when the vitality of natural processensidered within the larger ecosystem.
Taking a broad view of the land in large forestsprees can help ensure that there is sufficient
space for natural processes and species propagatmmtinue unhampered. Many rare animals
must have sufficiently large natural areas, oeast patches of geographically linked areas, to
breed and live, thus sustaining their existencegrdiory as well as resident birds need corridors
or large areas of appropriate habitat in ordeustasn them. The Nature Conservancy has
identified the coastal Pine Barrens area whichuihet the CPA, as one of its "last great places".

Creation and preservation of the CPA will form arbserve which contains representative
examples of all of the integrated ecosystems withénCentral Pine Barrens area. In addition to
containing large tracts of the more common pinedvar ecological communities such as pitch
pine-oak forest, chestnut-oak forest, and frestemaetlands and salt marshes, the CPA contains
many state rare natural communities which inclumBstal plain pond shores, coastal plain
ponds, coastal plain poor fen, coastal plain Aitawhite cedar swamps, pine barrens shrub
swamps, dwarf pine plains, pitch pine-oak-heathdierad, and salt panne. Chapter 5:
Ecosystems Overview, Volume 2 of the Plan notesthi@Natural Heritage Program records a
total of 52 occurrences of state rare natural comt@s in the Central Pine Barrens. Of these
almost all are within the Core Preservation Arbraaddition, that Chapter of the Plan states that
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a total of 205 occurrences of 54 rare plant spd@ee been documented in the CPA.

The Ecosystems Overview in Volume 2, further poousthat the theory of island biogeography
suggests that the size of a patch or "island"lwdlatat is directly related to the diversity of the
wildlife it will support. In essence, bigger pa¢shor islands of habitat will support greater
diversity of wildlife than smaller patches. Bioggaphic theory also suggests that the distance
between an island and the nearest similar islamdpsrtant. A patch nearer a patch of the same
type will support more wildlife species than a sasteed patch which is further away. In other
words, closer islands support a greater diversityilllife because opportunities of immigration
are greater.

Travel amongst habitat patches is also facilitégtravel corridors. Corridors simply connect
larger patches of habitat and provide adequaterdowéravel of wildlife between patches, but
do not necessarily provide food or breeding sitésrmation and preservation of the CPA,
therefore, will provide large areas of habitat &nklage corridors where existing wildlife
populations can breed and sustain their species.

As pointed out in the Southampton Western DGEI& Gbntral Pine Barrens area and the CPA
contain an impressive array of animal life whicgngiicantly adds to the ecological diversity of
Long Island. As many as 300 species of birds lh&en observed in the Central Pine Barrens
and its surrounding coastal environment, of whi6B have been confirmed as nesting on Long
Island. The NYSDEC in a survey of the Peconic Raystem in 1987, recorded 22 species of
mammals. In addition, 28 species of reptiles anghabians are known to inhabit the area of the
Peconic and Carmans River watersheds.

According to Volume 2 of Chapter 5, rare specighiwithe area are the banded sunfish, tiger
salamander, eastern mud turtle, osprey, pipinggpl@as well as common tern and least tern.
Rare invertebrate species include moths, butterfiad damselflies. The CPA contains one of
the highest concentrations of rare, endangeregreatened natural communities or plant and
animal species within New York State. Its preseovawill therefore be important to
maintaining these communities and species of stdéegistinction.

The Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers Prograrms eeveloped to protect and preserve, in a
free flowing condition, those rivers of the stdtattpossess outstanding natural, scenic,
historical, ecological, or recreational values tifead as being important to present and future
generations. Under the Wild, Scenic and RecrealtiBiver Systems Act (Title 27, Article 15,
NYS Environmental Conservation Law), the CarmansRand Peconic River corridors have
been designated for scenic and recreational puspoBee CPA contains sections of both the
Carmans and Peconic Rivers which will be preseorgatotected under the Plan for future
generations.

Creation of the CPA under the Plan has all of theseeficial environmental impacts associated
with it, many of which simply are not attainableden normal development scenarios.
Therefore, implementation of the Plan and the faioneof the CPA clearly has greater
environmental advantages over and above the cuoentland use and zoning plans.
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5. Impacts on Geologic Resources

As analyzed in Chapter 2, "Geologic Overview" ofliMae 2, the major surficial geologic
features within the Central Pine Barrens arealsdribnkonkoma terminal moraine, the
Ronkonkoma ground moraine, outwash deposits arht@eologic formations which include
freshwater wetland, shore, beach and salt marsbsdep In addition, significant geologic
features such as kettleholes, kames and swale ae&sund at various locations throughout the
study area.

The moraine area consists of very hilly and undgepography that contain slopes that range
from 15 to 35% in many areas. The outwash planasracent geologic deposits are flatter,
containing slopes that range from 0 to 15%. Alihef geologic features are represented within
the Core Preservation Area as well as within théA@@d areas outside the CGA. Non-Central
Pine Barrens areas within Brookhaven that will thecded by the Plan contain some
Ronkonkoma terminal moraine area, but are mostiywash plains. The non-Core areas in the
Town of Riverhead affected by the Plan are geneaaltwash plains. Southampton's areas
include both Ronkonkoma terminal and ground moréagures as well as outwash plains. This
can be seen from the Surficial Geologic Map in Gaap: "Geologic Overview" of Volume 2 of
the Plan which is attached as an appendix to tHe[85.

5.1 Core Preservation Area Impacts

The Plan's implementation will have a beneficigb&t on the Core Preservation Area because it
will prohibit or redirect development from the Cpexcept for those situations identified in the
Plan and the Act. Therefore existing geologic veses in the Core will be preserved or
protected.

5.2 Non-Core Impacts

Since most of the areas outside of the Core whielatiected by the Plan are to be built out
under existing zoning as set forth by each towa pbtential impacts of the Plan on the geologic
resources within those areas are the same as wocld without the Plan. Normal development
of residential, commercial, industrial sites ingb@reas would involve excavation activities
which include those required for installation chds, foundations, water lines, drainage and
sanitary facilities. Such actions will modify tearface landscape to some extent. However,
they will not alter the main geologic features luating the terminal and ground moraines as well
as the outwash plains. Recent geologic depostslasely associated with wetland
environments and are, therefore, protected byiagitaws.

Some increased development density or intensityoedur within the receiving areas of
Brookhaven, Riverhead and Southampton, howevesr whii only affect the surface topography
to some extent. The Plan further protects suttiagegraphic features by providing guidelines
for development within steep sloped areas to mimeninpacts associated with erosion.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to topplgic features is anticipated in the CGA or in
areas outside of the CGA as a result of implemiematf the Plan.

5.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures
Mitigating measures include the acquisition of ptezundeveloped vacant land in the Core.

Acquisition of the fee interest of CPA parcels cbrdduce the total number of PBCs that would
be transferred to the non-Core areas. This wdllice the incremental increase in development in
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receiving areas attributable to the Plan.
5.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

The Plan includes Guidelines and Standards whiatliarate the potential impacts associated
with the incremental increase in density or intgnsie PBC program may occasion.

Guidelines under Section 5.3.3.8 of the Plan gotteerdisturbance of, and construction on,
steep slopes within the Pine Barrens where the vahud native vegetation may result in
excessive surface water runoff and severe soil@rosThe following guidelines are set forth
within the Plan in order to minimize disruptionsiéep slopes:

Mitigating Guidelines Contained in the Central PBarens Plan |

5.3.38.1 Clearing envelopes should be placed upo
lots within a subdivision so as to maximiz
the placement of those envelopes on slopgs
less than 10%.

5.3.3.8.2 Construction of homes, roadways andalpslsiIl
driveways on slopes greater than 10% ma

be approved if technical review shows that
sufficient care has been taken in the desig
of stabilization measures, erosion control

practices and structures so as to mitigate

negative environmental impacts.

—J

5.3.3.8.3 Project review is facilitated if submisss
contain a slope analysis showing slopes
0-10%, 11-15% and 15% and greater. In
areas with steep slopes, slope analysis maps
should be required. This may be achieved|by
cross hatching or shading the appropriate
areas of the site plan.

5.3.3.84 Erosion and sediment control plans $houj|
be required in steeply sloped areas of 15% or
greater slopes.

5.3.3.8.5 Roads and driveways should be designed|to

minimize the traversing of slopes of greate
than 10% and to minimize cuts and fills.

5.3.3.8.6 Details of retaining walls and erosiontcol
structures should be provided for roads anrwj

driveways which transverse slopes greate
than 10%.

The Plan further points out that these guidelimeg@be implemented by the municipalities and
municipal agencies with discretionary decisiongdatned at the municipal level. However,
the Commission will apply these guidelines underditions specified in Chapter 4. These
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situations occur where the project is proposedhferCore Preservation Area, is within a Critical
Resource Area, is a development of regional sicgiite, is a nonconforming project in the CGA
or if the Commissions asserts jurisdiction overghgect.

Since the proposed Commission guidelines dealitig evsturbance of and construction on steep
slopes are to be implemented at the discretiohetdwns, the final impacts depend upon to the
extent to which each individual municipality follswhem. Neither the Town of Brookhaven nor
Riverhead have ordinances regulating developmestemply sloped areas. The Town of
Southampton regulations restrict development opes@reater than 20%. The State
Environmental Quality Review Act regulations alequire that the towns consider the potential
adverse environmental impacts associated with ithisig unique geologic features, requiring
them to mitigate such impacts.

5.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

The Commission has further identified 2 steeplpstbareas adjacent to the Carmans River in
the Town of Brookhaven, as well as the moraine aré¢lae vicinity of Henry's Hollow as critical
resource areas. Critical Resource Area (CRA) design by operation of Chapter 4 of Volume
1 requires the Commission to review any projectppsed in the CRA.

5.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 Cord’reservation Area

The creation of the Core Preservation Area wilspree or protect all of the geologic features
within it. These features are representative ofg_Island's glacial history. All moraines,
outwash plains, recent deposits, kettleholes antekawill be preserved in an undisturbed state
in this region unless exempted non-developmenvigesi occur thereon.

5.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

Under existing conditions, minor alteration of swweé topography will occur as a result of
development. The Plan will not change this. Hosveby preserving or protecting the Core area
in a natural undisturbed state, the various geolfsgitures in that region will remain as they
currently exist.

5.6 Irreversible Commitment of the geologic resouwres

The Plan does not change how construction currégilys place with respect to its impact on
surface topography. It only changes where construavill take place. Therefore, the Plan does
not have any irretrievable commitment of geologieaurces over and above existing land use
proposals. Minor disruption of surface topographly continue to take place due to
development.
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6. Impacts on Soils

Chapter 3 of Volume 2 of the Plan, "Soils Overvieprovides a description of the general soil
associations that are located within the Centnaé Barrens area. The soil associations in the
Central Pine Barrens continue in horizontal bahdsugh the areas outside of the Central Pine
Barrens in the three towns. A map that delinedteddcation of prime agricultural soils is
provided in Appendix I-2 of the Volume 2. Soils timave a high seasonal water table are
identified in Chapter 3 of the Volume 2 as envir@mtally sensitive due to their association with
wetland and tidal marsh areas.

6.1 Core Preservation Area Impacts

The soil associations located within the CPA arcdbed in detail in Volume 2, Chapter 3 of
the Plan.

Limited additional development could occur in theACfrom hardship exemptions granted by
the Commission and the recommended legislativé pdrcel exemption policy. Therefore,
cutting and filling for new development in the Ceveuld be limited. Secondary impacts that
would result from limiting the disturbance of saitsthe Core would be preservation of
vegetative habitat associated with specific sgipes$. This would include the protection of
wetlands and marshes that are associated withvgitiisa high seasonal water table.

The overall goal of the Plan and the Pine Barretis#to preserve the CPA through a strategy
involving government land acquisition, transfeidelzelopment rights conservation easements,
gifts, land swaps and donations. Implementatiotiigfpolicy will reduce the amount of
development in the non-Core areas and thus therdestce of native soils.

6.2 Non-Core Impacts

The majority of the areas outside of the Core #nataffected by the Plan are likely to have been
built out under existing zoning as set forth bytemwn, in the absence of the Plan. Therefore,
the potential impacts of the Plan on the soil resesiwithin those areas are the same as would
occur without the Plan. Normal development ofdestial, commercial, and industrial sites in
these areas would involve the removal of soilsrduaxcavation activities (i.e., required for
installation of roads, foundations, water linegidage and sanitary facilities). These actions and
associated impacts (i.e., erosion, runoff) wouldlbert term in nature since they occur mainly
during the construction phase of development ptsjec

Some increased development density will occur withe receiving areas of Brookhaven,
Riverhead and Southampton, that could potentidlgctaisoils, including prime agricultural solls,
during construction activities in these areas. Bragricultural soils could be removed from
future agricultural use if receiving areas contagrnihese soils are developed for residential use
or, in the case of the Town of Riverhead, for iridabuse.

6.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures in the Plan include the aforaieed acquisition policy and the PBC
program. By acquiring private vacant developahfellin the Core the number of PBCs
transferred to the non-Core will be reduced. Tilslessen the impacts associated with PBC
generated development.
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6.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

Development would be directed away from soils tieate high seasonal water tables and are
associated with wetland and tidal marsh areas gffirthe standards and guidelines for
development as stated in Volume |, Chapter 5. #altkl guidelines from the Plan which will
mitigate the impact of soil erosion from developtierareas within the CGA that have steep
slopes are listed below.

Guidelines under 5.3.3.8 of the Plan, governs ibtidbance of and construction on steep slopes
within the Pine Barrens where the removal of natiwgetation may result in excessive surface
water runoff and severe soil erosion. The folloywguidelines are set forth within the Plan in
order to minimize disruption of steep slopes:

Mitigating Guidelines Contained in the Central PBarens Plan |

5.3.38.1 Clearing envelopes should be placed upo
lots within a subdivision so as to maximiz
the placement of those envelopes on slopgs
less than 10%.

5.3.3.8.2 Construction of homes, roadways andapslsiIl
driveways on slopes greater than 10% ma

be approved if technical review shows that
sufficient care has been taken in the desig
of stabilization measures, erosion control

practices and structures so as to mitigate

negative environmental impacts.

—J

5.3.3.8.3 Project review is facilitated if submisss
contain a slope analysis showing slopes
0-10%, 11-15% and 15% and greater. In
areas with steep slopes, slope analysis maps
should be required. This may be achieved|by
cross hatching or shading the appropriate
areas of the site plan.

5.3.3.84 Erosion and sediment control plans $houj|
be required in steeply sloped areas of 15% or
greater slopes.

5.3.3.8.5 Roads and driveways should be designed|to

minimize the traversing of slopes of greate
than 10% and to minimize cuts and fills.

5.3.3.8.6 Details of retaining walls and erosiontcol

structures should be provided for roads an
driveways which transverse slopes greate
than 10%.

The Plan leaves the implementation of these guidglio the municipalities and municipal
agencies, with discretionary decisions determiriedeamunicipal level.
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Since the proposed Commission guidelines dealitig evsturbance of, and construction upon,
steep slopes are to be implemented at the disoretithe towns, the final impacts on soils
associated with steep slopes depends upon thet éxtehich each individual municipality
follows them. Neither the Towns of Brookhaven Rovrerhead have ordinances regulating
development on steeply sloped areas. The Towmwath@mpton regulations restrict
development on slopes greater than 20%. The Btateonmental Quality Review Act
regulations also require that the towns consideiptitential adverse environmental impacts
associated with disturbing soils and requires themitigate such impacts.

6.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

Chapter 4 gives the Commission powers to reviewrsglasses of development projects.
Included in this class are projects within CritiBadsource Areas (CRAs). These areas can
include wetlands and therefore soils associatel gh seasonal water tables.

6.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 Cord°reservation Area

The creation of the Core Preservation Area wilsprege the majority of agricultural soils and
soils associated with environmentally sensitiveaarne it by prohibiting or redirecting
development from these areas.

Potential impacts that would occur to soils thatldde within this area would be significantly
reduced by the Plan due to the creation of the Rogservation Area. This effectively redirects
development and associated construction activitiaswould disturb soils away from the CPA
to areas outside of the Core (receiving areasdrCBA and outside of the Central Pine Barrens
area).

6.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

There will be an unavoidable loss of agricultu@lsused for agricultural purposes in areas
outside of the Core that are developed for residense through the redemption of PBCs.

6.6 Irreversible Commitment of the soil resources
The Plan redirects where development will occuhathree towns and, therefore, does not

propose an overall irretrievable commitment of sesdlources over and above existing land use
proposals.
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7. Impacts on Groundwater Quality
7.1 Impacts of Central Pine Barrens Plan on Coreieservation Area

Implementation of the CPB Plan would have a pasitimpact on the quality of groundwater
resources in the Core, and little or no detrimemtalact on groundwater resources within
receiving areas located outside the Core.

Within the Core, the plan would substantially regloc eliminate future incremental
sewage-nitrogen and other pollutant loadings, ohdg synthetic organic chemicals (SOCs).
Future sewage-nitrogen loadings would be reduce®Bbg50 pounds per year, based on the
elimination of 3,917 future dwelling units (D.Ug)&people/D.U. at 5 pounds of
sewage-nitrogen discharged through cesspools psompeer year (Koppelman, 1978; CER,
1983b). (Appendix 1). Additional reductions iridte incremental nitrogen loadings should also
be realized through the implementation of tighestrictions on turf and agricultural fertilization
(i.e. BMPs) of existing development and farmland.

7.2 Non-Core Impacts

An impact on groundwater quality in PBC receivimgas would occur with the transfer from the
Core of as many as 2,420 D.U.s (Appendix 1), wkvolild generate over 35,000 pounds of
sewage-nitrogen per year, and the Plan's recommend&ection 6.4.5) to allow sewage flows
to be increased to as much as 600 gallons pereatagcpe (gpd/acre) in PBC receiving areas that
under present SCDHS standards are limited to 3@fagpe without sewers. The actual
significance of this impact for any receiving areawever, would depend on the pre-existing
land use on the receiving parcels, the densityobsnding development, and the proximity of
public water supply wellfields and water mains.

Nitrogen loadings to groundwater would be reducedmn existing farmland is developed, even
at sewage discharges of 600 gpd/acre, which hasdmpeated to a housing density of 2 dwelling
units per acre (2 D.U./acre; Suffolk County Samit@ode Article 6). Agricultural activities are
generally assumed to result in groundwater nitragmcentrations in the 7-15 ppm range (CER,
1983a and 1983b), but significantly higher conamins have often been monitored in the field
(SCDHS, unpublished data). In contrast, groundm@teogen recharge concentrations resulting
from 2 D.U./acre development are conservativelgudated to range from 5-8 ppm, with an
average of about 6 ppm; sewage flows contributepppm (for 3 people per household), with
most of the remainder coming from lawn and landsdaptilization (Koppelman, 1978; CER,
1983b; SCDHS 1987).

Application of Pine Barrens Credits to farmlandceréfore, would result in groundwater nitrogen
guality improvement, even at sewage flows of 60@/ggre, especially if lawn and landscaping
fertilization is minimized. In addition, potentighpacts from agricultural pesticides would be
eliminated, while the increased potential for idiwotion of synthetic organic compounds (SOCs)
from residential development is not expected teseaignificant groundwater problems (see
note 43).

An increase in sanitary flows to cesspools frorhthigdustrial uses, as is proposed by the Town
of Riverhead for 268 Pine Barrens Credits, sholdd have minimal impact, provided that
industries using SOCs are excluded.

Most of the PBCs would be used to increase howsemgities on vacant parcels in existing
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residential areas of the CGA or elsewhere in Hydodagic Zone Ill. The maximum receiving
area density, 2 D.U./acre or 20,000 square foet l@buld not exceed what is already allowed
under present Suffolk County Sanitary Code Art&lequirements for Hydrogeologic Zones |,
IV, VIl and VIII, which are conservatively designéallimit total nitrogen concentrations in
groundwater to 6 ppm or le&s Application of these Article 6 requirements hasuited in
adequate protection of public water supply weltsrfrresidential nitrogen and SOCs.

Potential impairment of private, shallow wells mhetconsidered separately. For residences to
be constructed on PBC receiving parcels of less 48000 square feet, private wells are
excluded as the present Suffolk County Sanitaryededuires a public water supply hook-up.
However, existing private wells may exist down ktyeraulic gradient in new residences, where
PBC redemption results in average lot sizes asl&w&l0,000 square feet (30,000 square feet in
Brookhaven). In these instances, the Plan wouldilhmwv clustering of the new residences to
lots of less than 20,000 square feet (see Plant&h@p

Implementation of the CPB Plan would also decrélas@verall potential for the discharge of
SOCs to groundwater, since the overall number allivg units that could potentially be
developed, and the volume of sanitary sewage thdtdherefore potentially be discharged,
would be reducet®

There would be an increase in potential SOC impad®BC receiving areas; however, these are
not expected to impair the use of public water supells based upon past experience in
Suffolk, where no public wells have had to be stawn due to SOCs coming from residential
development with densities of 2 D.U./acre or leAs.with nitrogen, however, potential impacts
on private wells are more problematic, but shoddbequately addressed by existing Suffolk

42 Residential nitrogen contamination in groundwatas examined by the SCDHS and
found generally to be less than that calculateddsyus nitrogen balance models or the
empirical relationship developed during the 2088t@n average nitrogen concentration of 6
ppm was found to be representative of 3 D.U./aexelbpment, thus confirming the
conservative nature of Article 6 requirements (SE&)HI87). The adequacy of Article 6
restrictions to protect public water supplies igHar evidenced by the fact that no public supply
wells in Suffolk County have exceeded the 10 ppmkang water standard for nitrate-nitrogen
as a result of residential development at 2 D.lelac

43 QOrganics related to residential development awepotential sources: consumer products
and "backyard industries." Consumer product usagedespread, but occurs at very low
volumes (especially since organic cesspool cleamers banned in Suffolk County more than a
decade ago); the NYSDEC's Consumer Products Picgetd not document any link between
current (1986) consumer product usage and grourdwahtamination (NYSDEC, 1986), nor
did the statistical modelling studies conductedhi®yUSGS for the Special Groundwater
Protection Area program find a direct correlati@tvieen residential densities and organic
groundwater contamination independent of assoc@iatmercial development (Stackelberg and
Siwiec, 1992). On the other hand, the percenthpemeowners engaging in illegal backyard
industries is small, but the impacts of an indiaboperation are potentially significant. The
probability of such an operation occurring is dilgproportional to the number of households,
and does not appear to be related to lot sizegdllbackyard industries and, to a lesser extent,
consumer product usage, are potential problembeemicro (private well) scale, but not on the
macro (public well) scale, given present drinkingter standards. The decrease in the total
number of households under the CPB plan shouldceethe overall magnitude of both sources.
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Sanitary Code requirements for PBC receiving paraetl Plan recommendations for
downgradient wells (see discussion, above).

As a further check on the potential for future grdwater impacts due to PBCs, the land use
within contributing areas of existing glacial pubsupply wells (as defined in NYSDEC, 1990)
proximate to the CPB were examined for existing farare residential densities, including
increases due to PBCs, and other significant p@lamtrogen sources such as major sewage
treatment plants and higher-density old-filed malpsno case was the average density within a
zone of contribution greater than 2 D.U./acre. s the unimpaired use of these glacial wells
should be able to continue.

7.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

Any acquisitions under the Plan's 75% acquisitioal @f private undeveloped land within the
Core will mitigate the potential impact on grounderaguality in receiving areas. By purchasing
the fee interest in these lands, the PBCs assdaiatk them will not be transferred to the non-
Core areas. Thus, as the credits are retiredyrttoaint of development attributable to the Plan's
implementation will decrease, thereby reducingRlan's impact on the groundwater quality.

7.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

The small incremental impacts that would be calyadhplementation of the Plan in the CGA
and other PBC receiving areas, over and above firesently allowed under Article 6 of the
Suffolk County Sanitary Code, would be more thaseaifby the protection of groundwater
guantity and quality in the Core. This would gisotect deeper portions of the aquifer system
below the CGA and in areas beyond the CGA whickvdegroundwater recharged through the
Core.

In the Core, the use of Best Management Practisesscommended by the Plan (Chapter 8),
would reduce the impacts of remaining existingdestial and agricultural activities.

In the CGA and other PBC receiving areas, impacatgroundwater and water supplies would be
partially mitigated by a number of Plan recommeiuates, particularly the limitation (Plan
Chapter 5) of non-native vegetation to 15% of pasoeas, compared to the typical 40%-50% for
medium-density residential development. This waidphificantly reduce fertilization and
pesticide requirements, and, therefore, resultértgen and potential pesticide loadings to
groundwater. Note that on residential lots ofd¢g or greater, nitrogen from turf can exceed
50% of the total nitrogen contributed to recharge.

The potential impact to existing shallow privatdls/cated down the hydraulic gradient of
receiving areas is mitigated in several ways. Fla@ provides that these specific receiving areas
will maintain a minimum lot size of 20,000 squaeetf not to be further diminished by

clustering. In addition, the Plan restrictionsramm-native, fertilized vegetation, set at a
maximum of 15% of the lot size, will result in r@Eite and pesticide concentrations in
groundwater recharge below the concentrations djlgiassociated with such lot sizes on Long
Island. Finally, the project location, in the ddkppv groundwater hydrogeologic regime versus a
shallow flow regime, reduces the potential for kivalwells directly intercepting upgradient
sources.

Existing public and new private wells would be piied through strict, coordinated
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enforcement of Sanitary Code Articles 6, 7 andrd@ @ther regulations (Chapters 7, and 8).
Existing private wells would be protected througl Plan's recommendation (Chapter 8) to
exclude clustered PBC-receiving development witlcgla of less than 20,000 square feet from
locations upgradient of areas without access tdipuiater.

The transferred nitrogen loadings, if any, underRBC program may be offset by the Plan's
recommendations (Chapter 8) to improve nitrogeroreghcapabilities of new and expanded
sewage treatment plants, and to possibly sewes areaently developed at densities exceeding
Article 6 requirements.

7.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 acr€ore Preservation Area

The Core Preservation Area will be a contiguousinegpreserve overlying the deep aquifer
recharge area. The Plan's policy of redirectingrohibiting new development in the Core will
reduce or eliminate the potential for contaminaatsnter the aquifer. This will preserve the
existing groundwater quality.

7.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

Implementation of the PBC program would resulticreased nitrogen in recharge (and possibly
increased SOC loadings) in PBC receiving areagsd&Imcrements would be insignificant,
however, compared to present and future allowatadihgs (for nitrogen) and would not change
the best uses of the ground or surface waters limipgcted.

