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Hargrave, Julie

From: Katie Muether Brown <kmbrown@pinebarrens.org>
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 3:53 PM
To: PB Info; Carrie.Gallagher@dec.ny.gov; aguiar@townofriverheadny.gov; 

supervisor@townofriverheadny.gov; Edward P. Romaine; 
JSchneiderman@southamptontownny.gov; Dorian.Dale@suffolkcountyny.gov; 
andrew.freleng@suffolkcountyny.gov; Sarah.lansdale@suffolkcountyny.gov; 
janet.longo@suffolkcountyny.gov; mccormick@townofriverheadny.gov; 
epines@brookhavenny.gov; mshea@southamptontownny.gov; 
JScherer@southamptontownny.gov

Cc: PB Pavacic, John; Jakobsen, Judith; Hargrave, Julie
Subject: Lewis Road PRD Written Comments
Attachments: Lewis Road Non-Compliance to PB Act and CLUP.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Please find the Long Island Pine Barrens Society's written comments on the Lewis Road PRD attached.  We ask that you 
please include these comments as part of the record on the project.  
 
The attached document is a comprehensive list of the many standards and guidelines of which the Lewis Road PRD fails 
to comply with.  This list points to specific documentation (in the form of exhibits) to prove these claims.  All exhibits can 
be found here: https://www.dropbox.com/sh/uxbhazgk8w0hkmh/AABaqFdzWvOqH6Gg0VB8ky6Ua?dl=0 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Katie Muether Brown  
Deputy Director | Long Island Pine Barrens Society 
547 East Main Street 
Riverhead, NY 11901 
631-369-3300 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the  
Internet.

 
//Facebook.com/pinebarrenssociety 
Instagram: @LIPineBarrens 



December 14, 2020 

 

MEMO COVER LETTER 

RE: Lewis Road PRD 

 

The Honorable Carrie Meek Gallagher 

Chairwoman, New York State Pine Barrens Commission 

624 Old Riverhead Road 

Westhampton Beach, NY 11978 

 

Dear Chairwoman Gallagher & Commissioners: 

 

In the following pages, the Long Island Pine Barrens Society outlines the standards and 

guidelines by which the Lewis Road PRD does not comply.  We are asking that each Commission 

member review each of the issues outlined.  Failure to work though this list and address these 

concerns is a failure in your responsibility as a Commissioner. 

 

The applicant has failed to address the issues outlined in this memo.  Therefore, it is your duty 

as Commissioners to assign Commission Staff to work through this list and make specific 

recommendations as to whether or not this project complies. 

 

We believe that the Pine Barrens Commission is being undermined by this application.  Thus far, 

Commissioners have appeared indifferent as to whether these matters are addressed.  It is your 

role to determine whether or not this project complies with every single standard and guideline 

of the Pine Barrens Act and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).   

 

The Board of Directors of the Pine Barrens Society will be prepared to bring legal action against 

the individual members of the Pine Barrens Commission, if they do not satisfy their role as 

Commissioners.  The concerns outlined will also be brought to the attention of the media ahead 

of the January 2021 meeting. 

 

If Commissioners conducted a thorough and complete analysis of each standard and guideline, 

they would be able to come to no other conclusion than that this project does not comply.  You 

must do your job. 

 

Respectfully, 

 
Richard Amper, Executive Director 

Long Island Pine Barrens Society 
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December 14, 2020 

 

Re: Lewis Road PRD 

 

The Honorable Carrie Meek Gallagher 

Chairwoman 

New York State Pine Barrens Commission 

624 Old Riverhead Road 

Westhampton Beach, NY 11978 

 

Dear Chairwoman Gallagher & Commissioners: 

 

Over the course of the past year, scientists, environmentalists, elected officials, and community 

leaders have continuously testified before the Commission to provide expert testimony on the 

many ways that the Lewis Road Planned Residential Development (PRD) fails to comply with the 

Pine Barrens Act. In addition, the Pine Barrens Commission staff has raised countless questions 

about the project, many of which have been left unanswered by the developer. 

In the summary below, we outline the many standards and guidelines that the Lewis Road PRD 

fails to comply with, citing the specific documentation to prove these claims.  Based on the 

boundless evidence before you, Commissioners have no choice but to deny the Lewis Road PRD 

project as it fails to meet the standards and guidelines of the Pine Barrens Act and its 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). 