7.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

The increased nitrogen (and possibly SOC) loadasgsciated with the PBC program would
locally cause a small incremental degradation dewaguality of recharge through PBC receiving
parcels, but since this is not expected to reawdini impairment of the use of such waters, no
irretrievable commitment of resources would occur.
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8. Impacts on Water Supply Quantity
8.1 Impact of Plan Implementation on the Core Presvation Area

Implementation of the CPB Plan would have a positmpact on the quantity of CPB
groundwater resources by reducing future pumpagedds and consumptive use in the CPB
area, particularly in the Core Preservation Ar€arrent large-lot zoning in the Core has already
reduced incremental (i.e., additional future) walemands there by as much as 0.62 mgd, based
on a reduction of 2,075 dwelling units (5,992 -13,D.U.s, see Appendix 1) at 300 gpd/D.U.
This 34 percent reduction -- from 1.80 mgd to Ini@ -- represents a demand savings of over
225 million gallons per year. The remaining incesital demand of 1.18 mgd would be
eliminated if all developable parcels in the Cae urchased. In addition, future consumptive
use of groundwater, which is generally estimateloet@about 20% of residential pumpage
(SCDHS, 1987), would be reduced by as much asragttlif all vacant private undeveloped lots
in the Core were acquired.

8.2 Non-Core Impacts

Application of the PBC program to all developabéeqels in the Core, in contrast, would result
in the transfer of as much as 0.73 mgd in waterasehtbased on 2,420 D.U.s, see Appendix 1,
at 300 gpd/D.U.) out of the Core to the CGA anceotireas. However, even the full-PBC
scenario would require less than a 7% increadeeiptesent 10.3 mgd pumpage from existing
public water supply wellfields that draw groundwétem the CPB area (Plan Volume 2,
Section 4.3.7). The corresponding maximum consiv@pise rate of 0.15 mgd would be equal
to less than one tenth of one percent of the 1&4ri§d of recharge within the CPB (Plan
Volume 2, Section 4.3.1).

This pumpage and consumptive use would most likelgpread over a large area and numerous
wellfields, and should not cause any regional potd related to over-consumption of
groundwater resources, such as water table decligsconcomitant reductions in streamflows
and wetland/pond water levels, or localized prolsieonch as saltwater upconing at public water
supply wellfields.

8.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

Acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition policywebmitigate the Plan's impact by reducing the
number of units which may be transferred from tloeedPreservation Area and developed in the
non-Core areas. As private undeveloped vacantitapdrchased in the Core, the associated
credits are retired. Therefore the number of umhgh could be developed using these credits is
reduced. By decreasing the incremental developgmmrated by the Plan, the impacts on the
groundwater quantity are lessened. As the numibenits to be developed in the non-Core areas
is reduced, the concomitant demand for increasadtdies of groundwater is reduced.

8.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

A potential impact on local groundwater quantitylcboccur if all PBC- transferred incremental
pumpage (up to 0.73 mgd) were supplied by one psipply well -- a very unlikely scenario.
Even in this case, the incremental pumpage couklpplied by one 500 gpm glacial well,
which would cause only a 1-foot water table drawd@ta distance of 300 feet, and a 0.5-foot
drawdown at 1,000 feet (SCDHS, 1987). In ordgortect wetlands and other surface water
resources from these types of drawdowns, the Plecifscally recommends against locating new
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production wells where impacts on Core wetlanddctoacur. (Plan, Chapter 8). Furthermore,
existing review procedures under the New York Stapartment of Environmental
Conservation's Water Supply Program (ECL Art 15{YaCRR Parts 601 and 602) should be
sufficient to protect wetlands in the CGA, shouldeav well (or wells) be needed.

The small potential for impacts due to pumpage@msumptive use would be further reduced
by the Plan's recommendation that no more thareiéept of the lands area of new development
be placed in non-native vegetation (Plan, Secti8h 5Since water used for lawn and landscape
irrigation represents at least half of annual resil pumpage, and most of residential
consumptive use (SCDHS, 1987), the real maximumeased pumpage demand and
consumptive use figures under the full-PBC scensltmuld be considerably less than 0.73 mgd
and 0.15 mgd, respectively.

8.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 acr€ore Preservation Area

The creation of the Core Preservation Area by fithg or redirecting new development to the
non-Core areas mitigates the impact on water quantireducing the number of scattered units
developed in the Core. The PBC generated unitdeitransferred to areas already serviced by
the Suffolk County Water Authority. By reducingvdéopment in the Core, future demands on
water supply will be reduced.

8.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

Increased groundwater withdrawals of up to 0.73 togglipply non-Core PBC areas could occur
as a result of the Plan. However, this increasedashd would likely be handled by as many as
two dozen existing public water supply wellfieldsated within the CGA or immediately
downgradient of the CPB area, which presently pumope than 14 times this maximal amount
without apparent impact. Consumptive use of grawatdr would be increased by no more than
0.15 mgd, which represents a negligible percenfl@gs than 0.1%) of CPB recharge.

8.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

The Plan would produce a net conservation of tlantity of CPB groundwater resources, and
would not result in an irretrievable commitmentrefources. The magnitude of future increased
demands for water pumpage, if any, in PBC-receicmgmunities would be

modest (less than 7%) compared to present densaets) and could easily be offset by water
conservation measures if water quantity issuesrbeaconcern in the future. Similarly, the
magnitude of transferred consumptive use (less @ibh mgd) would be negligible (less than
0.1%) of annual recharge to the aquifer systemiwitie CPB area.

8.7 References

Center for Environmental Research, 1983a. Soutbeldonstration Site. Cornell University.
Ithaca, N.Y. (September 1983).

Center for Environmental Research, 1983b. LanddgskeGroundwater Quality in the Pine
Barrens of Southampton. Cornell University. lthad.Y. (November 1983).

Koppelman, Lee E., 1978. The Long Island Comprsiver\Waste Treatment Management Plan.
Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning Board. Hauppalig€, (July 1978).

SDGEIS Chapter 8: Impacts on Water Supply Quantity - Page 88



New York State Department of Environmental Consgowa 1986. Consumer Products Project.
Division of Water. Albany, N.Y. (July 1986).

New York State Department of Environmental Consgowa 1990. New York State Wellhead
Protection Program. Division of Water. AlbanyyYN(September 1990).

Stackelberg, Paul E. and Steven F. Siwiec. 1®&luation of Statistical Models to Predict
Chemical Quality of Shallow Ground Water in thed’Barrens of Suffolk County, Long Island,
New York. United States Geological Survey Wates®eces Investigations Report 92-4100.
Syosset, N.Y.

Suffolk County Department of Health Services, 198nffolk County Comprehensive Water
Resources Management Plan. Division of EnvironaleQuality. Hauppauge, N.Y. (January
1987).

SDGEIS Chapter 8: Impacts on Water Supply Quantity - Page 89



9. Impacts on Ecological Resources
9.1 Core Preservation Area Impacts

Implementation of the Plan will result in unifornpsitive impacts to the ecological resources

of the Core Preservation Area (CPA). This is eslgdrue when compared with the impacts
which would likely occur in the absence of the psans for the preservation of most lands

within the Core. By far, the preservation and @ctibn of the Core will yield the greatest

positive impact. The Pine Barrens Credit (PBC)gPam functions in concert with the Land
Acquisition and Public Lands Management Programmatect the Pine Barrens ecosystem from
new development, to restore any damaged landsesadinces, and to manage the protected areas
for ecosystem protection, water quality maintenanoé sustainable recreation.

The PBC program would transfer development awawy fitote CPA to both the Compatible
Growth Area (CGA) and to non-Pine Barrens receidrgps. This transfer of development
would result in increased preservation of the CPA.

The land acquisition provisions of the Plan woukbaerve to maximize preservation of the
CPA. The Plan (Chapter 3) recommends that 75%eoptivately held, undeveloped, and
currently unprotected lands in the CPA be acquingdarious government entities or private
conservation organizations. The degree of posithgact of the land acquisition aspect of the
Plan upon terrestrial resources will be directhated to the future availability of public funding
for the acquisitions, as well as the acquisitiotivées of private conservation groups.

Standards and Guidelines for Land Use apply prignarithe Compatible Growth Area and are
discussed more thoroughly below. Neverthelessetifan features would tend to mitigate the
impact of any CPA development which might be petedippursuant to the hardship provisions as
described in Chapter 4.5.1 of the Plan and in 8e&r-0121 (9) of the Act. When development
is permitted in the CPA, the Commission may appé/dame Standards and Guidelines for Use
which are applied in the CGA.

Chapter 7 of the Plan discusses public lands mamage Implementation of the Plan would
improve the management of those ecological resewtthe Core which occur on or near public
lands. Site management, such as enforcement wtems and the resulting protection of
natural resources, would be greatly enhanced thrdugLaw Enforcement Council whose
function is to integrate and coordinate enforcenpafities and activities, thereby maximizing
the effectiveness of all agencies' individual ecéonent resources. It should be noted that the
Law Enforcement Council's work will also apply tayaCGA land which are in public park or
preserve status.

Similarly, natural resource management, such amitovy, monitoring, applied research, and
habitat management and restoration would be greattpnced by the coordination function of
the Protected Lands Council. The Plan also offaraerous specific recommendations and
guidelines for the stewardship of public conseoratands.

The hydrological policies described in Chapter@ude several strategies which would benefit
aguatic ecological resources. Several of the resemd management efforts would improve the
existing water quality conditions of both surfacaters and groundwater. As an example,
existing stormwater management structures, whietpuiently conduct road runoff directly into
surface waters, could be replaced with the besladla contemporary technology. Modern
methods would contain sediments and filter polltgdefore stormwater is recharged to the
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groundwater.
9.2 Non-Core Impacts

Implementation of the Plan would result in minacremental negative impacts to the terrestrial
ecological resources of the non-Core Preserve larets when compared with the impacts
which would likely obtain in the absence of thergrovisions: Aquatic ecological resources
would remain protected at the current level ohggency by existing statutory programs, which
the Plan explicitly reaffirms.

The PBC program would result in an increase in d@reent density and intensity and the
associated impacts in receiving areas in the Cablpabrowth Area and outside of the Central
Pine Barrens zone. However, the PBC program woatdnake lands subject to development
that are not already subject to development. Tastsignificant impacts would be greater
clearing of naturally-vegetated lands. This wduddre the effect of increasing the fragmentation
of habitats for both plants and animals. Fragntemtas detrimental to populations of plants and
animals because it inhibits interpopulation movetsiéand therefore genetic mixing in extreme
instances), exacerbates negative "edge effectsh'asi predation and interspecific competition,
and reduces habitat "patch size." (see Plan, VelRrdor extended discussion of this concept).
The increased development densities would alsotteadgravate problems associated with non-
native plants and animals, fertilizers and otheml@hemicals, stormwater runoff and
disturbance. However, the increased fragmentatmuld only be incremental because these
non-Core areas are otherwise subject to developomelgr current conditions, and because
examination of the Core versus compatible bounutaligates that the greatest bulk of currently
contiguous, large tracts of forested areas withéndverall CPB zone fall within the Core
Preservation Area itself.

As with the Core Preserve Area, the discussiorubti® Lands Management in Chapter 7 of the
Plan suggests that implementation of the Plan wivapdove the management of those terrestrial
ecological resources of the CGA which occur onearmpublic lands. Site management and
natural resource management would be improved girthe work of the Law Enforcement
Council, the Protected Lands Council and the deveesommendations and guidelines for the
stewardship of public and semi-public lands.

9.3 Central Pine Barrens Plan Mitigation Measures

As discussed above, the Plan's PBC program woandfier development away from the CPA to
the Compatible Growth Area (CGA) and other recej\amneas outside of the Central Pine
Barrens. This transfer of development would reisuilhcreased development density in CGA
and receiving areas outside the CPB. Howevertbtogical impacts associated with these
increased development densities would be increrhanthbe further mitigated by several
factors.

First and foremost, the Plan limits the size ofémesental increase in density over the existing
zoning which can occur. Also, the Plan requiresl, iaffirms, compliance with existing federal,
state and local land use controls. These lawggrstlected resources, such as wetlands and
other surface waters, geological features, habafag¢mdangered species and blocks of contiguous
habitats.

In this vein, efforts were also made during theed@yment of the Plan to identify especially
valuable ecological resources within the CGA; mahthe resulting areas have been designated
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as Critical Resource Areas and afforded speciahatin in the development review process In
particular, three of these Critical Resources Aggasalso designated as preservation areas
within the CGA, and therefore the suite of ecolaj@lements on these three tracts will therefore
be fully protected through the Pine Barrens CrBdagram or the Land Acquisition Program.
Finally, the Standards and Guidelines for Land &lsespecifically designed to preserve critical
Pine Barrens resources throughout the CGA. Eatesk topics is discussed more thoroughly
below.

The Plan would limit the maximum development dgnisitany receiving area through a device
known as Residential Overlay Districts (RODs). Jddesignated zones may not be created in
the Core Preservation Area or in any Critical Reseérea. Furthermore, RODs within the
Town of Brookhaven, would be prohibited within laaeas within five hundred (500) feet of
any stream, bluff, surface water or wetlands reigdldy the NYSDEC or the Town, land areas
within the one hundred (100) year flood plain, putdnds, the South Setauket Pine Barrens
Zone or the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Riveridors, which include portions of the Peconic
and Carmans River. Furthermore, in Brookhaveraregh shall be ineligible for ROD use if
forty percent (40%) of the land area of the pacoeitains steep slopes (15% or greater).

The Critical Resource Areas (CRASs) are defineddestribed in Chapter 4. Of the fourteen
CRAs, thirteen protect terrestrial features, suchtaep slopes, endangered and vulnerable
species and open space, and six protect aquaticdsasuch as wetlands, surface waters and
riverfront open space. Three of the CRAs will baesidered as preservation or "sending" areas
while the remainder would have their most sensi@atures preserved by clustering
development away from elements of special concmy development in the CRAs of the CGA
will be subject to review by the Commission (Chagteand also subject to the Standards and
Guidelines of Chapter 5. The Commission may atsed its review powers over projects in the
CGA and non-Pine Barrens receiving areas as additelements of concern are identified and
brought to the Commission's attention by any irdireli Commissioner and then upon a majority
vote of the Commission.

Acquisitions under the land acquisition provisiafishe Plan would also serve to mitigate the
ecological impacts of denser development. The Blggests the "full interest” (or fee title)
method for acquisition of these properties. Fuolerest acquisition of CPA lands would reduce
the number of potentially transferrable developmggitts (Pine Barrens Credits) which might be
sent to receiving areas. This would directly redthe density of the full-buildout scenario.

9.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

The Plan requires adherence to its own standadigw@delines, in addition to all existing
federal, state, county and local laws. The Staisland Guidelines for Land Use of Chapter 5
create a threshold in terms of what shall be degmeeatissible in the development process as it
occurs in the CGA and designated receiving aréaxssting laws (summarized, except for those
of the Towns, in Volume 2, Chapter 12), where natrimgent, shall take precedence over the
standards contained in the Plan, and any town tilbg»sact more stringent laws as it deems
necessary.

Existing federal, state and local land use lawsernily protect most aquatic resources. Each of
these statutory programs is flexible and allow®taig of permits to the specific resource needs
of each project. Thus, in the event that denseeldpment in the non-Core areas is proposed
near wetlands or other surface waters, protecteasures, including the maintenance of
naturally-vegetated buffers, can be imposed asipeonditions. In the case of New York
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State's Freshwater Wetlands program, for exampléends can be as wide as 100 feet.

The Standards and Guidelines for Land Use als@atéithe effects of denser development.
These provisions of the Plan allow permitting agesito: limit the clearing of native vegetation;
protect surface waters and other vulnerable habia&ximize the size and contiguity of open
space tracts; maximize clustering; limit the usearfnative plants; avoid pests; protect
endangered species habitats; protect steep slapesestore naturally vegetated buffers near
scenic vistas.

Some of the effects of development, such as ineteadge, fragmentation and reduction of
patch size, could be mitigated by the preservaiidarge blocks of natural landscape. Such
mitigation can be maximized through those StandandsGuidelines for Land Use which call

for the consolidation of contiguous blocks of natuandscape wherever practicable.
Consideration of the physical relationship of echaif habitat on developable land to other
existing patches on adjacent lands is providedifioler the Plan by Standard 5.3.3.6.3:
"Subdivision and site design shall support predemmaf large unbroken blocks that allow
continuous open spaces to be established whereadljparcels are developed.” The appropriate
reviewing body will have the authority to promote tcreation of greenways and corridors which
may, in some instances, connect with the CPA. RA, being left in an undeveloped state,
would provide a deep and central open space whahba directly and indirectly accessible to
species of the CGA and receiving areas outsideeoCiGA.

Furthermore, Chapter 5.3.3.3.9 of the Plan encasragordinated design for open space
management by providing Guidelines which promogdiustering technique in development
planning (not below 20,000 sg. ft. if PBCs areiz#itl) and the creation and application of
covenants and conservation easements on thosernsoai development properties which are to
be preserved as open space.

Clearing of native vegetation on properties witthiea CGA and receiving areas shall be strictly
limited to conform with the clearance standarddaeh in the Plan. Development applications
must contain calculations for the amount of cleatimt would be permissible. These
calculations would be recorded with filed maps.adigition, the clearing of vegetation for the
construction of sumps or recharge basins is limig&uideline 5.3.3.5.2 which strives to
minimize their size, and further encourages theafiseatural recharge and stormwater runoff
areas in lieu of recharge basins whenever pradticab

Lists of recommended native plantings and nonnatnasive plants that are not recommended
for planting are both included in the Plan (Chaptefigure 5-2). Upon implementation, this
standard has the potential for encouraging hat@sdoration on disturbed lands, perpetuating fast
disappearing native genotypes, imitating naturalaggcal diversity on developed lands,

avoiding the inadvertent introduction of fast-prgating exotic flora which displaces native
vegetation and possibly reducing water consumpsmte native species are generally more
drought tolerant than non-native species and reduile or no irrigation.

Aquatic ecological resources are given speciahtitte. The proposed nitrate-nitrogen standard
is at least as stringent as the existing stand@rdundwater is protected by Standard 5.3.3.1.2
which directs that "sewage treatment plant disahat@ll be outside of and downgradient of the
Central Pine Barrens." Surface water is protebtestandard 5.3.3.5.1, which precludes
stromwater disposal to off-site surface waters, @natleline 5.3.3.5.5, which protects surface
waters from construction impacts. Groundwater surface water impacts are each considered
in separate, detailed chapters elsewhere in tlusrdent.
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9.4 Mitigating effect of the Creation of a 52,00@cre Core Preservation Area

Land Acquisition can serve to reduce the impactdesklopment in the CGA where non-Core
lands are adjacent to acquired Core lands. Sortteddffects of development, such as increased
edge, habitat fragmentation and reduction of paitzh, could be mitigated by the preservation of
large blocks of natural landscape. Such mitigatiam be maximized through the Standards and
Guidelines for Land Use which, among other thirogdl, for the consolidation of contiguous
blocks of natural landscape wherever practicable.

Consideration of the physical relationship of echaif habitat on developable land to other
existing patches on adjacent lands is providedifoler the Plan by Standard 5.3.3.6.3:
"Subdivision and site design shall support predemmaf large unbroken blocks that allow
continuous open spaces to be established whereadljparcels are developed.” The appropriate
reviewing body will have the authority to promote tcreation of greenways and corridors which
may, in some instances, connect with the CPA. RA, being left in an undeveloped state,

will provide a deep and central open space which lbeedirectly and indirectly accessible to
species of the CGA and receiving areas outsideeoCiGA. The impact here, then, is
substantially more positive than the situation thdikely without the Plan's added influence.

9.5 Unavoidable Umitigated Impacts

As a result of the transfer of development fromhvitte Core Preservation Area, more naturally
vegetated land in the non-Core areas would be dpedlthan would be the case under existing
zoning. (See Appendix 6). Thus, some valuablététalvould be lost, fragmented or disturbed.
9.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

As above, a minor loss of less-critical ecologresources would result from implementation of
the Plan. Generally, these resources would bedhmmoner terrestrial communities.
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10. Impacts on Surface Water

This discussion examines the potential impacth@flan on surface waters with respect to
nutrient inputs. Alternatives and mitigation maasuare also evaluated. The analysis focuses
primarily on the Peconic River watershed, sinceRime Barrens Credit (PBC) program

receiving zones which may impact surface waters ma@sassociated with that area. However,
the conclusions drawn from the examination of #nesa are applicable to other areas in the
Central Pine Barrens. Thus, general commenth®®outh Shore bay system and major stream
corridors are also provided.

Development is associated with nutrient contamamafiom fertilizers, sanitary systems and
other sources. Through groundwater underflow, ldgwveent can contribute significant
guantities of nitrogen to surface waters, potelyti@sulting in adverse impacts. Nutrient over-
enrichment from anthropogenic sources can resuitlitural eutrophication, adversely affecting
sediment and water quality, depressing dissolvegenx levels, and negatively impacting species
diversity. Nitrogen is generally the limiting nigint with regard to anthropogenic eutrophication
in marine surface waters. In the case of the Redgstuary, control of nitrogen to the Peconic
River is critical to the condition of Flanders Bay.

Development also results in phosphorus impacts, thigpugh stormwater runoff). Phosphorus
is generally the limiting nutrient in freshwatessyms, such as the Peconic and Carmans Rivers.
Unlike nitrate, phosphate is relatively immobilegroundwater.

The hydrogeologic relationships of groundwateryrat@ater runoff, and surface waters are
discussed, in terms of existing conditions, inFten. (See Volume 2) The surface water
impacts of the eventual build-out under the Plamtigularly with respect to the Peconic River
system, are discussed in greater detail below.

10.1 Impact on the Core Preservation Area

The impacts on the Core Preservation Area wilbieeenely beneficial, as the Plan will preserve
large amounts of land which would otherwise likeé/developed. A significant amount of
pollution input into the Core would also be avoidé€averall, the maximum potential residential
units for the Core area under existing conditiores, (without acquisition and without a PBC
program) is 3,917. Using existing local transfedevelopment right laws, that number could go
as high as 5,992 units. (See Appendix 1).

In addition to groundwater and natural resourceshe) surface water protection will be
advanced. Major stream corridors which will benbm the Core Preservation Area include
the Peconic River and Carmans River. The CoresRrason Area includes over 2,000 acres of
vacant land (as of 1988), within the Peconic Ryraundwater-contributing area alone, with an
additional 148 acres used for agriculture.

10.2 Non-Core Impacts

10.2.1 Brookhaven Town

10.2.1.1 Brookhaven Town within the Central Pine Brrens

Phosphorus, the limiting nutrient for fresh watengy be introduced in greater quantities in
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surface waters where PBCs are used on lands sltimtee surface watersheds of the Carmans
and Peconic Rivers, or ponds.

The following discussion contemplates the transfd?ine Barrens credits to unsewered areas.
Transfer of credits to sewered areas has not ljmnifisally proposed. Virtually all of the
Compatible Growth Area in Brookhaven Town lies withlydrogeologic Zone lll. The
proposed changes to the Suffolk County SanitaryeCAdicle VI, which have been endorsed by
the Central Pine Barrens Joint Planning and P&msnmission, would allow transfer of
development density within Hydrogeologic Zone Mhus, the potential impacts on the CGA
within Zone 11l should be considered.

For this analysis it was assumed that the minimairsike in receiving areas would be 20,000
square feet! Since the “sending” credit parcels will also anage in Zone lll, the net burden to
the aquifer will be no greater than under existingditions. Thus, on a regional basis, overall
nitrogen loading to groundwater will not increase.

In actuality, the burden to the aquifer which desgjes to surface waters, may actually be less
than that which may occur under existing conditioBy reductions in potential units which are
achieved by the Pine Barrens Credit allocation oeefor undersized lots (old file maps), the
number of potential residential units are reducethf3,917 to 2,420 throughout the Core
Preservation Area; fewer units will therefore h&wée transferred to the Compatible Growth
Area. In Brookhaven Town alone, existing conditionts are reduced from 2,583 to 1,650
through the application of the Plan's credit altmramethod. (See Appendix 1).

Also, acquisition will further reduce the numberupiits to be transferred. Finally, credits may
be transferred to other zones, so long as Suffolkin®/ Sanitary Code requirements are met and
the required local governmental permits are obthine

The above analysis indicates that there would a@rbadverse impact on surface water
resources on a regional basis, as the Plan profadéso net increase” of total allowable
nitrogen to the groundwater within the CPB in Brbaken Town. In fact, regionally, there
would be a beneficial impact based on the likegygicant reduction of potential units.

However, site-specific impacts on surface wateesséil possible. For example, transfer of Pine
Barrens credits from areas outside of the Carmarey Rorridor into the Carmans River
groundwater-contributing area could result in iased nitrogen loading to the Carmans. This
increase would be the incremental difference betveeerent allowable density with 40,000
square foot lots, and the 20,000 square foot ladgvable using PBCs. As previously noted,
nitrogen is a limiting nutrient in marine wateragdahus, the target of concern for any additional
nitrogen in the Carmans River is the marine watéthe South Shore Estuary.

10.2.1.2 Brookhaven Town outside the Central PinBarrens Area
This discussion contemplates the transfer of PaxedBs credits to unsewered areas. Transfer of

credits to sewered areas has not been specifmalposed. With respect to surface water
impacts, the discussion of the Town of Brookhav@ampatible Growth Area is generally

4 This analysis, based upon a 20,000 square fesizl®, is a worst case analysis. It is noted
that the Plan calls for a minimum lot size of 3@ &Quare feet, rendering this an extremely
conservative analysis.
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applicable. For Zone lll, the analyzed minimumdixe in receiving areas could be as low as
20,000 square feet. Since the “sending” creditgdarwill also originate in Zone lll, the net
burden to the aquifer will not be greater than uredésting conditions. Thus, on a regional basis,
overall potential nitrogen loading will not increas

The proposed changes to the Suffolk County San@ade would allow transfer of Pine Barrens
credits from Zone lll to Zone V and VI. Howevaer,these cases, lot sizes may not be less than
40,000 square feet in unsewered areas in Hydrogealmnes V and VI. Therefore, current
groundwater protection policy, in terms of Suff@kunty Sanitary Code requirements in Zones
V and VI, would not change. In actuality, the bemdo the aquifer on a regional basis may
actually be less than that which may occur undestieg conditions, as discussed above.

As noted in previous discussions, site-specificaotp on surface waters are still possible. For
example, the transfer of Pine Barrens credits fabeas outside of the Carmans River corridor
into the Carmans River groundwater-contributingaareuld result in nitrogen loading to the
Carmans greater than that which would occur undeent zoning, which could have an impact
on the South Shore bays. However, no receivingsaaee located within approximately 1/2 mile
of the Carmans River in areas outside of the CPB.

Similarly, transfers of PBCs from outside of thei@ans River surface watershed into the
Carmans River surface watershed could result ispiharus loading to the Carmans River
which is greater than that which would occur urelerent zoning. However, with no receiving
areas situated within 1/2 mile of the River, thégptial for additional, new direct run-off from
receiving areas is remote.

10.2.2 Riverhead Town
Pine Barrens Credit Receiving Zones

Two specific Pine Barrens Credit receiving zonegehaeen proposed in Riverhead Town: Area
A and Area B.

Area A consists of approximately 1,222 acres betvike Calverton Naval Weapons Industrial
Reserve Plant on the west, the LIRR on the sohéhterminus of the L.1.E. on the east, and
Middle Country Road on the north. Approximatel@20 acres of this area are of concern with
respect to regional surface water impacts, asdheyr in the Peconic River groundwater-
contributing area. Approximately 1,026 acres ot®A are currently used for agricultural
production.

Area B comprises approximately 373 acres boundeRdute 25 on the south, Route 58 on the
north, and the terminus of the L.I.E. on the wts;eastern boundary is west of Mill Road. All
of Area B is within the Peconic River groundwatentibuting area.

The areas used for receiving areas A and B forqae® of this analysis were computed using
Geographic Information System land use coveragesrgeed for the Brown Tide

Comprehensive Assessment and Management Progra®8& updated with significant changes
detected during the 1994 land use work for the Riedéstuary Program (see following
discussion). The BTCAMP land use maps were digitiztom generalized base maps, not actual
Suffolk County Tax Map coverages; therefore, theyersubject to mapping and digitizing
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errors.

Area B was analyzed for accuracy of the BTCAMP iinfation. A review of actual tax map
parcel data indicates that there are 373 acresdaa B, rather than the 317 acres estimated from
digitizing an Area B boundary on the BTCAMP lane uata. However, the BTCAMP land use
information used in this analysis did not incluggp@ximately 20 acres of those
transportation/utility corridors which extended beg Area B, since the "polygons” in the 1988
land use information were "open" and did not falirely within Area B. The error range (12%)
in acreage is within that reasonably anticipatedtie methodologies used in the BTCAMP land
use work, and is appropriate for the types of negli@stimation techniques used in this analysis,
especially where differences in impacts of varimanagement scenarios are ultimately
characterized in terms of orders of magnitude ¢gssussion below).

Brown Tide Comprehensive Assessment and Management Program (BTCAMP) and Peconic
Estuary Program (PEP) Recommendations

The relevant recommendations of BTCAMP, as adobpyeitie PEP, are not focused on the
protection of the freshwater portions of the Pec&iver, but, rather, are focused on the
attainment of the marine surface water quality gline for the tidal Peconic River and Flanders
Bay. Based on analysis of Flanders Bay data wigilgtes total nitrogen (TN) concentrations to
chlorophyll-a, and then relates levels of chlordphayto diurnal dissolved oxygen (D.O.)
variations, a surface water total nitrogen con@gian limit of 0.5 mg/l will ensure attainment of
the dissolved oxygen standard of 5.0 mg/Il.

Portions of the western Peconic Bay system contiati@s TN guideline (typical TN levels as
high as 0.8 mg/l), and occasionally experienceetged D.O. in violation of the standard.
However, these areas apparently do not exhibitrambdieutrophication in terms of conventional
nutrients (i.e., nitrogen and phosphorous macremnts cause extended algal blooms resulting in
routine and sustained dissolved oxygen depleti@n extended geographic areas). Water quality
in the eastern Peconic Estuary is excellent wispeet to the nitrogen guideline.

In contrast to the marine waters of the westerroRedEstuary, water quality in the freshwater
portion of the Peconic River is generally excelleith respect to nitrogen concentration
(approximately 0.5 mg/l at USGS gauge upstreamivérRead STP; better than rainfall water
guality, and significantly cleaner than most streamSuffolk County). Despite excellent water
quality, as a result of its high flow, the PecoRiger contributes substantial nitrogen (avg. of
130 pounds per day, range of 20 to 500 poundsa@@rtd Flanders Bay.

The high degree of undeveloped land in the PedRivier watershed (26% of 15,900 acres was
open space, such as parkland and 25% was vaci®88) has spared the river from excessive
pollution in recent years. While the area's lagée nas not changed drastically between 1976 and
1988, substantial potential exists for future depatent in the Peconic River area (34% of
acreage remained developable in 1988).

Mathematical modelling and sampling have estabtighat increased development intensity
adversely impacts groundwater quality through thetrgbution of nitrogen from on-site sanitary
systems, fertilizers, animal waste, etc. The20B Study modelling indicates that slight changes
in groundwater quality may have significant impamtsPeconic River nitrogen concentrations,
and current modelling shows that Flanders Bay génoconcentrations are very sensitive to
Peconic River loadings.
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The relationship between land use and surface watdity, coupled with the amount of
developable land in the study area, highlightsed for stringent development controls to
prevent degradation of the Peconic River and FleanBay.

In light of this situation, BTCAMP recommended \oars land management techniques to protect
the Peconic River watershed, including acquisitiamg transfer of development rights. Absent a
mechanism to protect all of the land in the wategslan analysis of pollutant loadings was
performed. It was found that substantial grounéwgtiality benefits are accrued with density
reductions to one unit per two acres. BTCAMP dtlrecommend more onerous development
restrictions (i.e., even lower densities) becagse@ated incremental groundwater quality
improvements were relatively small. Other beneirtsluding natural resources factors, were
recognized as important aspects of less intensiueng.

Existing Land Use in Receiving Zones

In assessing the impacts of the Pine Barrens Rlantgen loading to surface waters of the
Peconic River, an analysis of land uses withiniv@og areas A and B within the Peconic River
groundwater-contributing area was performed. Appnate acreage using 1988 land use
information provided by the Suffolk County PlanniDgpartment for BTCAMP is contained in
Tables 1 and 2. The Planning Department’s 19%dsnon Peconic Estuary Program land use
were evaluated, and changes in land use weredtalli€ables 1 and 2. Table 3 shows current
land uses in Areas A and B.

Area A is characterized by extensive agricultussdsi(814 acres; 80% of Area A land in Peconic
River groundwater-contributing area). An estim&@&dcres in Area A are vacant (non-
agricultural). Area B, at approximately 317 acissignificantly smaller than Area A.
Approximately 146 acres in Area B are vacant (46%rea B), with 21 acres in agricultural use.

Qualitative Assessment of Impacts Within Receiving Zones

The Town of Riverhead has proposed locating 268i\&dent units” in receiving areas A and B
through the Pine Barrens Credit program. All @sth would be non-residential. However, the
allowable sanitary flow for each non-residentiajtiezalent unit” is equal to that of a single
family residence. Therefore, this discussion aredythe existing allowable density in unsewered
areas of receiving areas A and B, as per SuffolinBoSanitary Code limits, as one equivalent
unit per acre, assuming 268 acres will be develgpédo equivalent units per acre under the
Pine Barrens Credit Program.

Approximate resulting nitrogen recharge conceraretifrom these densities are shown in Table
4. At one unit per acre, the average nitrogen eotmation in recharge is calculated to be 3.8
mg/l. At two units per acre, the recharge's ngrogoncentration is calculated to be 5.8 mg/l.
These numbers coincide well with the L. I. 208 $tadd Suffolk County Sanitary Code
allocations of 4 mg/l and 6 mg/l for 1 D.U./acrelghD.U./acre land uses (on a County-wide
basis), respectively. Agricultural land uses resuapproximately 8.1 mg/l total nitrogen, higher
than recharge from land uses at two units per acre.

It is important to state that estimation of restiBdrecharge concentrations are subject to
significant variation based on assumptions (emuskhold size) and site-specific soil and land
use conditions (e.g., fertilization rates). Agfiawal recharge rates can vary even more greatly
than residential rates due to differences in cypp,tsoil conditions, irrigation practices, and
fertilization rate, type, and timing. The estinsatlkat are used herein are the ones utilized in
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BTCAMP Volume I, Section 6, where a detailed dssion of nitrogen loading rates is present.
As discussed in BTCAMP, the estimates are belie¢pdae appropriate for the Peconic Estuary
area in light of verification using actual datae Comprehensive Water Resources
Management Plan, extensive verification of actuatugdwater data in BTCAMP, and the
applicability of the primary reference modellingcdanent (i.e., Cornell University modelling for
Southold).
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TABLE 5: Nitrogen Impacts Within Areas A and B

Nitrogen Loading Impact of Pine Barrens Credits
On Existing Conditions In Receiving Areas A and B*

S Nitrogen Loading (Ib/year)-------
Existing Existing Nit. | TDR to Ag. | TDR Uses TDR to
Land Use* Loading Land All Vacant Ag./Vacant
(acres) (Ib/year) Land In
Proportion
to Existing
Ratio
Agriculture | 836 50,996 46,172 50,366 47,216
Vacant** 233 186 186 10,019 2,634
Total 1,069 51,182 46,358 60,385 49,850

Nitrogen Loading Impact of Pine Barrens Credits
On Allowable Development Nitrogen Loading In RedegvAreas A and B*

Commmomemeee Nitrogen Loading (Ib/year)-----—-->
Existing Land Existing Nit. Buildout of 268 | Buildout of 536
Use* Loading Units with No Units Using
(acres) (Ib/year) TDR TDR
(proportionally
assigned to
ag/vacant)
Agriculture 836 50,996 43,541 47,216
Vacant** 233 186 1,619 2,634
Total 1,069 51,182 45,160 49,850

*In Peconic River Groundwater-Contributing Area
**Assumes natural Pine Barrens (0.8 Ib. N/acre/y¢&eached)
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TABLE 6

Nitrogen Loading Impact of Developing Vacant/Agitcual Lands
In Peconic River Groundwater-Contributing Area

oo Nitrogen Loading (Ib/year)----------- >
Existing Land Existing Nit. Vacant & Ag. Vacant & Ag.
Use* Loading Land Developed Land
(acres) (Ib/year) (1 DU/Acre) Developed
(Pine Barrens
Plan)
Agriculture 1,537 93,757 44,448 48,123
Vacant** 3,520 2,816 89,760 37,695
Total 5,057 96,573 134,208 85,817

Note: Assumes 2,149 acres of vacant land and d48 af agriculture land in Core Preservation

Area would not be developed under the Plan. IrCibee Preservation Area 148 agriculture

acres assumed to remain in agricultural use. &aswr and B, 58 credits are assigned to vacant
lands and 210 to agricultural lands.

*1988 BTCAMP land use, adjusted for current cormtis in receiving zones A and B.
**Undeveloped vacant land loading assumed to bélONacre/year.
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A gualitative analysis indicates that a total o6 &®res in area A in the Peconic River
groundwater contributing area are agriculturagmiroximately 8.1 mg/l total nitrogen, while

233 are vacant; as a best-case scenario, thesat Vaeds are at or near 1 mg/l total nitrogen
(assumed best case, as vacant lands in the sabgacare often old field, intermittently farmed,
or proximate to farms). Assuming the Pine Bari@redits are allocated in proportion to

existing agricultural and vacant lands, 210 acfegdcultural lands would experience
improvements in groundwater quality from 8.1 mg#iéting agriculture) to 5.8 mg/I (two
equivalent units per acre). Thus, a substanti@ame could realize moderate improvements. In
terms of the vacant land, 58 acres could experigrmendwater recharge degradation from 1
mg/l to approximately 5.8 mg/I.

On balance, in terms of changes to existing camaiti 210 acres could improve from 8.1 to 5.8
mg/I total nitrogen (2.3 mg/l improvement) while &8es could degrade from 1 mg/l (best case)
to 5.8 mg/l (4.8 mg/l degradation). On a massrzaadasis, there would be little net change in
the receiving area.

Actual impacts may vary based on site-specific ¢ and uses and allocation among vacant
and agricultural lands. Impacts are evaluated tifaéimely in greater detail as follows.

Quantitative Estimate of Nitrogen Loading Changes Within Receiving Zones

Table 5 shows estimated impacts of the Pine Bai@eedit program on receiving areas A and B
in terms of pounds of nitrogen loading per year.

When all credits are transferred to agriculturabls, nitrogen loading would decrease by 4,824
Ib/year, approximately 9% of the current agricudtiand vacant nitrogen loading of 51,182
pounds per year. If all vacant lands were exhauysiiérogen loading would increase by 9,203
Ib/year, an 18% increase in receiving areas A andI&se represent the “best case” and “worst
case” changes in nitrogen loading.

A reasonable assumption is that Pine Barrens sreaitild be redeemed in given land uses in
proportion to existing vacant and agricultural larsgs. In this scenario, there would be a slight
reduction in nitrogen loading (1332 Ib/year redmefi2.6% of existing loading).

In addition to assessing impacts of the PBC prodrmgrmomparison with existing conditions, a
comparison can also be made between the poteritiagj@n loading associated with existing
allowable build-out versus build-out under the Pl3ie baseline is assumed to be existing
conditions with 268 additional units developed &.WU./acre. The impact of the Plan would be
measured by comparing 536 units at 2 D.U. per athe assumption is that Pine Barrens credits
would be redeemed in given land uses in propotbagkisting vacant and agricultural land uses.
In this analysis, there would be a 4,690 poundypar nitrogen increase (10% greater than
hypothetical baseline). However, it would still @ improvement over existing conditions, as
stated above.

It must be noted that the changes is nitrogen f@pdithin areas A and B are relatively small in
relation to the nitrogen loading within the entivatershed. BTCAMP estimated that over
191,000 pounds per year of nitrogen were leachedf 4988, from residential and agricultural
land uses (corrected for changes in land useseas®A and B). In this light, the maximum
decrease or increase in areas A and B would bé&®%otof the watershed'’s residential and
agricultural nitrogen loading.
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The above analysis is confined to within Areas A Bn From a regional perspective, the
impacts of nitrogen loading of the Plan must bdweatad for the entire Peconic River
groundwater-contributing area. This assessmahsaissed as follows.

Peconic River Water shed-Wide Impacts

An analysis of 1988 BTCAMP land use data indic#ites, within the three Towns,

approximately 2,149 acres of vacant land in theeGeservation Area would not be developed
as a result of the Pine Barrens plan. To assessiacts of the Plan most broadly and
accurately, an assessment of nitrogen loading theeentire watershed was performed. The only
receiving areas considered were areas A and BvierRead, as the receiving area in
Southampton was excluded for purposes of this arsatiue to its relatively small size and
insignificant loadings.

Under a “full build-out” of vacant and agricultudahds at 1 D.U. per acre, the allowable density
under Suffolk County Sanitary Code regulationsuiosewered areas, 37,635 additional pounds
per year of nitrogen, as compared with existingliog in agricultural and vacant lands, would
be discharged to groundwater (see Table 6). Uthé@elPlan, a reduction of 10,756 pounds per
year would be realized. Thus, the Plan would sgogroximately 48,000 pounds per year of
nitrogen from being discharged to groundwater,wadld represent a significant net
improvement over the hypothetical potential “fullilol-out” scenario.

Isolating site-specific Core benefits, and not actmg for additional benefits accrued by
conversion of agricultural lands or burdens fromedepment of non-Core lands, 2149 Core
acres preserved would result in preventing appratety 54,000 pounds of nitrogen per year
from entering the system (25 pounds per year perfac 1 D.U. per acre). The 268 Pine
Barrens Credits would place a burden of approximdt&00 pound per year nitrogen on the
watershed (difference between 2 D.U./acre and 1/Bcke). Thus, the benefits from the Pine
Barrens Plan are approximately an order of magaitugher than the Plan’s burdens in terms of
nitrogen loading to the Peconic River groundwatartcbuting area.

10.2.3 Southampton Town

To the extent that the regional intensity of depatent is not changed by the Pine Barrens Credit
program, there will be no adverse impacts undePtha; rather, impacts will be beneficial.
However, site-specific impacts may still be possilaind should be addressed as discussed.

With respect to surface water protection of theoRecEstuary, the Plan would represent a
deviation from existing zoning and land use polrggofar as it would allow a Pine Barrens
Credit receiving zone (SCTM 0900-141-1-9.2, 1@ta)|) within the groundwater-contributing
area to the Peconic River.

The subject receiving zone is a relatively smadbajapproximately 50 acres) within
Groundwater Management Zone lll. Under Suffolk @tguSanitary Code requirements, with the
amendments discussed above, an unsewered equigatesity of up to 2 dwelling units
(D.U.)/acre would be allowed in the receiving zdarnée Pine Barrens Credits originated within
Zone lll. This would result in a groundwater ngem recharge concentration of approximately 6
mg/l, which is higher than the 4 mg/l approximaterage that would occur under a 1 D.U. per
acre scenario. Alternatively, if 4 dwelling ungter acre were allowed in this receiving area, a
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sewage treatment system would be required andatieafpal nitrogen loadings would be
mitigated.

Given the relative size of the project (50 acresppared with Peconic River groundwater-
contributing area of approximately 16,000 acrds),ihdividual impacts from this receiving zone
are anticipated to be minimal. Also, although entdand use tabulations are not available, a
review of land use maps produced for BTCAMP indidaiat, due to preservation of Core
Preservation Areas in Southampton Town in the Hed®iver groundwater-contributing area,
the benefits gained from Pine Barrens preservati®@outhampton Town outweigh the potential
for increased nitrogen loading in the receivingpare

While the above analysis indicates there woulddsignificant impact on marine surface water
resources, there remains the potential for prgpetific impacts to fresh surface waters,
resulting from increased densities allowed undem®BC program. For example, the use of
credits could intensify impacts to surface waté,stormwater runoff or groundwater recharge
nutrient loadings, if projects are situated proXitasurface waters. These potential impacts
would have to be mitigated by specific project dasionsiderations, as provided for in the
section which follows.

10.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

Based on the foregoing analysis of impacts, redimmgacts on surface waters will be beneficial,
in varying degrees. With respect to surface wiat@acts on receiving areas in the Peconic River
watershed, the Plan will likely have beneficialmernt loading impacts as compared with

existing conditions. When Peconic River watersivedk impacts are analyzed, considering
potential nitrogen loading under existing Suffolau®ty Sanitary Code regulations, impacts will
be extremely beneficial.

Due to likely acquisitions and reductions in all®aunits under the Pine Barrens Credit
allocation method, the regional burden on the aquifill be reduced, and any potential adverse
impacts on surface waters on a regional basisbeifurther reduced.

Thus, the creation of a Core Preservation Arealvhrecludes development on significant tracts
of vacant land in the groundwatersheds of the Casmaad Peconic Rivers, regionally mitigates
the impacts of the Plan's additional developmenstiies and intensities on these river systems
and the estuaries they feed. Nevertheless, thkeseaglditional opportunities to further optimize
surface water protection on a regional basis, dlsasen site specific cases.

One of the most significant potential impacts noted that associated with additional
development densities allowed (the PBC prograrh@Rlan) within the surface watershed
and/or the ground watershed of the Carmans Rivdrile a detailed analysis of the Peconic
River System demonstrated that the Plan could Bgtianinish existing nutrient loadings in the
Peconic River, such detailed analysis could nadm®mplished for the Carmans River, as a
study such as BTCAMP which formed the basis forReeonic River analysis, has not been
undertaken for the Carmans River.

The Plan, however, contains a number of proviswinigh mitigate the potential impacts to the
Carmans River and its watershed. Most importatitly,Plan was crafted so as to avoid
substantial increased development densities alm@armans River. While the actual shape
and extent of the Carmans River groundwatersheadidseen mapped, an analysis of the lands
within 1/2 mile of the River reveals that for sulkeorridor, receiving areas with a total capacity
of only approximately 61 additional units are paral for in the Plan. Moreover, none of the
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properties involved abut the River, and all areatd in the CGA and Hydrogeologic Zone lli
(deep flow recharge). In Hydrogeologic Zone VE 8hallow flow system more likely to effect
water quality in the River and marine receiving@vat contains no such receiving areas.

The above noted receiving areas all result frorddazurrently zoned for 1 du/ac being
potentially developed, under the PBC Program,ddresity of 1 du/30,000 square feet. The most
significant groundwater contaminant of concernrésidential development is nitrogen. The
calculated nitrogen concentration in recharge fresidential areas developed at a density of 1
D.U./acre is 4 ppm, and for areas developed atl/R0,000 square feet, 6 ppm. It is fair to say
that the concentration of nitrogen in recharge feodevelopment density of 1 D.U./30,000
square feet would fall in this range, and wouldeptitilly increase nitrogen concentration in
recharge from these receiving areas by an increofatiout 1 ppm beyond that which would be
allowed under existing zoning.

This small increment, potentially available through use of a maximum of 61 PBCs within 1/2
mile of the entire Carmans River, is considerednd@mis. It is further noted that such impact,
if realized, would be more than mitigated by theation of the Core Preservation Area, wherein
significant tracts of land in the Carmans Riverevsied will be protected from development
(this was the case in the Peconic River wateraheted earlier).

As none of the receiving sites actually front orabut the River, the potential impacts from
stormwater run-off are assumed to be insignificathbwever, a number of important mitigation
measures have been incorporated into the Plan congempacts to surface waters associated
with stormwater run-off. These measures not ogligte to development in receiving areas, but
also to any future development in the CGA, as desdrin the following sections.

One additional mitigating measure related spedifica the Carmans River corridor is the Plan's
designation of two parcels along the River as €itResource Areas. The recommended
management technique for these 2 specific CrilReslource Areas is protection through PBC
allocation, to redirect development from the lat$udl fee acquisition. Upon completion of
either protective strategy, the potential assodiatermwater and groundwater impacts due to
currently permitted development would be avoided.

The following features of the Plan mitigate itseeffon surface waters, and in fact may mitigate
impacts of existing land uses as well:

Protected Lands Council and Law Enforcement Countihile the Plan provides for vast
protected open spaces, enforcement is requirealstare that illegal activities do not degrade
surface waters. These two Councils will bringalv enforcement and management agencies
together, providing for such benefits as crossitngl. Thus, the limited resources of each such
agency, when utilized in a coordinated fashion| pribvide far greater protection than is
currently achieved.

TDR Program: Receiving areas were chosen to aveias adjacent to surface waters and/or
containing or abutting wetlands and ponds.

Recreation: Numerous recommendations exist in &n&pof Volume 1 for limiting the impacts
of recreational activity on wetlands and ponds.

Existing Storm Drainage: The Plan recommendsdRating storm drainage systems which
impact surface waters should be retrofit with rdiheontrol structures or systems, when practical
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and feasible, to limit existing stormwater impactus, such activity would further mitigate any
potential impacts to surface waters associated thélPlan. Similar recommendations are also
included in Chapter 8, Volume 1.

Surface Water Studies: Chapter 8 provides recordatamms for specific, additional studies and
data collection which, if accomplished, could refithe current understanding of the natural
phenomena that affect individual ponds and wetlamdlse CPB. Such refinement may result in
discovery of new management techniques for enhgribgse pond and wetland systems.

10.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

The Standards and Guidelines in Chapter 5 of tae Rlquire that all stormwater be recharged,
and where practicable, this recharge must be en 3ihus, the potential for stormwater run-off
impacts to surface waters, including bays, riverestlands and ponds, is mitigated. Erosive
impacts are eliminated, and nutrient loadings,i@aerly phosphorus, are mitigated by forcing
recharge versus direct runoff.

The concern with nutrient loadings is further matigd by the Standards and Guidelines, as the
Plan provides for the use of natural swales andedsmpns, which would be vegetated, in favor
of constructed recharge basins. Such naturallgteéed recharge areas provide an opportunity
for nutrient uptake by plants prior to rechargstoirmwater.

For all surface waters, including ponds and wetatite Plan's Standards and Guidelines
provide for stringent buffer areas and setbackssistent with requirements posed by NYSDEC,
pursuant to the tidal wetlands regulations, fresbwaetland regulations, and the Wild, Scenic
and Recreational Rivers Act. The Plan further mtes local government with an opportunity to
increase setbacks as appropriate.

Many of the Plan's land use standards have theteffenitigating the potential contaminant
loading to groundwater associated with developm¥vihere the affected groundwaters
discharge to surface waters, these land use sténder important mitigating factors. Two such
standards involve the strict limitations on clegriar development in the CGA, and concurrent
limitation on the use of non-native (fertilized)getation, including turf, for landscaping. This
mitigation is considerable, given that no more th&#6 of any site may be placed into non-
native vegetation, or turf use. This compares wWiltio 50% turf for typical 1/2 acre or greater
residential lots on Long Island, where as muchrestalf of the total nitrogen recharged to
groundwater can be from fertilized turf.

The clearing standard mentioned above is equalbprant. By strictly limiting clearance, (see
Figure 5-1 in the Plan), and making such limitasianpart of the filed map for development,
broad, contiguous areas of native vegetation arsgoved (see Standards and Guidelines, Section
5.3.3.6). As noted earlier in these discussioiiggen in recharge to groundwater from such
areas is very low (see also Volume 2, Hydrology Afater Quality Overview).

Other mitigation measures included in the StandandsGuidelines in the Plan which address
potential impacts to surface waters associated sttihmwater discharge and/or groundwater
quality are listed below:

Soils: The Plan provides for limits on buildingfprints, building upon steep slopes, and
limiting potential erosion during and subsequentdostruction. This mitigates the potential
impacts of sedimentation in any potentially affelcseirface waters.
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Agriculture and Horticulture: Best Management Ecas (BMPs) for irrigation,
pesticide/herbicide use (including Integrated Résmtagement; IPM) and fertilization are
required under the Plan. This limits impacts tougidwater associated with these permitted
uses.

Coordinated design for open space management:PIEmenot only provides for clustering (to
limit disturbance of native vegetation), but furtipeovides for the linkage and management of
the open spaces thus created. In so doing, thertoity for illegal dumping, clearing, or other
activities which could effect ground and surfacdens diminished.

More protective nitrate goal: The Plan providesalggovernment with the opportunity to set a
goal of 2.5 ppm nitrate in recharge to groundwadgarotect surface water for projects near
ponds or wetlands in the Compatible Growth Are@wElver, no impacts to ponds or wetlands
are identified in the Plan or SDGEIS for which tgresundwater goal would be appropriate
mitigation. The Volume 2 discussions of Ponds Afetlands and the Hydrologic information in
Volume 2 and this SDGEIS indicate nitrogen in neistme ponds and wetlands is not a limiting
nutrient. Thus, in CGA ponds and wetlands whichreot pristine, such a goal has no separate
and distinct positive impact beyond that whichdkiaved by the other limitations on
development contained in the Plan. For marineaserivaters, however, nitrate is a limiting
nutrient, as identified in the impacts discussiarier in this section. However, as also
explained, the Plan and PBC program, as craftetiwaimout additional nitrogen limitations
beyond those provided elsewhere in the StandadiSardelines, will not increase nitrogen
loadings to marine surface waters, and for the Fied®iver, may even decrease loadings
association with existing Land Use.

10.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 aa Core Preservation Area

The mitigation and benefits to surface waters aqmmed by creation of a Core Preservation
Area are fully explored and analyzed in the prext®ns describing impacts to surface waters.

10.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

Where the Plan, through the PBC program provideadditional development densities, and
where such development is situated within the serta groundwatershed of a surface water
body, an incremental nutrient loading increasautthsurface water body may result. However,
where such potential impacts have been identiffepotential increases noted have been
mitigated and have been limited to that which wdwddcharacterized as de minimis.

10.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

None identified.
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11. Impacts on Cultural Resources
11.1 Impact on Core Preservation Area

The Central Pine Barrens Plan automatically pravidereased protection for cultural resources
in the Core Preservation Area because the CoreRet®n Area is essentially to be preserved
with the implementation of the Plan. With the exoen of statutory exemptions and future
hardship waivers, the existing cultural resourcethe Core will be preserved because the land
on which they are located will not be developed.

11.2 Impact on Non-Core Cultural Resources

The Central Pine Barrens Plan will have an ovératieficial impact on cultural resources in the
Compatible Growth Area. First, unlike other pastd use plans or initiatives, Volume Il of the
Plan provides a significant public education congdnn elevating the status of cultural
resources to that of other resources, such asgcal@r groundwater resources. The detailed
discussion of the general concept of cultural resssiprovided in the Plan helps to foster and
increase public awareness of the importance oethesources. Educating the public about the
importance of cultural resources will in itself detw greater protection for them because public
interest and concern will be generated in the dleomt, which will likely lead to public advocacy
for their protection in the long term.

Furthermore, Volume 2 also provides a site lisbhghany of the known historic resources in the
Central Pine Barrens, including the Compatible Ghowea. This identification process is
beneficial in that it will provide for additionauplic awareness of, and concern for, these
specific historic sites and will help to ensurettimare of these sites are preserved in the future,
as interested individuals advocate on their behalf.

Volume 2 also provides a synopsis of the myriadxs$ting programs and regulations which
have been developed for the protection of cultgsburces. Again, at a minimum, this
summary will provide for additional public awaresed the many regulatory and programmatic
tools for both fostering and actually implementauwtural resource preservation.

Further, this summary provides a starting placaléwelopers, cultural resource preservation
advocates and the general public to turn to foueng that existing regulations are being
adhered to in the CGA. The summary also represergsource in and of itself in that it
provides a listing and of initial contacts for cull resource preservation programs for those
interested in utilizing these programs for sitethim CGA.

Receiving areas located outside of the Central Bareens altogether will likely not receive the
additional protection contained in the Plan, sitheePlan does not provide specific
recommendations in its Standards and Guidelineth&se areas. These areas will not therefore
receive the public awareness conferred upon spesiiés within the Central Pine Barrens which
are mentioned in Volume 2. Although areas outthéeCentral Pine Barrens will still be
protected by existing cultural resources regulaiand programs, a potential increase in adverse
impacts may occur to cultural resources in thesasadue to the incremental increase in
development in turn induced by the transfer of toidal development credits.

11.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

It should also be noted that the Plan does notrdgiior hinder the existing powers of

SDGEIS Chapter 11: Impacts on Cultural Resources - Page 113



governmental agencies or their existing regulati@ggrding cultural resource preservation and
protection.

11.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

Guidelines in the section of the Plan entitled "Ciomated design for open space management"”
and "Scenic, historic and cultural resources” helmitigate potential impacts of the Plan on
cultural resources.

Guidelines in the Plan "Coordinated design for opgsice management” may allow for some
additional protection for cultural resources byamaging clustering away from any significant
cultural resources found on a development site.

Guidelines in the Plan regarding "Scenic, histand cultural resources" also provide protection
for cultural resources in the CGA because they teefpster and increase public awareness of
the importance of these resources and ultimatdbipadvocacy for their protection in the long
term. These Guidelines also strongly encouragepthtantial impacts to cultural resources be
considered in review of development and that appatgomitigation be initiated.

Volume 1, Chapter 5: Standards for Land Use aleuviges protection for cultural resources in
the CGA because, again like the Volume Il discussits mere presence helps to foster and
increase public awareness of the importance oethesources and ultimately public advocacy
for their protection in the long term.

This part of the Plan also strongly encouragespbtgntial impacts to cultural resources be
considered in review of development and that appatgmitigation be proposed. Overall, then,
the aforementioned parts of the Plan do providgfeater protection of cultural resources in the
CGA than currently exists.

It should be noted that although the CGA will hagelitional protection conferred by the Plan,
there is a potential for adverse impacts to cultesources because of increased development,
above and beyond that which could already occdyaad by the transfer of development
credits from the Core into the CGA. However, tleser the Plan comes to achieving its goal of
75% acquisition, the more this potential adverseceiwill be reduced, since the total quantity of
transferred development would be reduced.

11.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

Once the Plan is implemented, the Commission'swepowers are limited to certain discrete
categories of projects, namely development in toeeCDevelopments of Regional Significance,
projects within the CGA which do not conform to ®&ndards, projects in Critical Resource
Areas of the CGA and projects elevated to Commismeiew by petition of a Commissioner
and by majority vote of the Commission.

Cultural resources on any development within thee@o on any development of regional
significance would likely receive additional praiiea via the Commission's review powers
because the Commission would analyze potential etspaf the project on any significant
resources, including cultural. If a project falito one of the other categories, similar scrutiny
and protection would be afforded to cultural resesr but only if cultural resources are cited as
one of the reasons for a project's designationm@h & category. Overall, under the
Commission's review powers, impacts to culturabueses may not always be mitigated due to
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other needs but it is expected that an analysssici impacts can be provided for and weighed
against the need to protect other resources ooescmnomic factors associated with
development.

11.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 aa Core Preservation Area

As noted earlier, the Central Pine Barrens Planiges increased protection for cultural
resources in the Core because the Core is profospceservation. In general, the majority of
the existing cultural resources in the Core shbelgreserved because the land on which they
are located will not be developed.

11.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

No unavoidable unmitigated impacts are anticipaked result of the Plan. However, the Plan
may help to increase awareness of the significahcaltural resources and therefore will help to
ensure that more sites are surveyed for the pressraultural resources. This will ensure that
potential impacts to any newly-identified culturasources are mitigated.

The Plan may increase the potential for confli@sveen development and the cultural resources
in the CGA due to the transfer of increased uait®yve the level which could be currently
generated in the CGA. However, such potential ctgare not necessarily unavoidable or
unmitigated. This is due to the fact that oncéural resources have been identified on a
development site in the CGA, appropriate mitigatianst be considered.

11.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resource

This Plan may result in irretrievable commitmensofme cultural resources in the CGA as a
result of the increased densities allowed by PR fthe Core. A conscious decision may need
to be made in some future cases of developmentenhiural resources present on some
receiving sites may need to be sacrificed for thedgof other resources, such as ecological, on
the same site and to ensure preservation of specédas of the Core.
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12. Impacts on Scenic Resources
12.1 Impact of Plan Implementation on the Core Prgervation Area

In creating a 52,000 acre contiguous Core Presernvarea, the existing scenic resources of the
Core will be not be adversely impacted. Specifjcéhe Commission has adopted a long-term
goal of 75% acquisition of the "privately held, endloped and currently unprotected lands
within the Core Preservation Area." If this is @eplished, minimal, if any, deterioration of
scenic resources within the Core will occur duadgw development.

12.2 Non-Core Preservation Area Impacts on the Sce Resources of the Central Pine
Barrens Plan

One impact of the Plan upon scenic resources @autBelCore Preservation Area will be due to
greater density of development in residential areaslting from the transfer of PBCs. Absent
proper design criteria, new incremental developndemetto redemption of PBCs could impact
scenic resources. However, development generatsaant to the Plan only represents an
incremental increase, given that normal developmdéhbccurr in the areas affected by the Plan.
The associated impact of this increased densayldbe minimal. In fact, according to
Appendices 6 and 7, the clearings associated highricreased development will be actually be
less than that which would occur without the Plan

The analysis of this Plan examines the increadedtesf development directed away from the
Core Preservation Area. The efficacy of the PB@monent of the Plan rests upon an increased
in density or intensity in compact, orderly andceiént designs outside the Core Preservation
Area. More houses will be built on less land theauld be built based upon current zoning.

If PBCs are used to move commercial and/or indalstievelopment into the CGA at densities
equivalent to residential development, a similgpact would be observed. Woodland views or
agricultural vistas on vacant land could be impacte

12.3 Central Pine Barrens Plan Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are those activities which fp@yaken to reduce the impacts associated
with the Plan. Several mitigating measures arertt in the Plan namely the Standards and
Guidelines and Review Procedures. One mitigatieasure contained in the Plan is the 75%
acquisition policy. By purchasing large intactam®f the Core Preservation Area, scenic
resources would be preserved. Additionally, theclpase of these areas would reduce the
number of credits which could be transferred toGenpatible Growth area, thus reducing the
incremental development pressure on this areas Wbuld protect some scenic resources which
may otherwise be degraded. Mitigation measurekl@lso include the use of vegetative buffers
to mask development projects. By utilizing suchiedepment techniques the actual associated
clearings will be minimized. Furthermore, if atelwtural considerations and other design
criteria as found in Volume 2, Chapter 14, Designd8lines are utilized the character and sense
of place of communities will be fostered. In adxht through the use of PBC, development at
higher density can occur which will allow projeposisors the ability to create "village settings."

12.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

The following standards and guidelines will mitigaissociated impacts because they will
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encourage compact, orderly and efficient develogminch will preserve scenic resources to
the maximum extent possible.

Section 5.3.3.4 Wetlands Buffering of wetlands pnese their scenic
value. Development must be in compliangg
with applicable state or local acts or
ordinances.

Section 5.3.3.5 Recharge Basins Natural drainagesdgipns are more
attractive than excavated holes in the ground.

Section 5.3.3.5 Drainage Systems Ponds may onlydaged if they are to
accommodate stormwater runoff, not solel
for aesthetic purposes.

Section 5.3.3.6 Native Vegetation Subdivision anel designs should preser\.ﬂe
large blocks of unbroken pine barrens
vegetation.

Standard 5.3.3.6 Non-Native Vegetation Allows 15%-native vegetation to

provide transitional zones between native
vegetation and developed areas.

Section 5.3.3.7 Natural Heritage Plants anfl Preserves rare and endangered species tq| be
Animals viewed by current and future residents.
Appropriate state, county or local
government agency has jurisdiction.

Section 5.3.3.8 Soils Protects changes in gradeegrdean 15%
that can frame distant views.

Section 5.3.3.8 Soils Constrains construction oasgopes; in
swales, constrains cut and fill to enable th¢
preservation of the scenic value of natural
terrain.

Section 5.3.3.8.6 Retaining Walls Can be an attraaesign element on
slopes; more pleasant visually than erodec
slopes.

Section 5.3.3.9 Coordinated design for opgnVell designed cluster development not o?)k
space management preserves the scenic values attributed to open
space, but also enhances the visual
appearance of residential communities.

Section 5.3.3.9 Open Space Specifically protects gpace and visual
resources through a variety of legal
mechanisms.

Section 5.3.3.11 Scenic, Historic and Protection of trails will provide diverse

Cultural Resources opportunities for viewing scenic resources [at

all scales: up close, through breaks in
vegetation, across fields, from hilltops, etc
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Cultural Resources diverse opportunities for viewing scenic
resources at greater speeds as from a ve

Section 5.3.3.11 Scenic, Historic and Protection of scenic corridors will provide
cle
rather than on foot.

Section 5.3.3.11 Scenic, Historic and Sites of historical or cultural significance

Cultural Resources will be protected for their scenic qualities i
addition to their inherent community valueg.

Section 5.3.3.11 Scenic, Historic and Degraded scenery can be improved throu

Cultural Resources creative use of buffers.

Section 5.3.3.11 Scenic, Historic and Creative use of buffers can enhance quali

Cultural Resources views and screen degraded landscapes.

12.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

Commissioner's review powers can mitigate impacis fnon-conforming development,
developments of regional significance, developmtitiin CRAS, and by asserting jurisdiction
in certain instances provided by the law. Onlysthactivities which are nondevelopment as
defined by E.C.L. 57, grandfathered by E.C.L. 56jgxrts which receive a hardship exemption
based on a finding of extraordinary hardship or geling public need from the Commission or
are within the road front exemption can occur i @ore.

Where applications fall within the above categqriee Commission has broadly defined review
powers to mitigate impacts on scenic resourceseré/applications meet all the land-use
standards, adherence to those standards, as pigvimscribed, will mitigate impacts on visual
resources. Inthese instances the Commissioruisdoby the Plan to encourage compact,
orderly and efficient development. Care in desigrany development will mitigate adverse
visual impacts. Adherence to basic, accepted atdsf good design will largely mitigate
adverse impacts on scenic resources.

12.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 Cag Preservation Area

Creation of the Core Preservation Area, and thepeblyibiting or redirecting development from
it, preserves its visual resources. In additign¢ieating the third largest forest preserve in the
state, additional opportunities for trails and othassive recreational activities are increased.
The preservation of the Core from the pressuregweélopment will enhance those existing
scenic resources. Potential scenic resources bxistintil they are quantified and qualified they
are difficult to analyze. However, it is a safewsption that the creation of the Core will create
numerous additional opportunities for the publidiecover and enjoy these resources in the
future.

12.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

If the Plan is followed there should be no longuadable term unmitigated impacts.
12.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Scenic Resources

Open spaces in the CGA may be diminished due tiawlal incremental development density.
Notwithstanding the above, present visual resounckt$e encroached upon due to existing
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development pressures unaffected by the Plan'siadop
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13. Impacts on Open Spaces

The impact of the implementation of the CentraleBiBarrens Plan on open spaces will be
examined in this section. Chapter 8 of Volume Rilevdevoted to scenic resources, also discuss
open spaces which are scenic resources. Theréifere,is an interplay between an analysis of
impacts on scenic resources and impacts on opeespa

Defining the term "open spaces" is problematicegithe subjective nature of the topic.
However, the results of a New Jersey Pinelandsguesveal that "landscapes with surface
water, undisturbed forests and scenes showing slegitees of human impact were found to be
preferable over suburban, commercial excavatedharwise extensively disturbed landscapes.”
(Chapter 8.2, Volume 2) The Plan's impact on @lewing three segments can be analyzed.
The segments are:

Natural Open Spaces. Included in this category would be wooded orshdandscapes, with
minimal to no presence of man-made elements.

Maintained Open Spaces: This consists of low density residential/reci@al development and
is characterized by low ground cover and/or a fenalktrees.

Developed Open Spaces: Open spaces associated with some form of deredopsuch as a
cemetery, golf-course, or power line right-of-walheir distinguishing characteristic is that they
are perceived as developed areas, but may exbibi sompatibility with the environment.

13.1 Impact of Plan on Core Preservation Area

Implementation of the Plan will result in the cieatof the 52,000 Core Preservation Area,
where new development is to be prohibited or retiad: By creating this vast contiguous
preserve, large open spaces will be preserved amnttaimed in perpetuity. This, coupled with
the long term 75% acquisition goal of private vadaare area land, will ensure that the open
spaces are preserved. Although the Plan prolobitsdirects development from the Core to
areas outside the Core, certain minimal amounewélbpment will occur, given the existence of
grandfathered projects and projects which quatifystatutory exemptions.

13.2 Non-Core Preservation Impact

The Plan's implementation will have a negligiblgoant on open spaces, given the normal
development patterns currently existing within thaseas. The Plan will allow incremental
increased intensity of development. RedemptioRiné Barrens Credits will enable developers
to increase the density and intensity of develogrrearder to have a greater percentage of open
spaces unspoiled. Absent the Plan, the same dtdreweveloped albeit not at the higher
density and intensity without the open space erdrapat.

13.3 Central Pine Barrens Plan Mitigation Measures

The Plan includes mitigation measures containederStandards and Guidelines, and Review
Procedures Section. A further mitigation meastith® Plan is the Commission policy calling

for the acquisition of 75% of the remaining privatacant land within the Core Preservation
Area. This mitigates the Plan in two ways: Fibstpurchasing the land the existing open spaces
thereon are preserved. Additionally, by acquitaryd within the Core Preservation Area the
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number of credits to be transferred from the Cemeduced. This would lessen the number of
PBC induced units to be built in the Non-Core Aredsich preserves open spaces.
Furthermore, mitigation measures not enumerateamihe Plan, but in common practice
include the use of vegetative masks during a cocstn program. In addition, the Plan does not
usurp the existing powers of governmental agennoiéiseir existing regulations regarding open
space management, preservation, or protection.

13.3.1 Mitigating Effect of the Standards and Guidlines

By characterizing each open space by its affe@sdurces, potential impacts can be analyzed
and mitigated according to the applicable StandandsGuidelines, or local legislative controls.

Natural Open Spaces \

Section 5.3.3.9 Guidelines for the compact, ordanig

efficient development, with emphasis on
clustering or legal remedies to maintain th@se
natural areas to their fullest extent.

Section 5.3.3.11 Guidelines providing protective sugas for
sites with cultural significance. Several
examples are enumerated such as use of
buffers as well as criteria for man-made
structures.

Section 5.3.3.11 and others Guidelines provideHergrotection of the
visual resource such as scenic vistas, with
restrictions on land clearing and provisionfﬂe
for buffers. Local jurisdictions have ultima
authority to make these determinations.

Section 5.3.3.6 Standards detailing site clearaesteictions
of vegetation, provisions for clustering to
preserve native vegetation and restrictionf‘ on

amounts of na_tural on-site native and non
native vegetation

Maintained Open Spaces: \

Section 5.3.3.8 These guidelines sites in slopeasasnd if
followed, would mitigate soil disturbance
impacts.
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Section 5.3.3.11 Guidelines detailing protection soees
designed to prevent impairment of cultura
resources, as well as measures to limit
clearing and maintain standards consisten
with the area character.

Section 5.3.3.11 Guidelines provide for the protecof the
visual resource, such as agriculture lands,
with restrictions on land clearing and
provisions for buffers. Local jurisdictions
have ultimate authority to make these
determinations.

Section 5.3.3.6 Land clearing Standards relatebdease
and clearance of native and non-native
vegetation.

Developed Open Spaces “

Section 5.3.3.9 Guidelines for the compact, ordanig

efficient development. Emphasis in
clustering and/or other legal remedies to
protect and enhance open spaces.

Section 5.3.3.9 and 5.3.3.11 Guidelines detailirggmtion measures
designed to prevent the impairment of
cultural resources, as well as measures to
limit clearing and maintain standards
consistent with the area character.

Section 5.3.3.8 Standards and Guidelines to control
stormwater runoff and protect against run
and soil erosion.

Section 5.3.3.9 Standards limiting vegetation cleeggor
example: roads, building sites and drainage
structures. Use of clustering.

Section 5.3.3.8 Guidelines for disturbance of sseped
soils; erosion and sediment control.

13.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

Volume 1, Chapter 4 describes project review powdrieh mitigate the impact upon open
spaces. These include review of nonconforming ldgweent of projects within the CGA in
order to foster compact, orderly and efficient depment; jurisdiction to determine whether an
impact has regional significance; ability of then@aission to review proposals within the
Compatible Growth Area to further insure compaatedy and efficient development; and,
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limited authority over Critical Resource Area pife
13.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 Cag Preservation Area

The overall adverse impacts for each "open spatetjory are mitigated by the creation of the
Core Preservation Area, the third largest foress@rve in New York State. The net effect is to
preserve vast areas of open spaces and to ensurpdlipetual maintenance by operation of the
Plan. (See Chapter 7, Public Lands Managemertt¢ ifcremental increase in density or
intensity in areas which will be developed regasslef adoption and implementation of the Plan,
is offset by the creation of the contiguous CoresBrvation Area. Additionally, the Plan,
through its management program, will maintain thegsen areas.

13.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

There will be an incremental loss of open spadbeémon-Core areas due to development.
However, these losses would occur without the Blanto the existing development pressures
on these resources. If the Plan is followed, tisbieuld be no long term adverse affects, as the
losses are mitigated the presence and confromatitie Core Preservation Area.

13.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

There will be an irretrievable commitment of opgaaes if these areas in the non-Core areas are
developed.
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14. Impacts on Current Demographic Patterns

Sections 9.2 through 9.5 of Volume 2 of the Platuass historic and current demographic
patterns in the Central Pine Barrens. As stategation 9.2.1 of Volume 2 of the Plan, an
analysis of 1990 Census data revealed that witldrCtompatible Growth Area the population
was 47,392 in Brookhaven, 957 in Riverhead, and&if Southampton, for a total CGA
population of 53,295. Existing population in ther€ Preservation Area was much smaller,
totalling just 3,912 (2,327 in Brookhaven, 346 ind&head and 1,239 in Southampton).

Population growth in the entire Pine Barrens hanlseibstantial during the past 30 years. Its
total population increased by 85% during the 19@0sther 85% in the 1970s, and 33% during
the 1980s. The Pine Barrens population growthsiaeed somewhat during the 1990s,
according to 1993 LILCO population estimates, baswignificant nevertheless.
Correspondingly, population density has been irstngarapidly in the Central Pine Barrens, as
have the number of housing units.

Population density in the Core stood at 48 perpensquare mile in 1990. This figure is
dwarfed by the population density in the CGA (7&rgons per square mile), and by the density
for the entire town of Brookhaven (including thatpof the town in the Pine Barrens) of 1,573
persons per square mile.

Of the 29 multi-unit housing complexes existinghe Pine Barrens (which comprise almost half
of all Pine Barrens housing units), only one compéelocated in the Core. Few of the housing
units in the Central Pine Barrens are seasonas,uanid housing values in the Pine Barrens are
somewhat lower than housing values outside the dremme levels of Pine Barrens residents
were found to be 14% lower than income of all Slkffoounty residents, according to the
analysis of 1990 Census data.

14.1 Impact on the Demographics of the Core Presation Area

Adoption of the Plan will not significantly affeekisting demographic characteristics of the Core
Preservation Area. Uses currently existing willgeemitted to remain, and a very small number
of additional residential units will be added testhrea.

The actual number of residential units that willabdewed to be built is very limited due to the
development criteria imposed under the Plan. Tmehber of housing units and persons will be
significantly less than that estimated for unitslemthe full build-out scenario for the Core area.
The table "Maximum Potential Residential Units Bare Area" contains data on the number of
additional housing units that could be built in here Preservation Area. (Appendix 1).

In Brookhaven, 2,583 residential units could bdtlhunder existing conditions, in Riverhead that
figure is 564 units, and in Southampton 770 umaisa total of 3,917 units. For the most part,
implementation of the Plan will result in thesetamiot being built in the Core. Based on LILCO
1994 population estimates, there were an estinfatedersons per household in the three Pine
Barrens towns. Therefore, at 2.9 persons per holgethe effect of the Plan on the Core is to
reduce future population expected in the Core B9T persons in Brookhaven, 1,636 persons in
Riverhead, and 2,233 persons in Southampton, deceease in saturation population in the Core
of 11,360 persons. (Appendix 1).

14.2 Non-Core Impacts
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Adoption of the Plan will not significantly affeekisting demographic characteristics or trends
within the Compatible Growth Area. Uses curreetlysting will be permitted to remain. Future
uses, for the most part, have already been setibiyreg zoning within each individual town.
Population will continue to increase as land wittiia CGA is developed with additional
residential units. Outside the receiving areas Rlan will not increase the number of housing
units (and therefore population) within the CGA o&ad above the increase which is expected
to come from development under existing zoning.

Pine Barrens Credits generated from within the @Goea of each town are to be transferred to
receiving areas within that town, and generally nalt be transferred to receiving areas in other
towns. The receiving areas for each town are éataither within or outside the CGA. Each
Pine Barrens Credit could be used for increasiegitimber of residential housing units per acre
or additional square footage for commercial andigtidal purposes. In the Town of Riverhead,
no credits will be redeemed for residential units Brookhaven and Southampton, it is expected
that credits will be used predominantly for resigErhousing units.

If lands currently available for residential deym@ieent are removed from potential development
due to the Acquisition Policy recommended by trenPthen potential future population
increases in each town where acquisition occulsb&ilimited, since the PBCs generated by
those lands will not be used for development.his way, the current pattern of population
increase may slow and future saturation populatitiroe lower as a result of the Plan's
recommendations for acquisition of land.

Upon implementation of the Plan, future populagpowth would be redirected from the Core
and transferred to receiving areas outside the ooeigh the use of Pine Barrens Credits. The
Plan would therefore redirect population densityrfrthe Core to areas outside the Core.
Population increases can be mitigated through attopns in the Core Preservation Area and by
the use of PBCs for nonresidential purposes. Hewekie Plan will result in a net reduction in
the total population of both areas taken together.

Population differences will occur in each Pine Bag town because of each town's different
plan for the use of Pine Barrens credits. In thei of Riverhead, since no Pine Barrens credits
transferred from the Core will become residentrats) the effect of the Plan is to reduce to zero
the number of potential additional housing unitt tirould be built in receiving areas outside the
Core. In Southampton, the number of credits temnsdl out of the Core will equal the total
number of units that will potentially be developadeceiving areas outside the Core. In
Brookhaven, the number of potential units to bdtluithe Core translates into fewer total units
shifted to areas outside the Core. Therefore,usecaf the Plan, the overall eventual total
number of housing units generated within the towilisbe lower than that under existing

zoning.

The Plan will result in substantially fewer totalits to be built in the Town of Brookhaven when
compared to the current "transfer” program desdribeSection 85-388 of the Brookhaven Town
Code. Under that program, a person with land zén&esidence 5 or A Residence 10 may
transfer the number if units that could have bagh bnder the parcel's previous zoning. The
maximum number of residential units that couldra@dferred under this program is estimated to
be 4,658. (See Appendix 1).

Based on data contained in the table "Maximum RiatieResidential Units For Core Area," the
number of additional housing units which may beresded to receiving areas due to Pine
Barrens Credits is 1,650 in the Town of Brookhawem the Town of Riverhead, and 770 in the
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Town of Southampton, for a total of 2,420 resid@ninits. (See Appendix 1).

The Plan would have maximum impact on current deapdgc patterns outside the Core of the
three towns if all credits were used for residdmqtiaposes in Brookhaven and Southampton.
However, not all Pine Barrens Credits will neceibsae used for residential units. Additionally,
governmental acquisition of land in the Core widlaareduce the number of Pine Barrens credits
available, thereby reducing potential intensificatof development above zoning in receiving
areas. In addition, Pine Barrens Credits will bedufor development gradually over a period of
years and some Pine Barrens Credits may neverdak tereby reducing the demographic
impact of the Plan.

The following table indicates the number of housings shifted outside the Core based on the
potential range of utilization of Pine Barrens Gigdbr residential units in Brookhaven and
Southampton.

ADDITIONAL HOUSING UNITS REDIRECTED FROM THE CORE

% Utilization of Pine Barrens TOTAL
Credits For Residential Units | Brookhaven Southampton
0% 0 0 0
25% 413 193 606
50% 825 385 1,210
75% 1,238 578 1,816
100% 1,650 770 2,420

If all Pine Barrens Credits are redeemed, themtA@imum number of units to be redirected
outside the Core because of the Plan would be 2, ¥#@en Core area and receiving areas are
considered together the Plan will result in a eduction in housing units of approximately
1,497 units, assuming all Pine Barrens CreditsrooBhaven and Southampton are utilized for
residential development in receiving areas. Tédkiction in residential units will be greater if
acquisitions of Core Preservation Area propertyuczor if the PBCs are redeemed for non-
residential uses.

According to Chapter 3 of Volume 1 of the Plan, litneg-range goal of the Plan is for 75% of
the privately held, undeveloped and currently utgmi@d land within the Core to be protected
through land acquisition. If 75% of private undeyped land in the Core is acquired, then 25%
of that land would be left for development. Theref under the 75% acquisition strategy, only
roughly 25% of the Pine Barrens credits will adyk used for residential units in Brookhaven
and Southampton. Using the table above, the reguiet demographic effect of such a policy
would be redirecting 605 housing units outsideGloee in Brookhaven and Southampton towns.

Based on LILCO 1994 population estimates, thereevaarestimated 2.9 persons per household
in the three Pine Barrens towns. The followinddahows the expected population shift that
will occur in each town to areas outside the Coea decause of the Pine Barrens Credit
program, for various percentage utilizations of¢hedits for residential purposes.
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POPULATION REDIRECTED FROM THE CORE

% Utilization of Pine Barrens
Credits For Residential Units| Brookhaven Southampton TOTAL
0% 0 0 0
25% 1,198 560 1,758
50% 2,393 1,117 3,510
75% 3,590 1,676 5,266
100% 4,785 2,233 7,018

The potential additional population redirected mégshe Core in Riverhead due to the Plan is
zero. In Brookhaven the maximum potential rededqtopulation is estimated to be 4,785 and
in Southampton, 2,233 for a total of 7,018 addaiqrersons in the receiving areas. However, if
75% of the credits are removed from potential seugh acquisition, then a maximum of only
1,758 additional persons can be expected to beertdd to areas outside the Core in
Brookhaven and Southampton because of the Pldhedable above shows.

The following table shows the expected additioreatpntage population increase that will occur

in each town outside the Core area because ofitleeBrrens Credit program, for various
percentage utilizations of the credits for resigdmurposes.

% INCREASE IN POPULATION REDIRECTED FROM THE CORE

% Utilization of Pine Barrens
Credits For Residential Units | Brookhaven Southampton
0% 0% 0%
25% 0.3% 1.2%
50% 0.5% 2.4%
75% 0.8% 3.5%
100% 1.1% 4.7%

When the Core area and the receiving areas arédeoad together the Plan will result in a net
reduction in population of approximately 4,341 pais assuming all PBCs in Brookhaven and
Southampton are utilized for residential developmemeceiving areas. The reduction in net
population will be greater if acquisition of priedy owned vacant land in the Core Preservation
Area occurs or if PBCs are redeemed for non-resi@larses.

14.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

Since the Plan will result in a net regional deseea future population growth, no mitigation is
required on a regional basis. However, some Ipedlimpacts may result in greater future
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population growth. The Commission has set a pafgcquisition of 75% of the private vacant
land within the Core Preservation Area. The puatiquisition of the fee interest in Core area
property may decrease the total number of PBCscthdtl be utilized in receiving areas, thus
mitigating potential future population growth ircldized areas. An alternative mitigation
measure of potential future population growth icalized areas is to establish uses for PBCs in
receiving areas for nonresidential developmentiodigh this method, the Town of Riverhead
has mitigated all potential localized populatiorpants.

14.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 Cag Preservation Area

The mitigating effect of the creation of the Coredervation Area is twofold. First, as the
acquisition goal of 75% of private undeveloped lantthin the Core Preservation Area is
approached, the corresponding number of transierRBCs is reduced. This reduces the
number of people which can be anticipated in tiea.aiSecondly, as the Core Preservation Area
is protected by the transfer of PBCs to Non-Coeasycompact, efficient and orderly
development will occur.

14.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

None on a regional basis given the redirectionopiytation from the Core. However, there may
be a localized increase in population in the noneGueas attributable to PBC generated
development.

14.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

The irretrievable commitment of resources whicH afiltect the demographics of the Central
Pine Barrens area is the Core Preservation Araasatgn policy. As private vacant land in the
Core is purchased by public entities or not-forfigpthe amount of development is reduced.
This, in turn, reduces any anticipated demograjptuiease because the units supporting the
people will not be built.
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15. Impacts on Sewage Infrastructure

This section analyyzes the impacts of the Plarfdamentation on existing sewage treatment
facilities in the Central Pine Barrens area. Teat@l Pine Barrens Plan recommends an
amendment to the Suffolk County Sanitary Code Agtcto increase the permitted densities and
double the allowable sewage flow, from 300 gallpasday to 600 gallons per day per 40,000
square feet (SF) for parcels in the specific PB&ikeng areas located in Groundwater
Management Zone lll. Based on above, the PBCvegeareas have the ability to
accommodate the full transfer with only the neediw-site septic/cesspool disposal systems
instead of community sewerage systems. If Arficie not amended as proposed, build-out lots
on less than 40,000 SF in Groundwater Managemamd Hbwill require community sewerage
system(s) to accommodate the additional sewagedtwverated from parcels utilized in the Pine
Barrens PBC Receiving Areas.

15.1 Impact on the Core Preservation Area
15.1.1 Impact on Town of Brookhaven's Core Preseation Area

There is no impact on sewage treatment infrastregtuthe Core Preservation Area in the Town
of Brookhaven because the Plan redirects or prighilgiw development from occurring within
the Core. Therefore the Plan has little to ncatigg impact on the Core. Furthermore, absent
implementation of the Plan, up to 2,583 units cdagduilt in the Core Preservation Area. In
order to comply with the provisions of the Suff@kunty Sanitary Code, those nonconforming
lots would need to utilize a sewage treatment pldius, absent the Plan sewage treatment
infrastructure could be affected. (See Appendix 1)

15.1.2 Impact on Town of Riverhead's Core Presertian Area

The Plan has little to no detrimental effect on@wge Preservation Area of the Town of
Riverhead. In fact, the implementation of the Rialhresult in a positive impact, namely the
creation of the Core Preservation Area. In thesBrve, new development will be prohibited or
redirected to the non-Core areas. However, withoeiPlan, 564 residential units could be built
in this deep aquifer recharge area. Thereforentipact of the Plan on the Core is beneficial.
(See Appendix 1).

15.1.3 Impact on Town of Southampton's Core Preseation Area

The implementation of the Plan will create the GBreservation Area in which development is
either prohibited or redirected to the non-CoreaareAbsent the Plan, up to 770 units could be
built in the Town of Southampton's Core Preservaeficea. However, under the Plan's
provisions these units will be transferred to nareCareas. Therefore, the Plan's impacts on the
Core will be beneficial. (See Appendix 1).

15.2 Impact on Non-Core Areas

The proposed receiving areas utilized in the PBfg@am located outside the Core are also
within Groundwater Management Zones lll and VI.eT®ine Barrens Plan recommends an
amendment to Suffolk County Sanitary Code Articl®e éhcrease the permitted densities and
double the allowable sewage flow from 300 galloesgay to 600 gallons per day per 40,000
square feet (SF) for parcels utilized in the spe&BC receiving areas located in Groundwater
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Management Zone lll. Parcels located in GroundwdiEnagement Zone VI will maintain the
current allowable sewage flow of 300 gallons pserpler 40,000 SF.

Based on the above, the PBC receiving areas forZate Ill and Zone VI have the ability to
accommodate the full areas of transfer with oné/riked for on-site septic/cesspool disposal
systems instead of community sewerage systemgjased for Zone lll. Absent the Article 6
amendment, build-out on lots less than 40,000 SErgundwater Management Zone 111 will
require community sewerage treatment system(sydoramodate the additional sewage flow
generated from parcels utilized in the Pine BarfBE receiving areas. Thus, there is no
potential impact of the Plan on the existing sewag@ment infrastructure.

15.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

The Plan contains several measures to mitigatenglementation effect. For example, the 75%
acquisition policy, which calls for the purchasegaf/ate vacant developable land in the Core
Preservation Area, will reduce the number of ceedéding transferred from the Core. As noted,
absent the PBC program additional units could bk inuthe Core Preservation Area, overlying
the deep aquifer recharge areas.

Additionally, the Plan's Standards require thatlalfelopment proposals subject to Article 6 of
the Suffolk County Sanitary Code meet all applieaieiquirements of the Suffolk County
Department of Health Services. This ensures titr@te-nitrogen emanating from a site would
not contravene the State of New York's drinkingexatandard.

15.4 Mitigating Effect of the Creation of a 52,00@ore Preservation Area

The Core Preservation Area was delineated to enassiihe deep aquifer recharge areas. One
of the stated goals of the statute is to presdr@eviater quality of this region. Therefore, the
Plan mitigates the impact on sewage treatmentdtifreture in that it prohibits or redirects
development in these areas which if otherwise coatdir may have required the use of a
sewage treatment facility.

15.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

The impact of the Plan is no greater than the iegstondition since no new sewage treatment
plants have to be built and the existing sewagsrrent infrastructure is not impacted. Thus,
there are no unavoidable, unmitigated impacts @Rlan on the existing sewage treatment
infrastructure.

15.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources
The impact of the Plan is no greater than the iegstondition since no new sewage treatment

plants have to be built and the existing sewagsrrent infrastructure is not impacted. Thus,
there are no irretrievable commitments of the exgssewage treatment infrastructure.
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16. Impacts on Transportation Infrastructure
16.1 Impact of Implementation of the Plan on the Gre Preservation Area
16.1.1 Town of Brookhaven's Core Preservation Area

The implementation of the Central Pine Barrens Rldlrcreate a 52,000 acre Core Preservation
Area where new development will be directed or foiddd (with a few statutory exceptions).
However, absent the Plan, 2,583 residential uoitdocbe built in the Core under existing
conditions. The associated vehicle trips generfaited these units could impact the existing
transportation infrastructure in the Core. (Seeémlix 1).

16.1.2 Town of Riverhead's Core Preservation Area

Implementation of the Plan will have no adverseantmn the current transportation
infrastructure in the Core Preservation Area. Plan both creates the Core and prohibits or
redirects development from it. Under existing atods, that is, in the absence of the Plan, 564
residential units could be built in the Core. Tdnasits are converted into potential commercial
development to be sited at the identified areasidetof the Core. Therefore, since no new
development will occur in the Core (although depetent based on statutory exemptions may
occur in the Core) there should be no increasemathds on the existing infrastructure. (See
Appendix 1).

16.1.3 Town of Southampton's Core Preservation Aee

The implementation of the Central Pine Barrens Rléircreate the Core Preservation Area. In
this area, new development is either prohibitecedirected through the PBC program to areas
outside the Core. According to the Plan's provisj&@70 residential units will be transferred
from the Core to identified receiving areas in Tlosvn of Southampton. Under existing
conditions, these units could be built in the Ctinereby taxing the existing transportation
infrastructure. Under the Plan, the vehicle tgpserated by these residential units will be
redirected to the non-Core areas. Therefore tipaanof the Plan on the Core transportation
infrastructure is beneficial. (See Appendix 1).

16.2 Non-Core Impacts
16.2.1 Town of Brookhaven

The Pine Barrens Plan recommends that the arearef i1 (as defined by the Suffolk County
Sanitary Code, Article 6, Groundwater Managememtes), outside of the Core Preservation
Area contain the receiving districts for the 1,650e Barrens Credits available from
Brookhaven's portion of the Core Preservation Area.accommodate this additional
development, the plan could permit a doubling efrtkmber of permissible single-family
residential lots in areas zoned "Al" and "A2". digh this zoning change, Brookhaven would
provide a possible 4,456 sites to absorb the 1¢éédits transferred from the Core. coming out
of the Core Preservation Area. This worst caseae® the doubling of density, was analyzed
for the purposes of this document. In analyzirgpbtential impacts of this plan, two points
must be considered. (Appendix 1).

The first is the impact to the Town's overall roagvgystem and the second is the impact of the
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development of a specific site on the roadways idiately adjoining it.

In the first case, it is the opinion of Suffolk Gay Department of Public Works (SCDPW) that
the Town of Brookhaven's overall highway system easily service the additional vehicle trips
that 1,650 new homes would generate. This detatioimis made based upon SCDPW
analysis.

The methodology utilized was to analyze all potreligible potential receiving lots. Then the
maximum potential buildout of each lot was detemdinmaking this a worst case analysis.
Then, the anticipated vehicle trips per unit waeined. Finally, the impacts associated with
these anticipated trips were assessed with regp#oe existing transportation infrastructure.
This resulted in the conclusion that the incremlentaease in vehicle trips would have
inconsequential impacts on overall transportatidrastructure. However, ingress, egress, and
access to existing roadways from new developmeatsavould be project specific
determinations and therefore could not be direassessed in this analysis.
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The second analysis, which studies site-speciffgairts, is too detailed for a generic impact
statement. However, SCDPW has the following recemutations.

1. The development of the "A1" properties listetblv, which are large parcels,
and those immediately adjacent should be prediaateaitraffic impact study that
includes the parcel in question as well as thoseadiately adjacent to it. If this
is not possible, then the parcel's development kmould be capped at the Town-
recommended limits of existing zoning.

SECTION BLOCK LOT
434 2 6.001
128 1 16
213 8 39
238.2 1 5.001
242 1 1.001
120 4 1.001
118 3 3.002
127 1 4

504 1 1.001
104 2 21.001
495 5 3

2. All other areas of "Al1" and "A2" zoning may teeveloped as recommended in
the plan. SCDPW staff has determined that theemental increased number of
vehicle trips generated by the proposed plan, pssgal to the existing zoning, is
not significant. However, the Town of Brookhavéwsld exercise the right to
require a traffic impact analysis for any parcelahithe Town believes may have
a significant negative impact on the adjoining regstem.

16.2.2 Town of Riverhead

The land designated by the Town of Riverhead ase'Barrens Receiving Area" is located in
two areas immediately adjacent to NYS Route 2hénicinity of the Long Island Expressway
interchange. The receiving district is broken itvto areas. Area A is 1,222 acres of light-
industry "A" zoned property bordered on the nogiNY'S Route 25, west by the Grumman
Property and south and east by the Long IslanddSspray. Similarly, Area B is 373 acres of
light-industry "A" zoned property bordered on trerth by County Road 58, Old Country Road,
south by NYS Route 25, west by the Long Island Eggway and east by privately owned lands.

Given the restrictions imposed by Article 7 of B@nitary Code, it has been assumed that the
permissible square feet of building footprint viaé equal to 15% of the available lot. Gross lot
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size has been reduced by 10% to accommodate mftaste improvements (road networks,
recharge basins, etc.). Table A below presentsdbare feet of property available for building
construction in Areas A and B.

TABLE A: EXISTING ZONING BUILD-OUT

Area | Area ll Total
Gross Area 1,220 306 1,506
Available (Ac)
10% Reduction for 120 31 251
Infrastructure (Ac)
Net Area Available | 1,100 275 1,375
(Ac)
15% Build-out (Ac) 165 41 206
Build-out in 7,200 1,800 9,000
Thousand Square
Feet

The proposed Pine Barrens Plan will permit a dagpdif the permissible building square
footage on 268 acres of the 1,506 available imr¢heiving districts. When reduced by 10% for
infrastructure, this 268 acres becomes 241 actesviadable for additional development. For
the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed thatdditional permissible development will
occur in proportion to the overall size of the ety area. In other words, since Area A
comprises 81% of the total area in the receivistyidt, then it will receive 81% of the increased
permissible development (195 acres) and likewi$é & Area B (46 acres). Table B shows the
effect of the additional development.
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TABLE B: PINE BARRENS PLAN PROPOSED BUILD-OUT

Area | Area ll Total
Gross Area 1,220 306 1,526
Available
10% Reduction for 120 31 151
Infrastructure (Ac)
Net Area Available | 1,100 275 1,375
(Ac)
Area Available for 905 229 1,134
15% Build-out
Area Available for 195 46 241
30% Build-out
15% Build-out (Ac) 136 4 140
30% Build-out (Ac) 58 14 72
Total Build-out in 8,460 2,100 10,560
Thousand Square
Feet

Given the information in Table B and in conjunctiith the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE)
Trip Generation Handbook (5th Edition), the estidatumber of vehicle trips can be
determined for the two receiving areas.

TABLE C: ESTIMATED NUMBER OF VEHICLE TRIPS

Area | Area ll Total
Peak Hour Trips 10,100 2,400 12,500
Produced under
Existing Zoning
Peak Hour Trips 11,900 2,860 14,760
Produced under
Pine Barrens Plan
Incremental 1,800 460 2,200
Difference

As Table "C" demonstrates, the Pine Barrens Plamtein 18% increase in the evening peak
hour traffic volumes generated by the receivingsreThis analysis assumes that of the
additional 1,800 VPH generated by Area |, 60% wtfilize Edwards Avenue. Therefore, in
order to accommodate this additional 1,100 VPHaddhtional lane for each direction will be
required on Edwards Avenue if the PBC receivingsiae fully developed. The remaining
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incremental traffic can be absorbed into futurerovpments necessitated by the existing zoning
build-out.

16.2.3 Town of Southampton

The Pine Barrens Plan has designated ten recaiistrgcts within the Town of Southampton.
They are designated A, B, C, D, D1, D2, E, J, 2&n¢h total, these receiving districts have an
existing zoning build-out of 179 single family unitUnder the Pine Barrens Plan, 945 additional
single-family units could be accommodated withiesi districts utilizing the maximum density
scenario. Consequently, this section will analymeincremental impact of the 945 single-family
units on the Town's roadway system.

For the purposes of this analysis, the receivistridis will be grouped by geographic proximity
in order to best determine their impact. Generd#lig the opinion of SCDPW that the existing
road system of the Town of Southampton will be ableandle the relatively minor impact that
730 units will cause. However, a more careful@avof their impact to those roads immediately
adjacent to the receiving districts is warranted.

GROUP | - Receiving Districts A, B, C, D, D1, ab@

These districts are located in the southwestemezaf the Town and are bordered on the south
by Old Country Road. Under existing zoning regalat, only 73 units could be built in this
group of receiving districts. The proposed plamuldgermit an additional 652 units, for a total
of 725. The construction of 725 new homes alomg@pmately 2-3/4 miles of Old Country
Road will have an impact on traffic flow during theak hours.

GROUP Il - Receiving District E

This group is comprised of receiving district E athis located in the northwestern part of the
Town near the Hamlet of Riverhead. Current zomwogld permit the building of 38 homes in
the acreage provided. The proposed plan wouldval®0 attached units. This could have a
minor impact on Old Quogue Road, NYS Route 24, Rigad-Hampton Bays Road or Ludlam
Avenue, which serve this area.

Group Il - Receiving Districts J, 2 and 3

Receiving areas J, 2 and 3 are located in Hampé&ys.BArea J is situated north of Montauk
Highway just west of its intersection with NYS Re@4. Area 2 is located north of Montauk
Highway just west of Squiretown Road and arealBdated north of Sunrise Highway and south
of Old Riverhead Road east of NYS Route 24. Quirzening would permit 18 units in area 2
and 26 units in area 3. The Plan would allow theetbpment of 2 and 3 to be four units per
acre, hence increasing the number of units frorto45. Area J under current zoning, would
yield 28 units with a permitted increase to 58.efehis presently some congestion on County
Road 80, Montauk Highway, between NYS Route 24Rmuaquogue Avenue. However,
SCDPW has determined that the proposed developohémwea J, taking access from
Squiretown Road and Old Riverhead Road, would restly exacerbate this situation.
Similarly, the proposed development of areas 23wl not have a significant impact on traffic
flow. This determination is based on an analysihe current traffic patterns of the areas and
the effects of the increase in units the Plan alitdw.
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16.3 Central Pine Barrens Plan Mitigating Measures

The Central Pine Barrens Plan contains severalunessvhich will mitigate its impact on the
traffic infrastructure. To begin, the Plan hab&o/acquisition policy of PBC generating private
vacant undeveloped lands within the Core Presemvatrea. As this policy is implemented the
number of parcels generating PBCs in the Coredeitirease. As public entities or non-for-
profits acquire PBC generating parcels, the PBEsetired. Therefore, those PBCs could not be
transferred to the non-Core areas. This woulceleise amount of development in the non-Core
attributable to this Plan, thus reducing the immddhe Plan on the transportation infrastructure.
However, existing development forces will not bfeetied, only the incremental increase in
development attributable to the PBC program wilsze

Furthermore, Chapter 6 requires a streamlined psofce the redemption of PBCs. SEQRA
review of the redemption of credits would be lindite site specific analysis of impacts not
covered by this SDGEIS. Traffic impacts may neetld addressed in future SEQRA
review if they are not within the scope of this doent.

Additionally, the statute calls for compact, eféiot, and orderly development. If the design
practices contained in Chapter 14 of Volume 2,@veadix, are adhered to then the number of
vehicle trips generated by the PBC generated shtsild decrease because essential services
will be located near the new units. The associatgxhcts of vehicle trips on the existing
infrastructure will be diminish as the number ohwte trips is reduced.

Lastly, the impacts associated with Group | recgj\areas in Southampton can be mitigated in
the following ways:

1) Every effort should be made to consolidate tla@yrparcels in these districts into
larger tracts which would limit driveway cuts angtass roads.

2) Frontage along Old Country Road should be déslicen the Town of Southampton to
provide sufficient right-of-way width to accommodageft turn lanes into the new
subdivisions.

3) The alignment of Old Country Road across thieaad tracks should be improved.

16.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

Section 5.3.2 requires a project sponsor to compily SEQRA in the event a governmental
agency identifies a significant environmental dff@atside this SDGEIS. Therefore, site specific
traffic impact analysis may be required by Brooldra¥own if any of the listed lots or those
adjacent to them are developed or if the Town dates the associated impacts of a project is
potentially beyond the scope of this SDGEIS.

16.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

The Commissioners retain review powers over sevgoal of development as defined in
Chapter 4. Thus any development which occurserCbre Preservation Area, nonconforming
development in the Compatible Growth Area, develepts of regional significance,
development within Critical Resource Areas or & thommission asserts jurisdiction over a
project in the Compatible Growth Area. Furthermdne Plan specifically defines developments
of regional significance as projects which resulta traffic impact which would reduce service
by two levels below existing conditions or to adeuf service of D or below." If the
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Commission reviews a project it may require a nta®iled analysis of the impact on the
transportation infrastructure.

16.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 aa Core Preservation Area

The mitigating effect of the Core's creation is tbéuction in the number of units to be
transferred or which can be built in the Core.

16.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

All of the impacts identified can be adequatelyigaited through the identified measures,
including requiring site specific traffic analystherefore there are no unavoidable unmitigated
impacts.

16.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

The implementation of this Plan shall not causeiaryrievable commitment of resources.
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17. Impacts on Other Infrastructure Services

This section identifies the potential impacts timaty occur to infrastructure requirements related
to roads and utilities as a result of implementimg Plan.

17.1 Impact on Core Preservation Area

The impacts of implementing the Plan in infrastmuetrelated to roads and utilities in the Core
Preservation Area would be minimal since the Planld/transfer development and associated
infrastructure requirements to the non-Core ardde statute has a policy which prohibits or
redirects development in the Core Preservation frélae non-Core areas.

The Plan recommends a legislative amendment tBitieBarrens Act to allow construction of
single-family homes and customary accessory usegain infill lots. Development under this
provision would be limited to lots on existing inoped roads in substantially built areas and
therefore minimal impacts would be incurred onasfructure in the Core Preservation Area, and
would not require extension of infrastructure itite Core Preservation Area. Additional
development can occur in the Core if an applicatisBes one of the statutory exemptions of
E.C.L. 57.

17.2 Non-Core Impacts

Appendix 9 shows the major residential zoning catieg in the Towns of Brookhaven and
Southampton. The Town of Riverhead was not inadudehis analysis because all of its
receiving areas will be used for commercial develept. The table presents minimum lot sizes,
minimum front yard setbacks and minimum lot widktnseach category. These were used to
calculate the minimum linear footage of roads atildies needed per unit. Utilities are defined
as water, electric and telephone lines, and incldide distance from the front of the house to the
utility lines as well as the line along the roakhis does not take into account recharge basins,
variable street layouts or flag lots which areald in the Town of Southampton with as little as
20 feet of road frontage. It is clear from therthiaat the larger the minimum lot size the greater
the amount of roads and utilities needed per unit.

In Brookhaven, the half acre category (B Residdraequires a minimum of 62.5 feet of roads
and 127.5 feet of utilities per unit, while the &@category (A Residence 1) requires at least 150
feet of roads and 245 feet of utilities. The clasb contains the number of Pine Barren Credits
(PBCs) and the current zoning from where they aredtransferred. This multiplied by the
minimum, yields the amount of roads and utilitieeded under the current zoning. For
Brookhaven receiving areas, PBCs would requirgad ¢ 191,863 feet of roads and 335,098

feet of utilities under the current zoning. Foe fhown of Southampton receiving areas, PBC's
would require 72,125 feet of roads and 162,295déatilities. (See Appendix 9).

By applying the total number of PBCs to each zomiatggory it can be determined how many
feet of roads and utilities would be needed IPBICs were used to develop according to each
zoning category. In Brookhaven, the 1,650 PBCsnathensferred to the receiving areas would
require approximately 103,000 feet of roads and@lMfeet of utilities under the (B Residence
1) zoning category. (See Appendix 9). This wduddapproximately 46% decline in roads and a
37% decline in utilities as compared to what wdudneeded under current zoning. Even
developing all of the PBCs at the two-acre zoniatggory (A Residence 2) would result in a
decrease of approximately 14% in roads and 9%ilitied. Since all zoning categories with less
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than two acre minimum lot sizes require less raadbutilities than under current zoning, PBCs
used in receiving areas for any combination ofélmming categories will result in a decrease in
roads and utilities. In Brookhaven the result wico# a decrease in roads of at least 14% and a
decrease in utilities of more than 9%. In South@mpoads would be decreased at least 6% and
utilities at least 8%. (Appendix 9).

17.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigating Measures

Mitigating measures within the Central Pine BarrBten include the Pine Barrens Credit
Program which creates the mechanisms for redigctiriransferring new development from the
Core Preservation Area. As noted, as the cretbtsegleemed in the non-Core areas the
infrastructure requirements will decrease in theg@atage of roads and utilities that would occur
in the Core area of Brookhaven and Southampton.

17.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

The Plan will foster compact, efficient, and orgtletévelopment in the non-Core areas based on
its Standards and Guidelines presented in Chapter 5

17.3.2 Mitigating Review Powers

The potential impacts to existing infrastructurattimay result from development considered of
regional significance in the CGA as defined untier®lan would be mitigated by the
Commission review procedures for these areas tsistaChapter 4.

17.4 Mitigating Effect of the Creation of a 52,00@ore Preservation Area

The creation of the Core Preservation Area willigaite potential impacts to existing
infrastructure since potential development in tloeedPreservation Area will be transferred to
areas outside the Core, thereby decreasing fuamadds an existing infrastructure in the Core.
17.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

The overall impact of the Plan on the Core and Gore areas affected by the Plan will be a
decrease in the demand on existing infrastructsidiscussed under the Core and non-Core
impacts in this section.

17.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

No irretrievable commitment of resources for infrasture requirements related to roads and

utilities is anticipated beyond what would havewced as result of development without the
Plan.
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18. Impacts on Air Quality

A regional analysis of the air quality in the CahfPine Barrens as affected by the
implementation of the Plan is presented.

18.1 Impact on Core Preservation Area

The implementation of the Plan will have benefiarapacts on the air quality of the Core
Preservation Area. Under existing conditions, thatbsent the Plan, 3,917 units could be
developed in the Core (See Appendix 1). UndePtlaa, only new development permitted by
the statute will occur within the Core Preservattora. The minimal amount of development
which does occur will result in slight increaseainpollution emissions that would be of a short
duration. The primary source of potential emissimfrom fugitive dust resulting from site
clearing and grading operations for those statutgpmpted parcels. Fugitive dust consists of
soil particles which become airborne either whestulbed by heavy equipment operations or
through wind erosion of exposed soil after grouodet is removed.

To a lesser extent, other construction relategraissions will arise from the operation of
construction equipment at the locations where pgehuses are being constructed and from
vehicle travel by workers to and from the sitedl oAthese construction related air quality
impacts will be of a short duration. Furtherma@e the statutory permitted uses are extremely
limited and subject to substantial clearing restits, the short term impacts on ambient air
quality are expected to be negligible.

After project completion, the minor increase irfficavolume associated with permitted uses will
result in a minimal increase in carbon monoxidelgv This potentially long term impact is not
considered to be significant and will be far ldsantanticipated if the Core Preservation Area
was developed in accordance with existing zoniddneneficial long term impact that could
occur to air quality in this area since traffic atel’elopment will be less in the Core.

18.2 Non-Core Impacts

The construction or residential, commercial andigtdal uses in the non-Core areas will result
in short-term and long-term increases in air paluemissions. The primary short-term source
of potential emissions is from fugitive dust resgtfrom site clearing and grading operations for
individual developments. Fugitive dust consistsaf particles which become airborne either
when disturbed by heavy equipment operations atahstruction site, or through wind erosion
of the exposed soil after the ground cover is regdovlo a lesser extent, other construction
related air emissions will arise from the operatidsonstruction equipment at the locations
where development is being constructed, as wdtbas vehicle travel by workers going to and
from the site. All of these construction relategpacts will be relatively of short duration. Since
development within the CGA will not take placeatonce, but occur over many years, the
impacts on ambient air quality from such operatiaressexpected to be negligible.

18.2.1 Short Term

The increased air pollution resulting from the emental construction proposed by the Plan will
be of a temporary nature and will have no permaadwnérse impacts on the community.

18.2.2 Long Term
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Pollutants that can be traced principally, or ngéameasure, to motor vehicles are those that are
of relevance to evaluating the impacts of the Biagens Plan. These include CO, HC, N@,

and lead. Transportation sources account foryasraeall percentage of regional emissions of
SQ, and particulate matter (PM10), and therefore tbetainalyses for these contaminants are not
warranted.

Motor vehicles have historically constituted a nnaource of lead emissions to the atmosphere.
Lead levels have decreased significantly and wititmue to do so, due to the mandated decrease
and elimination of lead in gasoline. In additiprevious monitoring studies reviewed by FHWA
have shown that lead concentrations along highmelhighways did not violate NAAQS.
Therefore, a detailed analysis of the impact aof lemissions is also not warranted. CO impacts
are localized. Even under the worst meteorologioalitions and most congested traffic
conditions, high concentrations are limited to with relatively short distance (300 to 600 feet)

of heavily travelled roadways. Consequently, appropriate to predict concentrations of CO on
a localized or "microscale” basis.

The incremental change in the density of develogmhin the non-Core areas will not have a
significant impact on the air quality environmefithe roadway infrastructure improvements
which will be required to service the demands @@dly existing zoning patterns will permit a
level of service that should preclude the occureesfaccarbon monoxide hot spots at intersections
within the non-Core areas.

18.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

The Plan mitigates the potential impacts the inema increase in development outside the
Core by having a 75% acquisition policy of privageant undeveloped land within the Core. As
these lands are purchased the number of units ti@isferred to the Non-Core areas will
decrease. Since the units will not be built théymot have an impact on the existing air quality.

Additionally as PBCs are redeemed to create comp#utient, and orderly developments, the
impacts on air quality should be reduced becawsaudimber of vehicle trips per unit should
decrease. This will lessen the amount of souregsadling the air quality.

18.3.1 Mitigating Standards and Guidelines

Chapter 5 of the Plan contains clustering provsihich encourage development which is
compact, orderly and efficient. Such developmedtices the necessary vehicle trips generated
per unit which reduces emissions which contribatait quality degradation. In addition, such
development reduces the total area and mileageadkrwhich need to be created.

18.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 aa Core Preservation Area

The creation of Core Preservation Area will encgarbetter regional air quality. First, the air
guality in the Preserve should not be degraded ftemisting levels. In addition, by
prohibiting or redirecting new development from ere, new geographic sources of air
emissions will not be created. By transferring®BCs to the non-Core areas and fostering
compact, orderly and efficient development, spnailllbe avoided in the Core which will
reduce the number and duration of vehicle tripscivlavould occur without the Plan, thereby
reducing emissions.
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18.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impact
There are no unavoidable unmitigated impacts.
18.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

There are no irretrievable commitment of resources.
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19. Impacts on Existing Noise Levels

Noise impacts were analyzed by the Suffolk Courgp&tment of Public Works (SCDPW) in
order to determine how the Plan's implementatidhaffiect existing noise patterns in the
Central Pine Barrens area.

19.1 Effect of Implementation on the Core Preserten Area

The Plan will prohibit or redirect new developmérm the Core creating a 52,000 preserve.
is expected that the long term impact on noisel$evecurring from routine vehicular and

pedestrian traffic in the Core Preservation Areaardtill development of permitted uses will be
significantly less than if development occurredaading to existing conditions.

19.2 Impacts on Non-Core Areas

The following table is promulgated by the Federghivay Administration to quantify noise

impacts.

FHWA NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA

Activity Category

Hourly A-Weighted Sound | Description of Activity
Category

Level

decibels (dBA)*

Leg (h)**

57 (Exterior)

L10 (hy=*

P ——

60 (Exterior)

Land for which
serenity and quiet
are of extraordinary
significance and
serve an important
public need and
where the
preservation of thos
gualities is essentialw
if the area is to
continue to serve its
intended purpose.

67 (Exterior)

70 (Exterior)

Picnic areas,
recreation areas,
playgrounds, active
sports areas, and
parks, residences,
motels, hotels,
schools, churches,
libraries, and
hospitals.
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C 72 (Exterior) 75 (Exterior) Developed lands,
properties or
activities not
included in
Categories Aor B
above.

> [ S — Undeveloped lands.

E 52 (Interior) 55 (Interior) Residences, motel§,
hotels, public
meeting rooms,
schools, churches,
libraries, hospitals,
and auditoriums.

* Either L10 (h) or Leq (h) (but not both) may besdon a project. ||

** Leg is a measure of the constant noise levelr@a/period of time equivalent in energy t
a fluctuating (or brief noise) average over thatquokof time.

*** 1 (10) is the hourly sound level exceeded 10%ilee time. "

19.2.1 Short Term

The increased noise pollution resulting from therémental increase in construction intensity
associated with receiving areas under the Planbeibf a temporary nature and will have no
permanent adverse impacts on the community. Atdmmes used within the non-Core areas will
meet current noise standards and will result wittvithout the adoption of the plan.

19.2.2 Long Term

A highway-related noise impact, as defined by tH®M 7-7-3, occurs where the predicted
traffic noise levels approach or exceed the FHW£fega (See table N-1) or when the predicted
traffic noise levels are substantially higher tiia@ existing noise levels. The FHWA provides
no criteria for determining when the predicted adevels "substantially exceed" existing levels.
In the absence of some quantitative guideline$ath@ving generally acceptable relationships
are used:

NOISE IMPACT CRITERION \
Predicted Traffic-Noise Subject Effect Noise Impact per NYS DO
Increase over Existing Nois¢
(dBA)
Oto5 No Impact No
6to 10 Some Impact Yes
greater than 10 Significant Impacts Yes
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Note: A 10-decibel increase in noise is generafjarded as a doubling of "subjective
loudness."

Ste Analysis:

An in-depth analysis of all potential developmateswithin the three towns is beyond the scope
of this Generic Environmental Impact Statementweleer, it is the opinion of SCDPW that the
incremental increase in noise levels between tistieg zoning "build-out" and the Plan's
proposed development does not present a significgact.

This determination is based on the results of aenniodel which SCDPW prepared to analyze
the traffic generated noise on Edwards Avenue weRRiead. The model predicted peak hour
noise levels at a site approximately 85 feet framdenterline of Edwards Avenue. The model
showed that under the existing build-out, the ntasel along the Edwards Avenue Corridor
(LIE to NYS Route 25) would have been 70.6 db (Letnder the proposed plan, it will
increase to 71.6 db (Leq.). This incremental iaseeof 1.0 db is not significant (see Table N-2).
Since the incremental volumes in the receivingidist of Brookhaven and Southampton will not
approach those in Riverhead, it can reasonablgsenaed that the incremental traffic noise
levels in those towns will also not have a sigaifitimpact on the environment.
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20. Impacts on Agricultural Lands

The preservation of farmlands has been a significancern that prompted New York State,
Suffolk County and the Towns of Southold, East HampSouthampton and Riverhead to
institute programs to preserve these lands thraugdriety of methods. The New York State
Agriculture and Markets Law (Article 25AA) allowké establishment of Agricultural Districts

to help preserve farming. To date, Suffolk Courdg 11,764 acres of farms in seven
Agricultural Districts. Suffolk County and the Taw of Southold, East Hampton and
Southampton have preserved 6,050 acres of farntteitadgh a Purchase of Development Rights
programs. Riverhead has a Transfer of DevelopiRagitts Program.

Total acreage in farms in Suffolk County has beexliding rapidly. Over a 23 year interval
(1969-1992) Suffolk County has lost approximatell3B acres per year. Despite the last
recession the amount of farmland lost between B9871992 averaged 1,289 acres per year.
There is 4,601 acres in agricultural use within@eatral Pine Barrens area at present. This
represents 856 acres in the Core and 3,551 actlke DGA. The remaining 195 acres lie
partially in the Core and partially in the CGA.

The receiving areas within the three towns com@j681 acres in agricultural use. This
includes 835 acres that are located in New YorkeSAgricultural Districts pursuant to Article
25AA of the New York State Agriculture and Markégsw.

20.1 Impact of Plan Implementation on the Core

The implementation of the Plan will have a benafionpact on existing agricultural activity in
the CPA since it contains a provision in Volum€lhapter 5 of the Plan to preserve existing
agricultural and horticultural uses within this @réAny existing, expanded, or new activity
involving agriculture or horticulture in the Core Preservation Area is an allowable land use if it
does not involve material alteration of native vegetation." The Plan also contains a hardship
provision which may allow agriculture or horticukuuses that would involve material alteration
of native vegetation.

The Plan goal of 75% acquisition of the CPA prilsateeld vacant land should not have the
impact of encouraging or discouraging agricultativity in the CPA, as lands now or formerly
in agricultural use typically do not represent gtjoacquisitions for government agencies. This
is because the active or fallow farmlands are distl lands, and do not represent an optimal
opportunity to preserve native vegetation, haba@agven watershed. Thus, suitable CPA
farmlands will not likely be removed from curremtfature agricultural or horticultural use
through acquisitions.

Conversely, one could argue, that expansion otaljural and horticultural land use in the CPA
may be discouraged by the 75% acquisition policyergthat native Pine Barrens which are
acquired may not be used to establish new farnotigity in the future. Such a conclusion,
however, is unfounded. There has not been a gignifdemand for new farmland in recent
history, and none is anticipated. As noted abthe|ast two decades have witness a steady
decline in agricultural acreage. Moreover, langisently in native Pine Barrens vegetation are
not considered suitable for agricultural or hottigral use, and their conversion to such uses
would be not be compatible with the Core Presemumatirea goals of the statute.

Thus, given current and anticipated trends in affucal land use, and the fact that CPA lands
are to be acquired and preserved are not suitabbgficulture, the Plan will not discourage
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agricultural land use in the CPA, but rather, a&sdtatute requires, will promote compatible
agricultural and horticultural uses within the framork of maintaining a Pine Barrens
environment.

The Plan will minimize any potential impacts to fi@e Barrens environment in the CPA by
requiring that a Core area hardship applicatioadaght before the clearing of native vegetation
is allowed.

20.2 Non-Core Impact

In the non-Core areas, the implementation of th€ BB gram could potentially have an adverse
impact on farmland preservation if these areasiieed as PBC receiving sites. This would
increase the pressure on developable farmland hwhatudes 3,631 acres in receiving area for
conversion to nonfarm uses. These receiving asgaesent one tenth of the remaining farmland
in Suffolk County.

20.3 Central Pine Barrens Mitigation Measures

The Towns of Riverhead and Southampton have pariratigated the negative impacts on
farming in their selection of receiving areas. &eing areas in Riverhead are located away from
the farmland areas the Town is seeking to pregéreeigh its own TDR Program. In
Southampton there are no receiving areas in thgriicAltural Overlay Districts. Neither town

has receiving areas adjacent to a concentratitermiand where the farmland development
rights have been purchased by either the Town onto In Riverhead none of the nearly one
thousand farm acres in the receiving areas ardrakso Agricultural District.

As discussed in the prior sections, the Core am@agons of the Plan remove existing
agricultural lands in the Core from developmenspuge and encourage the use of previously
farmed or disturbed lands for agricultural and icattural use. The potential additional
development pressure on non-Core agricultural lanli®&e mitigated by the Plan's acquisition
component. The acquisition of land in the Core Mdessen development pressure on Core
agricultural lands, and also reduce developmersspire on agricultural land in non-Core areas,
since less PBCs would be transferred from the @uea.

Mitigating measures that exist independently ofRten include agricultural districts. These are
effective tools for keeping land in agriculturearticipating farm owners are prohibited from
developing their farm for eight years, and, in refuhe owner receives lower taxes and
protection from unreasonable local regulation. ®waer is free to sell the farmland; however if
the farm is developed the owner must pay a pendifter eight years, owners then have the
option to not continue in the Agricultural Distriahd develop their land without penalty or
renew their status for another eight years.

The Pine Barrens Plan addresses the problem oé&faritimes of credit and Pine Barrens Credits
in that PBCs will be able to be utilized for thequity in order to finance their operations or they
can sell the credits. This is similar to the cotr@uffolk County Farmland Preservation
Program.

20.4 Mitigating Effect of Creation of a 52,000 Cae Preservation Area

The creation of the Core Preservation Area willigaite the impacts to agricultural land by
removing the development pressures on agricultanals in the Core. Existing uses in the Core
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will continue unaffected by the Plan's adoptiorowdver, new development will either be
prohibited or redirected from the Core (with a featutory exceptions).

20.5 Unavoidable Unmitigated Impacts

The unavoidable, unmitigated impact of the Plaima@ more development pressure may be
brought to bear on farmland, in particular on tt#33 acres in the non-Core areas. Once this
farmland is converted for non-farming developmest (industrial, residential), it cannot be
reclaimed. However, farmland has been convertemitefarming uses at a rate in excess of
1,100 acres per year for the last two decadestrasmavould be anticipated to continue even
without the adoption of the Plan.

Development pressures attributable to the Cenina Barrens Plan implementation represent an
incremental increase over existing conditions fotheee Towns. However, in Brookhaven,
implementation of the Plan would actually reducedlevelopment pressure on lands outside of
the Core. Without the Plan, under the existing m@ivBrookhaven TDR program 4,658 credits
could be allocated for Core area lands. The waterated by redemption of these credits would
occur outside the Core area. Redemption of theskts would place far greater development
pressure on agricultural lands than would the 1/BBCs generated by the Plan.

20.6 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

The loss of agricultural acreage due to developnmenbn-Core areas would result in an
irretrievable/irreversible commitment of this resmei However, as stated previously, farmland
has been converting to non-farm uses at a ratecess if 1,100 acres per year for the last two
decades, and it is assumed it will continue todreverted outside of the Core due to
development pressure, regardless of the Plan.
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21. Impacts on Existing Land Use and Zoning Patters

This section analyzes the impact the Plan's impheatien will occasion on the existing land use
and zoning patterns of the Central Pine Barrensmneg

21.1 Impact on the Core Preservation Area

Implementation of the Central Pine Barrens Plahimipact land use and zoning to a great
extent. With regard to land use, existing usekbeipermitted to remain in the Core
Preservation Area. However, with the exceptiothefstatutory or Plan based permitted uses,
the majority of all other development potentiallvei either directed away from the Core
Preservation Area to the non-Core areas througRBt@ program or reduced through
acquisition.

The Commission has adopted a policy which advo@attatutory change allowing development
of certain vacant private lots fronting on an ergtimproved roadways in substantially
developed areas in the Core (infill). The develeptrof these lots will result in significantly less
land clearing than that associated with the fulteCmuildout, under existing conditions, of the
3,917 units, and such clearing would take in then@diate vicinity of existing residences. (See
Appendix 1).

The vast majority of acres of Pine Barrens lanthenCore Preservation Area that would have
been subject to development in the Plan's abseificeomw be preserved in perpetuity.

A secondary impact that may result from changdkeriand use and zoning in the Core
Preservation Area due to the Plan's implementatiauld be a possible decrease in infrastructure
needs since the amount of new development in thes \&ill be decreased. (See Appendix 9).
Therefore, the overall costs for infrastructureamgcipated to be significantly less than if the
Core was allowed to be developed at the currenhgaequirements. Another secondary and
long term impact on existing land use and zoninglve the preservation and management of
significant large tracts of open land areas withim Core Area that are required for the protection
and perpetuation of the Pine Barrens ecosystem.

21.2 Non-Core Impacts
21.2.1 Town of Brookhaven

The impacts on land use and zoning from the tramgfdhe 1,650 Pine Barrens Credits is
difficult to assess due to the scattered natutbetiesignated receiving areas both inside and
outside the C.G.A. The dispersion of the 1,65@®iBarrens Credits into the designated
receiving areas of 5,568 acres amounts to a wasst (without acquisition) average density
increase of .30, which appears to be moderate aydoeaccommodated with appropriate
planned development between the larger undevelpaextls. This would allow coordination of
access and circulation to lessen the impact oinitreased development on the roads and
surrounding areas and to ensure the efficient ifeealevelopable land. It is noted that density
increases provide cost effective and efficientafsgtilities, roads and services while adding the
negative effect of increased maintenance, runaitewand air pollution.

21.2.2 Town of Riverhead

SDGEISChapter 21: Impacts on Existing Land Use and Zoning Patterns - Page 150



The impacts on land use and zoning from the tramdfthe 268 Pine Barrens Credits from the
Core area into the designated receiving areas epfiehe moderate. The dispersion of the
non-residential credits in the 1,574 acre receidrgn amounts to a worst case (without
acquisition) average density increase of .17 wwte/ This is a relatively moderate increase
which can be accommodated in the designated ayegsdoopriate planned development of the
larger undeveloped parcels. Co-ordination of axemsl circulation will lessen the impact of the
increased development on the roads and surrouadéas and ensure the efficient use of the
developable land. It is noted that density inaesgwovide more cost effective and efficient use
of utilities, roads and services while adding tlegative effect of increased maintenance, runoff,
water and air pollution.

Section 57-0121(1) of the Act states that wherallptans exist, the Commission shall evaluate
and incorporate such plans as is appropriate iPkhe. Riverhead has developed a preliminary
plan concerning the Calverton Naval Weapons Indid®eserve Plant (the "Calverton site")
pusuant to Public Law 103-c337 providing for thew®yance of the 2,900 acres to the Town of
Riverhead Community Development Agency for the exgburpose of economic
redevelopment. While the Commission made the ohétation that all economic development
activity upon the land at the site does not com&titlevelopment within the meaning of all
sections of the Pine Barrens Protection Act, thieviong, pursuant to the preliminary plan
developed by the Town, is appropriate for inclusiothe Plan as it relates to the Compatible
Growth Area.

The Compatible Growth Area section of the Calvesiba currently is zoned Defense
Institutional and that would likely change in orderaccommodate a Planned Development
District (PDD) to regulate future land uses to agamo the CGA portion of the property. Such a
PDD could incorporate any of the following uses:

1. Manufacturing - Regional, national and inteiorzl manufacturers providing skilled
employment for the region with particular attentfonusing on aircraft related
manufacturing.

2. Reasearch and Development - The site has padtetthe development of a center
for joint use by industry and academia for the dtgwment of commercially significant
technologies, including those technologies whicluldenefit from accessibility to an
air transportation facililty.

3. International Free Trade Zone - The site hastantial for use as an international free
trade zone encouraging the location of manufaaguaimd industry to take advantage of
direct shipments of goods to and from facilitiebémefit from duty and excise tax
savings.

4. Aviation Industry - The use of the existingrastructure of the site for the aviation
industry is evident. These include the potentala general aviation airport and the

marketing of existing hangers to fixed base opesdtur aircraft maintenance, repair,

aviation instruction and aircraft sales.

5. Planned Office and Industrial Park - Existinffastructure and site amenities provide
support for this use.

6. Entertainment Industry - The use of the prgpfent theme entertainment and film or
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television production. The existing air facilitygoorts this use.

The 1993 Airport Joint Use Feasibility Study (Koppan, et al.) completed detailed site
constraint analysis and saturation buildout scesdor the subject real property. The
conclusions of the study revealed a potential louitabf 7,000,000 square feet of building for
airport use, aviation maintenance, foreign tradeezand industrial park; uses which could occur
upon the site without significant impact to freshevavetlands, surface waters or Pine Barrens
habitat. The benefit of such development to tleed@nvironment was described in terms of the
creation of approximately 12,000 employment opputies at the site, as well as associated real
property tax generation.

Presumably then, a PDD within the CGA portion & $iite which included a buildout scenario
of up to 7,000,000 square feet of building for ahyhe above uses would be consisitent with the
Plan provided any localized environmental constsaim the site were further analyzed on a site
specific basis under existing environmental regaotest through an Environmental Impact
Statement pursuant Environmental Conservation Laweld 8. While such development could
occur without significant impact to freshwater \aetlls, surface waters or Pine Barrens habitat,
an Environmental Impact Statement should assedsvbkof impact resulting from

development at various intensities upon the naamdlsocial environment and should provide
an enumeration of those measures necessary tataitige impacts upon groundwater, natural
features, Pine Barrens habitat, surface water regspthe effects of noise and the effects of
increased motor vehicle generation.

21.2.3 Town of Southampton

The worst case impact, without any acquisition oféaCPBC generating land, on land use and
zoning from the transfer of the 770 Pine Barrensd@s from the Core Area into the designated
receiving areas appears to be moderate. The dispef the residential credits in the receiving
area of 3,560 acres amounts to an average densigase of .22 units/acre. This is not a
significant amount, and should be accommodatedardesignated areas with appropriate
planned development between the larger undevelpaexls, allowing coordination of access
and circulation to lessen the impact of the incedadevelopment on the roads and surrounding
areas and to ensure the efficient use of the dpable land. It is noted that density increases
provide cost effective and efficient use of utdgj roads and services while adding the negative
effect of increased maintenance, runoff, waterangollution.

21.3 Unavoidable Unmitigated impacts of the Plan

Incremental increases in density, air and watdupoh, clearance of developable land, and
traffic impacts on existing roads will result iret€GA with adoption and implementation of the
Plan over what what is excepted given normal pestldevelopment patterns.

21.4 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

If the plan is adopted and implemented, the santessrdevelopment and clearing will occur

within each town. Therefore, there will be an @ledecrease in the irretrievable commitment of
resources.
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22. Consistency with State Coastal Policies

This section addresses the consistency of thevidtarthe applicable state coastal policies set
forth at 19 NYCRR 600.5. Portions of the Core Brestion Area are in the designated Coastal
Area. Less than five acres of the Compatible Ghotwea (CGA) are in the Coastal Area and,
as a result, limited development is anticipated garad to the entire 48,000-acre CGA. ltis
anticipated that there will not be material devebent in the portions of the Central Pine Barrens
that are found in the Coastal Area. Additionalhgre are approximately 20 acres outside the
Central Pine Barrens that are receiving areas wiasrdential development may be allowed at an
increased density. This area is currently zonedesidential uses.

The state coastal policy set forth at 619 NYCRR8.5 are separated into the following policy
categories: (a) Development, (b) Fish and Wildlfgy Agricultural Land, (d) Scenic Quality, (e)
Public Access, (f) Recreation, (g) Flooding andston Hazards, and (h) Water Resources. The
effect of the Plan on these policies will be coli by the limitations on development in the
Core Preservation Area.

The coastal Development Policy set forth at Seddia®.5(a)(1) to (5) will not be impacted since
development, as defined under Article 57, is noicgrated in the Core Preservation Area except
pursuant to a hardship permit. The policy for Fask Wildlife, 600.5(b)(1) to (4) addresses the
protection of significant fish and wildlife habisathe expansion of recreational use of fish and
wildlife resources, the development of such resesirand the performance of appropriate ice
management practices to avoid damage to such tsmabifae Plan will conform to such policies
as development is prohibited in the Core Presamairea except pursuant to a hardship permit.

The Agricultural Lands Policy set forth at 600.5¢ttes that an action shall not result in a loss
nor impair the productivity of agricultural land$he Plan allows for the continued utilization of
agricultural land in the Core Preservation Area.

The Scenic Quality Policies, 600.5(d)(1) and (2)sdar the preservation of scenic resources of
statewide significance and the protection, restamand enhancement of natural and man-made
resources which are not of state-wide significamaecontribute to scenic quality in the coastal
area. As the Core Preservation Area shall noteleldped except in accordance with a hardship
permit, the Plan would conform to the Scenic Quaiblicies.

The Public Access Policies, 600.5(e)(1) and (2yioes for the protection, maintenance and
increase of public access to water-related reaneaind access to publicly-owned lands
immediately adjacent to the water's edge. Whikgla 57 limits development in the Core
Preservation Area, it provides that recreationabishould be promoted. The Plan does not
place any limitations on public access and in Gérapt Volume 1 recommends funding for
additional parking and launching access to enhesmeational opportunities.

The Recreation Policies, 600.5(f)(1) to (3) encgasmwater-dependent and water-enhanced
recreation, development that provides for wateatesl recreation, and the protection and
restoration of structures that are significant framhistorical, architectural, archeological, or
cultural prospective. While, the Plan, as expldiabove, substantially limits development in the
Core Preservation Area, it nevertheless, conforitts tvese policies since Article 57 and the
Plan will not limit or prevent the recreational ufevater-dependent recreational activities, and
the Plan provides enhanced recreational accessnam@sed protection of cultural and historical
resources.
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Flooding and Erosion Hazards Policies, 600.5(g){1¥) addresses flooding and erosion
damage and control. The policies specifically pgevior utilizing non-structural measures to
minimize damage to natural resources and propenyigh building setbacks, planting of
vegetation, and reshaping of bluffs; that mining;avation, and dredging will not significantly
interfere with coastal processes; that construarareconstruction of erosion protection
structures shall only occur if there is a reasam@bbbability that such structures will control
erosion for at least 30 years; that activities@radlopment will be undertaken to minimize
damage to natural resources; and that there willdo@easurable increase in erosion or flooding.
The Policies also state that public funds will oné/used for erosion protective structures when
necessary for protection of life and new developménch requires a location within or adjacent
to erosion hazard areas. Article 57 and the Plahipit development in the Core Preservation
Area except in accordance with a hardship perédt.a result, the development of new man-
made structures that would impact flooding or enosvill be substantially limited. It is
anticipated that new structures would not be addatwill increase or alter flooding or erosion
control hazards. As a result, the Plan is confoiceavith the Flooding and Erosion Hazards
Policies.

The Water Resources Policies, 600.5(h)(1) to (6Yyide that state coastal policies will be
considered when classifying coastal waters and fyindiwater quality standards; that
alternative or innovative sanitary waste systemsmall communities will be encouraged; and
that best management practice will be used to ebsttormwater runoff, combined sewer
outflows non-point discharges. By limiting devaiognt in the Core Preservation Area, sanitary
waste systems and non-point discharge will be diiaaily limited.

Based on the above review of the State CoastatiBs|ithe Plan is consistent with the state's
coastal policies.

SDGEIS Chapter 22: Consistency with State Coastal Policies - Page 154



23. Impacts on School Districts

The Plan may result in impacts to school distrietsa short term or long term basis because the
Plan results in changes in land use patterns, tieehand intensities over the course of time.
These changes in land use patterns, densitiesities result in changes in demographic
patterns and land values. School districts areatga by changes in demographic patterns
because they impact student enrollments. Schetias are impacted by changes in actual land
values because actual land values are the baasse$sed land values which, in turn, are the
basis for real property tax revenues. Tax revefroes real property taxes make up a substantial
portion of the revenue used for school districtrapens; the other major portion is derived
through the State aid formula.

In general, an increase in residential units wigngthool district results in an increase in studen
enrollment, and a decrease in residential unitgltes a decrease in student enrollment. An
increase in the number of residential units withidistrict increases the tax base of the district,
but the increase of one residential unit, by itaslfenerally not recognized to offset the costs
associated with the increased enroliment resuftmm the additional unit. Unless a school
district has a declining enrollment or is undetfizitig its capacity, additional residential units
are usually not considered advantageous by sclistalcts from a financial perspective.

On the other hand, increases in the amount of asigential development, increases the tax base
of the district without increasing student enroliheFrom a financial perspective, school

districts should welcome non-residential developmémder conventional development
scenarios, non-residential development is likelgdour after residential development because
the non-residential development needs a suffipepulation base to support it. This tendency
creates a temporary strain on school districts Umthey have to accommodate the additional
enrollment associated with additional residentratsibefore the financially favorable non-
residential development occurs.

The Pine Barrens Credit Program has a built-ingang to mitigate any temporary strain that
could be experienced by school districts due temqal residential development from Pine
Barrens Credit transfers. Under certain circuntgamunder the Plan when Pine Barrens Credits
are redeemed within Hydrogeologic Zone lll, theeragtion will allow for an increase in density
or intensity of use of the receiving parcel of aqiB00 gallons per day per acre of rated sewage
flow pursuant td&andards for Approval of Plans and Construction for Sewage Disposal Systems

for Other Than Sngle Family Residences. In general, Pine Barrens Credits may be rededared
300 gallons per day of rated sewage flow within kégeologic Zone Il for any permitted use in
the receiving zone under local zoning ordinancezctordance with these standards.

For example, in Hydrogeologic Zone Il it currentikes 3.3 acres of appropriately zoned land to
build a 100 seat restaurant. Under the Pine Bsu@adit Program, that same restaurant could
be built on only 1.65 acres of appropriately zolzedl with the redemption of 1.65 Pine Barrens
Credits without violating the local zoning codeorBchool districts, this means that up to twice
as much financially favorable non-residential depetent could occur on the same non-
residentially zoned property.

When redeemed for non-residential uses, Pine BauCeadits are likely to have a value two to
three times greater than a Pine Barrens Creditedilfor residential development. This
condition occurs because the per acre value ofresidentially zoned property is much greater
than residentially zoned property. Thus, whenree Barrens Credit is redeemed for an increase
in intensity on non-residentially zoned propertysiworth much more than if it were redeemed
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for an increase in residential density. This taads to create an incentive for holders of Pine
Barrens Credits to utilize their credits for nosidential uses, or alternatively, to utilize them o
the available non-residentially zoned property beefesing them for residential development.
This is how the Pine Barrens Credit Program teadsitigate the temporary strain some
residential development may have on school distuader the above described development
scenario.

The Pine Barrens Credit Program further mitigatespotential negative financial impacts of
residential development on school districts whiakiehvacant residentially zoned property in the
Core area by reducing the total number of potentigs and by allowing potential residential
units to be converted into non-residential usasst,Rhe total number of residential units for
school districts with residential property in ther€ area will decrease under the Plan, when
compared to current conditions, based on the Pddlo'sation formula for residential property.
(See Appendix 1). This is because the Plan akbsdaactional credits to property which may
currently enjoy an exemption from Article VI of tisaffolk County Sanitary Code. Second, the
program allocates in total approximately 2,688 Maerens Credits for residentially zoned
property in the Core area. Each time one of teesdits is redeemed for a non-residential use a
potential residential unit is converted to finatigifavorable non-residential use. For example,
the Town of Riverhead has a program designed tonacmodate only non-residential uses so of
the 268 potential Pine Barrens Credits in Riverha#idvill be redeemed for non-residential
uses. (See Appendix 1).

Another potential impact to school districts is Blan's acquisition policy which calls for a long-
range goal of acquiring 75% of the currently undeped and unprotected lands within the Core
Preservation Area. In general when a governmemniatly acquires vacant land, the tax revenue
associated with it is lost to a school districheTshort term impact of government acquisition of
land is a loss of revenue. However, governmentigitgpn of residential property turns into a
long term positive impact to a school district tlsaat its current capacity for students. This is
because the residential units associated withesidential vacant land will never be built, and
the increased enrollments from those residentids$ wvill never have to be accommodated by the
district. School districts that are at or neairthapacity should welcome government acquisition
of land from a long term perspective even thoughnehmay short term revenue impacts because
increases in enroliment will force expansion of $ohool district's capacity.

23.1 Town of Brookhaven

Within the Town of Brookhaven five school distrittave been identified as having vacant
privately owned property in the Core area. TheyRwocky Point, Longwood, South Manor,
Eastport and Riverhead. Fifteen school distrietgetreceiving districts pursuant to Section
6.4.2.2 of the Plan. They are Three Village, Blanlen-Comsewogue, South Country, Sachem
at Holbrook, Mt. Sinai, Miller Place, Rocky Poisthoreham-Wading River, Middle Country,
Longwood, South Manor, Patchogue-Medford, Eastfietter Moriches and East Moriches.

23.1.1 Three Village CSD

Three Village school district has 15 parcels toll60 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Four parcels and®&c2es are partially improved with single
family residences; three parcels and 24.51 aceepaatially improved with two family
residences; eight parcels and 80.30 acres are tvasadiential land.

Under a worst case scenario, Three Village schistiict could be impacted by an additional 58
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residential units under the Plan because the clistais up to 58 Pine Barrens Credit receiving
sites identified by the Plan. However, it is uglikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@d credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendix 1). If the credits were spread priogaately by school district to all receiving
areas within the town, Three Village school distwould receive only 37 additional residential
units as a result of the Plan, probably over thes®of several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town.

Three Village school district has no land locatethiw the Core area, so the Plan will result in
Nno negative impacts associated with the acquisdforacant undeveloped land policy.

23.1.2 Brookhaven-Comsewogue UFSD

Brookhaven-Comsewogue school district has 10 pato&hling 73.30 acres in receiving areas
pursuant to Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. One pare5.66 acres are farm land; three parcels
and 26.19 acres are partially improved with sirdghaily residences; four parcels and 25.80 are
vacant residential land located in commercial greas parcel and 4.50 acres are vacant
residential land; one parcel and 11.15 acres ar@ntdand owned by the school district.

Under a worst case scenario, Brookhaven-Comsewagheol district could be impacted by an
additional 48 residential units under the Plan beeahe district has up to 48 Pine Barrens
Credit receiving sites identified by the Plan. Hwer, it is unlikely that all Pine Barrens Credit
sites identified will be utilized. There are 188Me Barrens Credits available for allocation in
the Town of Brookhaven under the Plan, and thexedotal of 2600 credit sites available for
use in the town. (See Appendix 1). If the credi¢gse spread proportionately by school district
to all receiving areas within the town, Brookhav@omsewogue school district would receive
only 30 additional residential units as a resulthef Plan, probably over the course of several
years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by attjons under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town.

Brookhaven-Comsewogue school district has no laodtéd within the Core area, so the Plan
will result in no negative impacts associated whid acquisition of vacant undeveloped land

policy.
23.1.3 South Country CSD

South Country school district has one parcel of Adres in receiving areas pursuant to Section
6.4.2.2 of the Plan. The parcel is partially imgd with a single family residence.

Under a worst case scenario, South Country sdhiswict could be impacted by an additional
two residential units under the Plan because thieictihas up to two Pine Barrens Credit
receiving sites identified by the Plan. Howevers iunlikely that all Pine Barrens Credit sites
identified will be utilized. There are 1650 PinarBens Credits available for allocation in the
Town of Brookhaven under the Plan, and there aogahof 2600 credit sites available for use in
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the town. (See Appendix 1). If the credits wgyeead proportionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, South Country sthigstrict would receive only one additional
residential unit as a result of the Plan.

No mitigation of such an impact is required.

South Country school district has no land locatétliiwthe Core area, so the Plan will result in
Nno negative impacts associated with the acquisdforacant undeveloped land policy.

23.1.4 Sachem CSD at Holbrook

Sachem school district has 11 parcels totaling@8cres in receiving areas pursuant to Section
6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Two parcels and 73.91 aaeepartially improved farm land; one parcel and
6.82 acres are partially improved with a singleifamesidence; six parcels and 59.46 acres are
vacant residential land; one parcel and 113.97%ame abandoned agricultural land; one parcel
and 14.91 acres are vacant land owned by the sdsigtt.

Under a worst case scenario, Sachem school distridtl be impacted by an additional 81
residential units under the Plan because the clistais up to 81 Pine Barrens Credit receiving
sites identified by the Plan. However, it is uglikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@d credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendices 1 and 3). If the credits wereasppeoportionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, Sachem schootfidistould receive only 51 additional
residential units as a result of the Plan, probalir the course of several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by attjons under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town.

Sachem school district has no land located withenG@ore area, so the Plan will result in no
negative impacts associated with the acquisitiovactnt undeveloped land policy.

23.1.5 Mt. Sinai UFSD

Mt. Sinai school district has 31 parcels totalidg 3.5 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. 12 parcels and 308c88s are farm land; six parcels and 70.92
acres are partially improved with single familyidesices; 11 parcels and 97.49 acres are vacant
residential land; one parcel and 11.54 acres ar@antaesidential land located in a commercial
area; one parcel and 33.11 acres are lands imphyvadne story small structure.

Under a worst case scenario, Mt. Sinai schoolidistould be impacted by an additional 203
residential units under the Plan because the cistais up to 203 Pine Barrens Credit receiving
sites identified by the Plan. However, it is uglikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@® credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendix 1 and 3). If the credits were sppragortionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, Mt. Sinai schostrict would receive only 129 additional
residential units as a result of the Plan, probalir the course of several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
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because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. Mt. Sirszhool district has property located within
Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in potentialdestial development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid@®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmncentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Mt. Sinai school district has no land located witthe Core area, so the Plan will result in no
negative impacts associated with the acquisitiovaciint undeveloped land policy.

23.1.6 Miller Place UFSD

Miller Place school district has 22 parcels togls85.42 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Seven parcels and33¢res are farm land; seven parcels and
119.03 acres are partially improved with single ifgmesidences; nine parcels and 79.08 acres
are vacant residential land.

Under a worst case scenario, Miller Place schattidt could be impacted by an additional 212
residential units under the Plan because the cistais up to 212 Pine Barrens Credit receiving
sites identified by the Plan. However, it is uglikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@d credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendix 1 and 3). If the credits were sppragortionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, Miller Place sdhaistrict would receive only 135 additional
residential units as a result of the Plan, probalir the course of several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. Milletd®e school district has property located within
Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in potentialdestial development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid®®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmncentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Miller Place school district has no land locatethin the Core area, so the Plan will result in no
negative impacts associated with the acquisitiovactint undeveloped land policy.
23.1.7 Rocky Point UFSD

Rocky Point school district has two parcels totallrd.95 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Both parcels and th85lacres are vacant residential land.

Under a worst case scenario, Rocky Point schotiaisould be impacted by an additional five
residential units under the Plan because the clistais up to five Pine Barrens Credit receiving
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sites identified by the Plan. However, it is uglikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@® credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendix 1 and 3). If the credits were sppragortionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, Rocky Point schdistrict would receive only three additional
residential units as a result of the Plan, probakir the course of several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town.

Rocky Point school district has vacant residentiatined property in the Core area. Under
current conditions, it is estimated that up to &&idential units could be built on this property.
There are estimated to be 33 Pine Barrens Crediilable for allocation for this vacant
residentially zoned property in the Core area ickyd?oint School District. (See Appendix 2).
Because there are only five potential Pine Barfeneslit receiving sites, the district will have its
potential for residential development reduced hQyrapimately 30 units when compared to
current conditions assuming there are no acquisital Core area property in the district.

Since Rocky Point school district has land locatetthe Core area, it could be impacted by
acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition of vacakeveloped land policy.

23.1.8 Shoreham-Wading River CSD

Shoreham-Wading River school district has 21 partghling 597.72 acres in receiving areas
pursuant to Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Twel\®&) ffarcels and 249.03 acres are farm land; nine
parcels and 348.63 acres are vacant residentil lan

Under a worst case scenario, Shoreham-Wading Roleyol district could be impacted by an
additional 239 residential units under the Plaralose the district has up to 239 Pine Barrens
Credit receiving sites identified by the Plan. Hwer, it is unlikely that all Pine Barrens Credit
sites identified will be utilized. There are 188Me Barrens Credits available for allocation in
the Town of Brookhaven under the Plan, and thexedotal of 2600 credit sites available for
use in the town. (See Appendix 1 and 3). If treglits were spread proportionately by school
district to all receiving areas within the town,08&ham-Wading River school district would
receive only 152 additional residential units assult of the Plan, probably over the course of
several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits

available for allocation within the town. Shoreh#tading River school district has property
located within Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increasagptential residential development could be
mitigated through the use of Pine Barrens Creditsibn-residential development as described in
the introductory portion of this chapter. In adtht Section 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (ADBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmincentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Shoreham-Wading River school district has no lawadted within the Core area, so the Plan will
result in no negative impacts associated with tugisition of vacant undeveloped land policy.
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23.1.9 Middle Country CSD

Middle Country school district has eight parcelaliog 131.54 acres in receiving areas pursuant
to Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. One parcel anfl &8es are partially improved with single

family residences; three parcels and 24.49 aceesaant residential land; two parcels and
21.90 acres are vacant land located in commen@akaone parcel and 10.90 acres are vacant
land located in industrial areas; one parcel an@&dcres are land partially improved with a one
story small structure.

Under a worst case scenario, Middle Country schmstict could be impacted by an additional
54 residential units under the Plan because theatlisas up to 54 Pine Barrens Credit receiving
sites identified by the Plan. However, it is urlikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@d credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendix 1 and 3). If the credits were sppragortionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, Middle Country aahdistrict would receive only 34 additional
residential units as a result of the Plan, probakir the course of several years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. MiddleoGntry school district has property located
within Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in poiahtesidential development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid@®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmincentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Middle Country school district has no land locatathin the Core area, so the Plan will result in
Nno negative impacts associated with the acquisdforacant undeveloped land policy.

23.1.10 Longwood CSD

Longwood school district has 176 parcels totalif@b2.15 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Seven parcels an®82icres are farm land; 28 parcels and 299.81
acres are partially improved with single familyideices; three parcels and 20.16 acres are
partially improved with two family residences; go&rcel and 16.81 acres are partially improved
with a three family residence; one parcel and 1ad&®s are partially improved with a rural
residence; 121 parcels and 1,811.29 acres aretvasighential land; eight parcels and 184.39
acres are vacant land located in commercial acessparcel and 83.78 acres are vacant land
located in industrial areas; two parcels and 18&2s are riding stables; four parcels and 79.78
acres are used in mining or quarrying.

Under a worst case scenario, Longwood school distauld be impacted by an additional 408
residential units under the Plan when compareditiient conditions. This is based upon the fact
that under current conditions an estimated 673 watild potentially be built upon Core area
residential vacant land. Since these units witlbbuilt in the Core area, this number is
subtracted from the 1,081 credit sites identifigdi® Plan. However, it is unlikely that all Pine
Barrens Credit sites identified will be utilized@here are 1650 Pine Barrens Credits available for
allocation in the Town of Brookhaven under the Pkard there are a total of 2600 credit sites
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available for use in the town. (See Appendix 1 3ndIf the credits were spread proportionately
by school district to all receiving areas withire tiown, Longwood school district would have
only 686 credit sites utilized as a result of thenPprobably over the course of several years.
When the 673 units that could have been built enGlore area are subtracted from the 686 credit
sites that are likely to be utilized, the potentiatrease in the number of residential units & th
district as a result of the Plan without any acigjois is likely to be 13 units.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. Longwoschool district has property located within
Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in potentialdestial development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid@®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmncentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Since Longwood school district has land locatethenCore area, it could be impacted by
acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition of vacakeveloped land policy.

23.1.11 South Manor UFSD

South Manor school district has 47 parcels tota®88§.92 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Seven parcels and@Iitres are farm land; 11 parcels and 235.29
acres are partially improved with single familyidesices; 24 parcels and 379.54 acres are vacant
residential land; three parcels and 71.95 acresaant land located in commercial areas; one
parcel and 14.98 acres are vacant land locatedlirstrial areas; one parcel and 85.36 acres are
used in mining or quarrying.

Under a worst case scenario, South Manor schowiadisould be impacted by the loss of two
potential residential units under the Plan whengam®d to current conditions. This is based
upon the fact that under current conditions anresd 195 units could potentially be built upon
Core area residential vacant land. Since thede will not be built in the Core area, this number
is subtracted from the 193 credit sites identifigdhe Plan. However, it is unlikely that all Pine
Barrens Credit sites identified will be utilized@here are 1650 Pine Barrens Credits available for
allocation in the Town of Brookhaven under the Pkd there are a total of 2600 credit sites
available for use in the town. (See Appendix 1 3ndIf the credits were spread proportionately
by school district to all receiving areas withire town, South Manor school district would have
only 122 credit sites utilized as a result of thenPprobably over the course of several years.
When the 195 units that could have been built enGlore area are subtracted from the 122 credit
sites that are likely to be utilized, the potentildcrease in the number of residential unitsén th
district as a result of the Plan without any acigjois is likely to be 73 units.

These potential impacts could be further mitigdig@dcquisitions under the Plan's acquisition
policy because acquisition of the fee interesamdiwould result in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. South iMe school district has property located within
Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in potentialdestial development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid®®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
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(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmincentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Since South Manor school district has land locatdtie Core area, it could be impacted by
acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition of vacakeveloped land policy.

23.1.12 Patchogue-Medford UFSD

Patchogue-Medford school district has 44 parce#ditgy 276.51 acres in receiving areas
pursuant to Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. One parwt12.40 acres are farm land; eight parcels
and 51.64 acres are partially improved with sirghaily residences; one parcel and 9.96 acres
are partially improved with two family residenc88; parcels and 195.01 acres are vacant
residential land; one parcel and 7.50 acres ateafparmproved with a one story small structure.

Under a worst case scenario, Patchogue-Medforcdosdmirict could be impacted by an
additional 239 residential units under the Plarase the district has up to 239 Pine Barrens
Credit receiving sites identified by the Plan. Hwer, it is unlikely that all Pine Barrens Credit
sites identified will be utilized. There are 188Me Barrens Credits available for allocation in
the Town of Brookhaven under the Plan, and thexedotal of 2600 credit sites available for
use in the town. (See Appendix 1 and 3). If treglits were spread proportionately by school
district to all receiving areas within the town téreogue-Medford school district would receive
only 152 additional residential units as a resftithe Plan, probably over the course of several
years.

These potential impacts could be mitigated by astions under the Plan's acquisition policy
because acquisition of the fee interest in landlevoesult in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. Patcheguedford school district has property located
within Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in poiahtesidential development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid@®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmincentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Patchogue-Medford school district has no land kedatithin the Core area, so the Plan will
result in no negative impacts associated with tugisition of vacant undeveloped land policy.

23.1.13 Eastport UFSD

Eastport school district has 34 parcels totaling.95 acres in receiving areas pursuant to Section
6.4.2.2 of the Plan. 11 parcels and 286.31 aceetaan land; one parcel and 10.34 acres are
partially improved with a single family residendd parcels and 353.00 acres are vacant
residential land; one parcel and 18.24 acres arantdand located in a commercial area; one
parcel and 44.53 acres are vacant land located imdaustrial area; two parcels and 80.12 acres
are partially improved with storage facilities.

Under a worst case scenario, Eastport school aistould be impacted by the loss of 1,054
potential residential units under the Plan whengam®d to current conditions. This is based
upon the fact that under current conditions anvesd 1,230 units could potentially be built
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upon Core area residential vacant land. (See App&). Since these units will not be built in
the Core area, this number is subtracted from fitectedit sites identified by the Plan.
However, it is unlikely that all Pine Barrens Ctesites identified will be utilized. There are
1650 Pine Barrens Credits available for allocatiothe Town of Brookhaven under the Plan,
and there are a total of 2600 credit sites avaal&tnl use in the town. (See Appendix 1 and 3). If
the credits were spread proportionately by schsbtidt to all receiving areas within the town,
Eastport school district would have only 112 cred#s utilized as a result of the Plan, probably
over the course of several years. When the 1,286 that could have been built in the Core
area are subtracted from the 112 credit sitesattedlikely to be utilized, the potential decrease
in the number of residential units in the distasta result of the Plan without any acquisition is
likely to be 1,118 units.

These potential impacts could be further mitigdtg@cquisitions under the Plan's acquisition
policy because acquisition of the fee interesamdiwould result in fewer Pine Barrens Credits
available for allocation within the town. Eastpschool district has property located within
Hydrogeologic Zone lll. Increases in potentialdestial development could be mitigated
through the use of Pine Barrens Credits for nordessial development as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter. In additid@®ection 6.4.2.1 has identified other uses for
credits such as Planned Development Districts (APBlanned Retirement Communities
(PRCs), and the use of "R" Districts and other zgmncentives, all of which would reduce the
potential use of credits for residential developtreerd increase the potential for financially
favorable development.

Since Eastport school district has land locatetiénCore area, it could be impacted by
acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition of vacakeveloped land policy.

23.1.14 Center Moriches UFSD

Center Moriches school district has one parcel3062 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. The parcel is famala

Under a worst case scenario, Center Moriches $chstoict could be impacted by an additional
four residential units under the Plan because teat has up to four Pine Barrens Credit
receiving sites identified by the Plan. Howevers iunlikely that all Pine Barrens Credit sites
identified will be utilized. There are 1650 PinarBens Credits available for allocation in the
Town of Brookhaven under the Plan, and there aogahof 2600 credit sites available for use in
the town. (See Appendix 1 and 3). If the credise spread proportionately by school district
to all receiving areas within the town, Center Mbas school district would receive only three
additional residential units as a result of thenPla

No mitigation of such an impact is required.

Center Moriches school district has no land locatghin the Core area, so the Plan will result
in no negative impacts associated with the acqgosaf vacant undeveloped land policy.

23.1.15 East Moriches UFSD
East Moriches school district has three parcelsl®d08 acres in receiving areas pursuant to

Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan. Two parcels and 86ctds are farm land; one parcel and 13.94
acres are vacant residential land.
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Under a worst case scenario, East Moriches sdahsiict could be impacted by an additional

20 residential units under the Plan because tleatlisas up to 20 Pine Barrens Credit receiving
sites identified by the Plan. However, it is uglikthat all Pine Barrens Credit sites identified
will be utilized. There are 1650 Pine Barrens @seavailable for allocation in the Town of
Brookhaven under the Plan, and there are a to26@d credit sites available for use in the town.
(See Appendix 1 and 3). If the credits were sppragortionately by school district to all
receiving areas within the town, East Moriches sthigstrict would receive only 13 additional
residential units as a result of the Plan.

No mitigation of such an impact is required.

East Moriches school district has no land locatédiwthe Core area, so the Plan will result in
Nno negative impacts associated with the acquisdforacant undeveloped land policy.

23.1.16 Riverhead CSD

Riverhead school district has no receiving areasyant to Section 6.4.2.2 of the Plan within the
Town of Brookhaven. However, it does have recg\areas associated with the Pine Barrens
Credit Plan under the Town of Riverhead sectiothefProgram.

Under a worst case scenario, the portion of Rivetlszhool district located within the Town of
Brookhaven could be impacted by the loss of 45@mal residential units under the Plan when
compared to current conditions. This is based uperact that under current conditions an
estimated 450 units could potentially be built uore area residential vacant land located
within the Town of Brookhaven. (See Appendix 2).

Since Riverhead school district has land locatatienCore area, it could be impacted by
acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition of vacakeveloped land policy.

23.2 Town of Riverhead

Within the Town of Riverhead only one school digtrRiverhead school district, has been
identified as having vacant privately owned propertthe Core area. Similarly, only one school
district, Riverhead school district, has receivitigfricts pursuant to Section 6.4.3 of the Plan.

23.2.1 Riverhead CSD

Riverhead school district has 84 parcels totalidg .29 acres in receiving areas pursuant to
Section 6.4.3 of the Plan. 26 parcels and 104&saare farm land; ten parcels and 7.47 acres are
partially improved with single family residencewsef parcels and 27.19 acres are vacant rural
land; seven parcels and 134.30 acres are vacahldeated in a commercial areas; five parcels
and 67.59 acres are vacant land located in indlisireas; one parcel and 4.89 acres are fully
improved with apartments; two parcels and 9.50saare fully improved with a motels; one
parcel and .77 acres are fully improved with a baee parcels and 3.50 acres are fully
improved with gas stations; one parcel and 2.08saare fully improved with liquid petroleum
storage; one parcel and 2.40 aces of propertyuflyarhproved with a lumber yard; one parcel
and 4.00 acres are improved with a trucking terinittparcels and 53.3 acres are partially
improved with storage and warehouse facilities; paweel is improved with professional offices;
four parcels and 8.80 acres are improved with ¢ory small structures; one parcel and 24.80
acres are improved with a race track; one parakRam86 acres are improved with an
amusement park; one parcel and 24.50 acres arallyarhproved with religious facilities; one
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parcel and 6.60 acres is for electric transmission.

Riverhead school district could be impacted byltiss of up to 564 potential residential units
under the Plan when compared to current conditidiss is based upon the fact that under
current conditions an estimated 564 units coul@mtdlly be built upon Core area residential
vacant land. (See Appendix 1).

Because Riverhead's receiving areas are locatéthwitydrogeologic Zone lll, Pine Barrens
Credits may be utilized for non-residential devehegmt for use in accordance with the parcel's
current zoning, Industrial A. An increase in lars® intensity will be allowed as described in the
introductory portion of this chapter and Sectiof.8.1 of the Plan. These uses all result in
financially favorable development within the schddtrict.

Since Riverhead school district has land locatatienCore area, it could be impacted by
acquisitions under the Plan's acquisition of vacakeveloped land policy.

23.3 Town of Southampton

Within the Town of Southampton five school dissittave been identified as having vacant
privately owned property in the Core area. TheyRiverhead, Remsenburg-Speonk,
Westhampton Beach, Hampton Bays, and Eastpore Have receiving districts pursuant to
Section 6.4.4.2 of the Plan. They are Riverheam$enburg-Speonk, Westhampton Beach,
Hampton Bays, and Eastport.

Pursuant to Section 6.4.4.2 of the Plan, receigiegs are designed to accommodate the Pine
Barrens from the Core area property located witlhénsame school district as of right. In no
case will it be necessary to cross school didhwcindaries on as of right basis. Furthermore,
under the Plan the number of residential unitswhthbe built is approximately equal to the total
number of units that could have been built underetu conditions. (See Appendix 1). The
location of the units will be clustered within te@me school district out of the Core area.
Therefore, there will be no impacts to school distvrased upon as of right use of Pine Barrens
Credits.

All school districts have land located in the Carea, they all could be impacted by acquisitions
under the Plan's acquisition of vacant undeveldaed policy.

23.3.1 Riverhead CSD

Riverhead school district within the Town of Souttpdon has two parcels totaling 47.50 acres
pursuant to Section 6.4.4.2 of the Plan. Bothglarare vacant land.

23.3.2 Remsenburg-Speonk UFSD

Remsenburg-Speonk school district has 14 parcelbrig 254.30 acres pursuant to Section
6.4.4.2 of the Plan. Three parcels and 38.10 areefarm land; nine parcels and 171.40 acres
are vacant residential land; one parcel and 36&@€sare rural vacant land; one parcel and 8.80
acres are used for miscellaneous services.

23.3.3 Westhampton Beach UFSD

Westhampton Beach school district has 54 parctéirig 108.54 acres pursuant to Section
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6.4.4.2 of the Plan. Two parcels and 5.96 acrepartially improved with single family
residences; three parcels and 8.20 acres aremé&aldecant residential land; 39 parcels and
83.34 acres are rural vacant land; one parcel GriDJacres are partially improved with a one
story small structure; one parcel and .54 acresarant land under section 480 of the RPTL.

23.3.3 Hampton Bays UFSD

Hampton Bays school district has six parcels totaii5.90 acres pursuant to Section 6.4.4.2 of
the Plan. Three parcels and 53.30 acres are n¢sibeacant residential land; three parcels and
22.60 acres are vacant land located in commen®@aka

23.3.4 Eastport UFSD

Eastport school district has ten parcels totalidg@ acres pursuant to Section 6.4.4.2 of the
Plan. Three parcels and 43.40 acres are farm tewodparcels and 7.80 acres are partially
improved with single family residences; three pEresmd 23.90 acres are residential vacant
residential land; one parcel and 12 acres aregilgiritnproved for retail services; one parcel and
5.50 acres are improved with miscellaneous services
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24. Impacts on Other Special Districts
24.1 Fire Districts

The geographic identification of local fire distaavithin the region is especially difficult
because of the lack of computerized maps. Withdhveat, there are two concerns with respect
to fire districts which should be noted as theyldaneate economic hardships for certain local
fire districts.

The first concern may affect local fire districtglwsubstantial areas included in the core
preservation area. As shown in Exhibit 10, depsmdipon whether the courts determine that
the PBC credits are real property and subjecteéddbal property tax, these fire districts could
face property tax base losses of sufficient mageitio threaten their economic viability. This
would be especially true for any such districtsaiilie wholly or in large measure within the
core preservation area.

The second concern is a more general one relaitigetongoing management activities of land
in the core preservation area, and in particulamied to periodically burn regions within the
pine barren§> While the draft plan is clear that "Volunteeefulepartments are not expected to
be the lead agencies or to provide crews or equipinthe plan does not set forth a fire
management program and thus it is unclear whaoresipilities or obligations will fall on local
fire districts and whether or not there will beaesces provided to permit these districts to carry
out these responsibilities.

24.2 Sewer Districts

As with the transportation system, the impactdefRine Barrens Credit Program on sewer
districts in the region are likely to be negligililegeneral, though possibly significant in certain
localized situations. Thus, for example, the comomaéand industrial receiving districts
identified in Riverhead, if developed fully and idlg, may require additional sewerage
capacities to permit development. In most situetjahese requirements will be handled locally,
between the developer and the town according &bksihed building codes and zoning
requirements, and as with specialized transportatiprovements, will likely involve
requirements imposed on the developers to adeguatdless sewerage issues.

4> Fire is necessary not only to create the conuitiguitable for pitch pine germination and
survival, but to rejuvenate and maintain the ergggemblage of plant, animal and insect species
that comprise the Pine Barrens.
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25. Alternatives to the Central Pine Barrens LandJse Plan

25.1 No action alternative (i.e., Development acabng to existing conditions including
SGPA)

The no-action alternative to the Plan may be evatjaheoretically, as two distinctly different
scenarios. In one case, no-action can be constiougel a no-build scenario, whereby no
development would be allowed in the CPB.

In the alternate case, no-action could refer taQbmmission taking no action; in essence, a
scenario whereby existing land use, zoning, deveéoy criteria, and municipal requirements
continue to govern development in the CPB.

The no-action alternative evaluated herein is dltiel case. The former case, a no-build
scenario, is not considered to be a reasonablmaliee, as no administrative or fiscal means of
creating such a scenario either exists or coulsomably be expected. Thus, the no-build
scenario is not given further consideration.

Under the no-action scenario, one must presumedthetiopment will occur in an as-of-right
manner, consisting with existing zoning, local aatices, environmental constraints and law,
and to the extent practicable, local and regioredter plans. To assume otherwise would be
unreasonably speculative.

Potential Build Out

One direct way of envisioning future developmenthia absence of the Plan is to assume the
build out of remaining privately owned, vacant uveleped residential land in the Core Area,
consistent with existing zoning. Such lands inel6@61 acres in the Town of Brookhaven,
1042 acres in the Town of Riverhead, and 3760 acré® Town of Southampton. The total
potential additional residential units which coblkl constructed on these lands would be 2,583
units in Brookhaven, 564 units in Riverhead, an@ éfits in Southampton. This buildout takes
into account substandard lots on old file mapssimach as they are considered exempt from the
lot area requirements of the Suffolk County Sagi@ode Article 6.

This projected build out, which totals 3,917 umitshe Core Preservation Area, could be
compared with the Plan's goal of no additionalsjrhibwever, as a practical matter, it should be
compared to a buildout of approximately 200 umitisich the Plan could potentially allow as
infill or the Statute (Article 57) would exemptn éither case, the potential buildout in the Core
Preservation Area under the Plan is de minimis wdmenpared to buildout under existing
conditions.

Existing Environmental Protection Mechanisms

The foregoing comparison of potential build outren®s, while informative, is simplistic and
incomplete. Additional elements of existing coradis must be evaluated, including the Town
of Brookhaven's existing TDR program, the Town ofithampton's existing TDR program,
other state and local laws, and the Special GroatewWrotection Area (SGPA) Plan.

The Town of Brookhaven's existing TDR program, like PBC program in the Plan, could
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preserve portions of the Core Preservation Areddday transferring development rights out of
the Core Preservation Area to locations elsewhretlea town. The existing Brookhaven
program, however, yields a far greater number ¢émical units for receiving areas than does the
Plan, (1650 PBC units in Plan, 4658 units in Braoldn TDR program) and therefore the non-
Core Preservation Area development impacts woulthée intense under existing conditions
than they would be under the Plan. (See Appendix 1

Another significant difference between this exigtifDR program and that of the Plan is
implementation. Under the Plan, a bank is estadtido facilitate PBC transactions, while,
under the existing program, landowners need taterdlly organize and cooperate in order to
bring about individual TDR projects. Thus, thedderm success of the existing program is not
ensured, and further, cannot be counted upon asaasrof establishing a contiguous
preservation area like the Core Preservation Astgbéished in the Plan.

The Town of Southampton TDR program can preserve €oeservation Area lands. However,
it does not preclude TDRs being utilized on laratsited within the Core Preservation Area. As
a result, while this program preserves open spé&oesnot be used to establish a contiguous
Core Preservation Area to the same extent as #reddes.

Unlike the Plan, Southampton does not have a lafdctlitate TDR transactions. However, the
potential maximum number of residential units dligito receive credits under the current
Southampton program would be approximately the sasnender the PBC program.

The potential build out in the Core Area under exgsconditions, estimated earlier as 3,917
units under existing zoning, should be diminisheshewhat by the existence of state and local
laws and regulations which restrict developmergdrtain instances. For example, State wetland
regulations, which include setback requirementsyeltas the State Wild Scenic and
Recreational Rivers Act, could limit yield on cent¢éots to below that allowed under current
zoning. Other such constraints on yield could odie to local regulation of construction on
steep slopes or environmentally sensitive and @lljuspecial lands. Finally, the environmental
review process for such development often revalilsr@onditions which preclude a full yield
under the current zoning.

While the existing mechanisms are recognized, sstekand important means of protecting the
environment at large, and, to some degree, crepteggrved open spaces, they have not in the
past provided a mechanism for creating a broadjguowus open space such as the Core
Preservation Area under the Plan.

Moreover, it would be unrealistic to presume thathsexisting laws and ordinances could be
utilized to create and protect an area analogotiset€ore in the future.

SGPA Plan

A final component of the no-action scenario is#@&PA Plan. The SGPA Plan, prepared
pursuant to E.C.L. Article 55, included numerousoremendations for a "Central Suffolk
SGPA" which is essentially the same area as the GPBcommended techniques such as
acquisition, replatting of old file maps, clust@velopment, and utilization of TDR to preserve
land masses and corridors in the SGPA. It provalésit of opportunities for utilizing these
techniques, and described and illustrated the tap#sthat would result if such opportunities
were realized.
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For instance, the SGPA plan indicated that mosgt@zoning in the Pine Barrens area is low
density residential use on lot sizes ranging frara acre to 5 acres/dwelling unit. Most of
Brookhaven is zoned at 1, 2, and 5 acres/dwellmg un Southampton the zoning is 1, 1.5, 2, 3,
or 5 acres/unit. Riverhead is zoned for 4 acres tiee Calverton facility and 1 acre for much of
the farmland. The SGPA Plan noted that if thesaswere all up-zoned to 5 acres/unit, with
clustering of new developments at 1 acre/unit, thgothetically 80% of the Pine Barrens land
could be preserved. These actions would presée.54 acres of the 15,931.93 privately
held acres of vacant land in Brookhaven Town, 2#%3cres of the 3,454.33 acres privately
owned vacant land in Riverhead Town, and 6,004c?@s=0f the 7,505.25 acres of privately
owned vacant land in Southampton.

The SGPA plan postulated that rezoning of propenty clustering in Brookhaven Town could
secure dedicated acreage adjacent to the Pecorgc, Rreserve an open Pine Barrens corridor
along the Long Island Expressway, add to someehtidings in the eastern portion of
Manorville, add to the parcel that the County retsaside for a Suffolk County Nature Preserve,
and provide additional open space. It statedBhabkhaven could consider further rezonings as
necessary to limit residential development beydwdperiphery of already committed areas. In
addition, it noted that a series of acquisitionterging from Route 25A on the north to the Long
Island Expressway on the south could further ptdtecwater resources of the area. The
acquisition of some of these properties when coetbimith a coordinated clustering of new
development would make it possible to create &sai north-south and east-west
interconnected public and private properties toalat be used as walkway, hiking trails, or
similar types of linear park use. By acquiringdaround the headwaters of the Peconic River
and in the area east of Route 111 in Manorvill®lipdands could then form a continuous
corridor of open space extending from central Brasen through the edge of Riverhead and
into the Town of Southampton.

The SGPA plan proposed that Suffolk County shoolatiaue to upgrade, consolidate, and
expand sewage collection and treatment within tvéhwestern portion of the sector
(Brookhaven), as well as concentrate commercialiraghalstrial activities to the maximum extent
permitted by existing land uses in these area® plén postulated that if sewering could be
extended to serve existing higher density and neveldpment, effluent quality could be
assured, and ground water quality would be improved

The SGPA plan presumed that most of the land irsthéheastern Section (Southampton
portion) of the Central Suffolk SGPA was being presd by means of major watershed
acquisitions, but noted there are some opportenitieclustering which could secure dedicated
acreage adjacent to Peconic River properties, m@s@ open Pine Barrens corridor along the
Long Island Expressway and could add to some olithdings in the eastern portion of
Manorville. Such clustering could also provide lpets of open space in the more developed
portions of Manorville and preserve some wetlardjac@ent to State property.

The SGPA plan proposed that Suffolk County esthldi®warf Pines Preserve to the north and
west of the Suffolk County Airport which would caitgte part of an open corridor along the
south side of Sunrise Highway, and would complinteatpublic lands on the north side. It
further proposed that the Towns of Brookhaven amatt&ampton should attempt to acquire the
development rights or otherwise preserve the Sveard Rnd the Long Island golf clubs. These
towns should also facilitate the conversion of ddtsoor inappropriately located extractive and
industrial properties to residential use and ihs&lage treatment plants in order to protect the
groundwater.
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The SGPA plan concludes that in the Riverhead @oxf the Northeast Sector of the Central
Suffolk SGPA, it would be most desirable to transfie development rights of properties that
are surrounded by protected farmland to areas wbi@ound Avenue or around the hamlet of
Riverhead. It stated that Riverhead should profod¢he transfer of development rights to non-
farm sites outside the SGPA at one dwelling unittp® acres, and require clustering of
development on those parcels where TDR was notlpessThe acquisition of selected
woodland and other non-farm parcels could facditatitershed preservation and wellhead
protection in Riverhead. Also, smaller acquisigam the Town of Riverhead could enhance the
already partially protected Peconic River corridgracquiring areas such as the Canoe Lake
area, the unused portion of Camp Wauwepex, ancopait of several small parcels along the
Peconic River.

The SGPA plan also proposed that commercial dewsop in Riverhead could be confined to
present locations outside the SGPA, and new busthegelopment could be sited at locations
outside the SGPA or within the boundaries of emgstommercial areas within the SGPA, in
order to help maintain the integrity of the agriauhl and opens space lands that protect the
groundwater and surface waters in this sector.

The SGPA plan, if implemented as described aboutlqarovide for preservation of open
spaces, protection of significant assemblages lmtdtaand ground and surface water protection
in the Central Pine Barrens. Such preservationpaoidction, while not the equivalent of a
52,000 acre Core preservation Area, would certdorlyholly consistent with the goals for the
CPB articulated in Article 57.

It must be noted, however, that implementatiorhefélements of the SGPA plan were not
assured under Article 55 of the E.C.L. For examftéicle 55 did not provide for enabling
analyses of the SGPA plan such as an Environmbngalct Statement (EIS) or economic
impact analysis. Article 55 also failed to provalsource of funding for the acquisitions or TDR
proposals contained therein. Finally, Article 58 dot provide a means to make the SGPA plan
elements binding upon the state or local governsent

These limitations of Article 55 limit the impact wh the SGPA plan may have on development
under the no-action alternative. While it may bespmed that numerous proposals in the SGPA
plan would be implemented in the future, it is agrthat the majority of its elements could not
be implemented without additional funding, enviramntal analyses, economic analyses, and
government actions.

Thus, the SGPA plan, which in many ways is congtstgth the proposed action and Article 57

in terms of environmental and ecological goals, n@tscrafted so as to create a contiguous Core
Preservation Area, and cannot be relied upon tdymte piecemeal and scattered development or
assure orderly and compact development.

Comparison

The existing conditions described above clearlyig® for the protection of the environment

and creation of open spaces without the proposohathe Plan). State and local laws are
ambitiously protective of groundwater, surface waded habitat, and comprehensive plans such
as the SGPA plan provide guidance as to how spemifrironmental and ecological goals may
be achieved.
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The fundamental differences between the no-actienmnative and the Plan is the force of law,
funding, and a viable PBC program. The Plan walate and protect a contiguous core
preservation area of 52,000 acres. No combinati@xisting conditions can reasonably be
relied upon to achieve this.

As a result, for the Core Preservation Area itisto conclude that the Plan would provide far
greater protection of ground and surface watens wauld the no-action alternative. Similarly,
ecological protection, habitat preservation ancheativity in the Core Area would be greater
under the Plan than under the no-action alternafileese conclusions are rooted in the Plan's
ability to create, preserve, and manage a 52,0@cantiguous land area.

Conversely, it must be noted that under existingdd@ns, buildout in the CGA and areas
outside of the CPB would likely be less intensenthader the Plan, largely due to the absence of
the Plan's PBC prografh.However, a detailed comparison of impacts ofRtan and the no-
action alternative, as they relate to these arpaskly becomes speculative as the actual regional
landscape that would result from build out undastexg conditions is impossible to predict.
Moreover, this comparison is largely the focushef individual impact analyses that comprise
this SDGEIS.

Beyond these comparisons, the broader long terrhdatipns of the Plan versus the no action
alternative are evident. The Plan represents wikmesult, a contiguous Core Preservation Area
with surrounding compact and orderly developmetigngas the no-action alternative would
yield a less predictable future landscape resuftioigp equal application of existing
environmental protection mechanisms across theceG#B.

6 This increased intensity or density due to tleBIPBC Program presumes minimal
implementation of the Town of Brookhaven's exisfiigR program which , if ambitiously
implemented, could actually result in more CPBdestial units than that expected under the
Plan. (See Appendix 1).
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25.2 Analysis of the Plan Without a Core RoadfronParcel Policy Alternative

Section 9.1.1 describes additions to Environmebtadservation Law Section 57-0107(13),
which would allow residential development on lots or taking access from, an existing,
improved road contained within a substantially dewed area within the Core area. The Plan
identifies 106 parcels ranging in size from .1%ado 6.7 acres that qualify for single family
residential development under the policy. Onedegstial unit could be built out on each parcel.
The total acreage for the 106 parcels is 129.84sacr

In many cases these roadfront parcels would quiaifg hardship exemption under the Core
area hardship exemption provisions of the Act. afcpl which qualifies for a hardship under the
Act would then become a buildable lot under theeBarrens Act. In some instances, the value
of such a building lot could go as high as $60,00@ll of the identified lots under the Core
roadfront exception policy were acquired at $60,080plot, the total cost of all the identified
parcels under this policy would be $6,360,000.sTranslates into a $49,000 per acre cost for
the 129.81 acres under consideration.

If these parcels were acquired under this alteraathey would be very difficult to manage, by
definition given their location. Management of palproperty is significantly easier and more
effective in large contiguous tracts. Small pagaeterspersed with privately owned and
developed parcels often become local dumping geurdjuire frequent visits and involve
excessive cleanup costs.
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25.3 Analysis of Plan With a 25%, 50% or 100% Acqisition of Vacant Land Policy

Chapter 3 of the Plan establishes a long-rangetgaadquire 75% of the privately held,
undeveloped and unprotected land within the Coesd?vation Area. Possible alternatives
would be to establish a Plan with acquisition g@l25%, 50% or 100%.

The Commission has no direct resources with whaalake acquisitions. Rather, it relies upon
the State and County to make acquisitions of Cora properties. Appropriations for
acquisitions must be made on a yearly basis thrthglstate budgetary process for State
acquisitions, and County acquisitions are madeutjinghe Drinking Water Protection Program
and must be approved by the Suffolk County Legiséat Analysis of the Plan assumes that there
would be no acquisitions, and generally recognirasany environmental impacts due to the
Plan in receiving areas could be mitigated throacduisitions of Core area property.

The establishment of a Plan with a 25% or a 50%iattpn policy would mean that the
Commission would stop seeking further acquisitiafter 25% or 50% of the privately held,
undeveloped and unprotected land within the Coesdtwation Area were made, respectively.
Under a 100% acquisition policy, the Commission ld@eek to acquire all the Core Area
property acquired. The costs associated with 1868tiisition were estimated on pages 338-340
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement puldsduly 14, 1994.
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26. Growth Inducing Aspects of the Plan

Growth inducing aspects relate to the potentiafdather development due to implementation of
the Plan. Specifically, the SEQRA Handbook (NYSDE®2) suggests that further
development may be "triggered" by significant p@pioin increases or increased development
potential due to infrastructure extension.

The implementation of the Plan will have limiteabgth inducing consequences. As Chapter 14
of this SDGEIS illustrates from a regional perspegtimplementation of the Plan will actually
reduce the number of persons this area will haweipport. Even if all eligible sites in the Core
Preservation Area are allocated PBCs, and thedé@seee utilized in the receiving areas as
residential units a net reduction of approximateB41 persons from under a full buildout under
existing conditions scenario.

Localized population increases may occur beyontivth&ch could occur under existing
conditions given an increase in intensity or degraitributable to PBC redemption. However,
this impacts are adequately mitigated by the Planogisions.

The Plan will reduce the expansion of infrastruetas demonstrated in Appendix 9. By
redirecting development from the Core Preservafimga, significant amounts of new
infrastructure will not built. Furthermore, implemtation of the PBC program will redirect
development to areas already serviced by infragtrec Thus, the Plan will not increase the
development potential of areas beyond existing timmd. Additionally, it will curtail the
incursion of infrastructure into the Core PresaorafArea.
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27. Effects on Land Use and Conservation of Energyesources

The implementation of the Plan will result in a dEse in the energy needs for the Core
Preservation Area, since development will be deg@eway from this area through the Pine
Barrens Credit Program. Energy needs will alsodmahsed in the Core, and the extent of
reduction will depend upon the amount of land thacquired in this area. Acquisition would
remove these areas from future development andreltenfuture energy needs associated with
development.

The overall effect on the use and conservatiomefgy resources within the three towns as a
result of the Plan would actually be lower sinceréhwould be less housing units that would use
energy resources than what would occur under agigioning. (See Appendix 1). Even within
the receiving areas, the focus of development tirdbe use of PBCs will result in more
efficient use of energy resources since a portfdhedevelopment will occur in receiving areas
that are located near existing hamlets. This willimize the amount of infrastructure required to
be constructed or maintained for these new units.

The use of clustering techniques in these areescasnmended in the guidelines stated in
Volume |, Chapter 5 of the Plan will likewise conseenergy resources. Energy required to be
supplied to these communities through municipatises would be reduced to amounts less than
those to be required under full buildout under #xgsconditions. Less vehicle travel will occur,
and therefore less energy will be expended in teritise creation of roads and the use of fuel.
Any increase will likely occur in receiving areasean their proximity to essential services.

In addition, the Plan's goal of 75 % acquisitiorpofately owned vacant land in the Core will
reduce the number of PBCs to be transferred toviageareas and thereby reduce the demands
upon on energy resources in these areas.
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Appendix 1
MAXIMUM POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR CORE AREA !

(Without Acquisition)
Pine Barrens Plart Existing Conditions® Local "TDR" Laws 2
Brookhaven 1,650 2,583 4,658
Riverhead N/AT 564 564°
Southampton 770° 770 770
TOTAL 2,420 3,917 5,992
MAXIMUM POTENTIAL SEWAGE FLOW FOR CORE DEVELOPMENT
POTENTIAL *
(Without Acquisition)

! Does not consider proposed in-fill legislative ah@ents.
2 Note that development of these units would oceuside the Core area.
% Note that development of these units would oedgthin the Core area.

4 Based upon total Pine Barrens Credits availaiii@ffocation and assumes that all credits lanesislential
units.

® Based upon lots exempt from the lot area requérgsof Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article 6;@asss
that lots 6,000 square feet or greater in lot a@aaccommodate a septic tank and water line; assathexisting
lots fall within one of the exemption categoriesSafffolk County Sanitary Code Section 760-609(B).

® Based upon potential transfers that occur in @@rece with Brookhaven Town Law Section 85-388.
" Of the 268 potential Pine Barrens Credits in Riead, none will become residential units.

8 Although Riverhead Town does not have a "TDR'gpam for Central Pine Barrens land, 564 units watild
potentially be built pursuant to existing conditomithin the Core area.

° Assumes the Southampton Town's "TDR" program ioak residential lands within the Core; does not
consider nonresidentially zoned lands.

! Does not consider proposed in-fill legislativeesmtiments; all numbers based upon minimum desigagew
flow rate of 300 gallons per day per single famégidence or single family residence equivalent.



Pine Barrens Plar
(gallons per day)

Existing Conditions®
(gallons per day)

Local "TDR" Laws 2
(gallons per day)

Brookhaven 495,000 774,900 1,397,400
Riverhead 80,4007 169,200 169,206
Southampton 231,000° 231,006 231,000
TOTAL 806,400 1,175,100 1,797,600

2 Note that all sewage flow would occur outside Cloze area.

3 Note that this sewage flow would occur within there area.

4 Based upon the redemption of each Pine Barresditdor 300 gallons per day of rated sewage fbaw

credit.

® Based upon lots exempt from the lot area requéresof Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article 6;@asgs

that lots 6,000 square feet or greater in lot asaaccommodate a septic tank and water line; a&ssathexisting

lots fall within one of the exemption categoriesSafffolk County Sanitary Code Section 760-609(B).

® Based upon transfers that occur in accordand¢eBvitokhaven Town Law Section 85-388.

" Note that all sewage flow would occur outside @eatral Pine Barrens.

8 Although Riverhead Town does not have a "TDR'gpam for Central Pine Barrens land, 564 potential

residential units would still generate 169,200 @adl per day of rated sewage flow.

° Assumes the Southampton Town "TDR" program coakresidential lands within the Core; does not
consider nonresidentially zoned lands.




Appendix 2

BROOKHAVEN SENDING AREA

PINE BARRENS CREDITS AND BUILDOUT UNDER EXISTING CO NDITIONS

School District

Pine Barrens Plan
(Pine Barrens Credits)

Existing Conditions
(Residential Units)

Rocky Point UFSD 33 35
(4722209)
Longwood CSD 476 673
(472212)
South Manor UFSD 105 195
(472221)
Eastport UFSD 755 1,230
(473611)
Riverhead UFSD 281 450
(473002)
TOTAL 1650 2583




Appendix 3
Analyzed Brookhaven Pine Barrens Credit Sites



Appendix 4
Analyzed Riverhead Pine Barrens Credit Sites



Appendix 5
Analyzed Southampton Pine Barrens Credit Sites



Appendix 6

Clearance Comparison: Buildout under Current Coomts and Buildout under Plan - Town of
Brookhaven



Clearance Comparison: Buildout under Current Coomts and Buildout Under Plan - Town of
Southampton



Appendix 7
Site Clearance Standards of Towns of BrookhavereRead and Southampton



Appendix 8
Site Clearance Standards for Standard Subdivisions



Appendix 9
A Visual Comparison Of Development at Different Bities



Appendix 10
Zoning Requirements



Appendix 11
Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Land Use Plamv2
(Available upon request from Commission)