The Lewis Road Planned Residential District (PRD) fails to conform to the Pine Barrens Act and 

the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) in the following ways: 

• Guideline 5.3.3.1.1 Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article 6 Compliance 

- Without approval from Suffolk County Department of Health Services, conformance 

to this guideline cannot be demonstrated. 
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• Guideline 5.3.3.1.2 Sewage Treatment Plant Discharge 

- Without approval from Suffolk County Department of Health Services, conformance 

to this guideline cannot be demonstrated. 

- As per the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, a “Notice of Incomplete Application” 

has not been addressed. (Exhibit 1, Page) 

• Guideline 5.3.3.1.3 Nitrate-nitrogen goal 

- The applicant has failed to demonstrate compliance with this guideline. 

- The applicant has removed nearly all nitrogen mitigation measures that previously 

existed in the “Hills PDD” application.  These measures were deemed necessary to 

curtail the expected large nitrogen input that this project will have on groundwater 

and nearby surface waters.  Please see Exhibit 2 – Expert testimony by Dr. 

Christopher Gobler from the 8/19/20 public hearing; Exhibit 3, Pages LIPBS 1-2, 4-5, 

and 6 – Pine Barrens Society Written Comment 2/19/20; Exhibit 4, Pages 9-12 – Pine 

Barrens Society Written Comment 8/19/20; Exhibit 5, Pages 5-6 – Group for the East 

End Written Comment 2/19/20; and Exhibit 6, Page 1 – Southampton Town Civic 

Coalition Written Comment 2/19/20. 

- In addition, serious questions have been raised about the specific nitrogen 

calculations used – Please see Exhibits 7 and 8 – Reports written by Ron Nappi. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.3.2 Private well protection  

- Without NYSDEC approval of private wells, conformance to this guideline cannot be 

demonstrated. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.5.1 Stormwater Runoff 

- Without approval of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) by the Town 

and NYSDEC, the Commission is unable to determine if this project complies with 

this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.5.2 Natural recharge and drainage 

- As per the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, a grading plan showing that the 

Drainage Reserve Areas (DRA) is consistent with other plans should be submitted in 

order to prove compliance (Exhibit 1, Page 3) 

- The area of each DRA and the total area must be submitted in order to prove 

compliance. (Exhibit 1, Page 3) 

- Without this information, the project does not comply with this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.5.3 Ponds 

- As per the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, the total area of each pond and the 

total area including the pond identified as #5 in the Master Plan with Grading, as 

well as the unmarked pond to the east of it, must be identified in order to prove 

compliance. (Exhibit 1, Page 3) 

- Without this information, the project does not comply with this guideline. 
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• Guideline 5.3.3.5.4 Natural topography in lieu of recharge basins and Guideline 

5.3.3.5.5 Soil erosion and stormwater runoff 

- Without approval of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) by the Town 

and NYSDEC, the Commission is unable to determine if this project complies with 

these guidelines. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.6.2 Unfragmented Open Space 

- As per the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, the many types of “open space” 

identified by the applicant, have not been quantified.  In fact, the Commission goes 

as far as placing a footnote in their report stating “The term open space is used by 

the Applicant and its use does not imply that the open space meets the Plan’s 

requirement.”  This seems to imply that the applicant use of the term “open space” 

is not necessarily consistent with the CLUP. (Exhibit 1, Page 1) 

-  The Commission outlines countless areas present in the Master Plan that are not 

properly distinguished and quantified. (Exhibit 1, Pages 3-4) 

- The Pine Barrens Society has frequently expressed its concern over the potential for 

the fragmentation of open space.  See Exhibit 3, Pages LIPBS 8-9; and Exhibit 4, 

Pages 4-9. 

- In addition, New York State Assemblyman Steve Englebright has expressed concern 

about the fragmentation of open space expected by this project – see Exhibit 9, 

Pages 74-77. 

- Without these areas properly outlined and quantified, the project fails to comply 

with this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.7.1 Special species and ecological communities 

- The latest site plan for this project places an extensive wellfield development in the 

Critical Resource Area of the Pine Barrens, an area intended to protect the habitat of 

the threatened Coastal Buckmoth.  In response to this, the applicant references a 

2009 study of the Buckmoth population in the area.  This is inadequate.  The 

landscape has drastically changed within the last 11 years and the population should 

be re-studied. (Exhibit 4, Page 4) 

- Without a recent proper study of the Coastal Buckmoth conducted, the project fails 

to comply with this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.8.1 Clearing envelopes 

- The proposed project plans to regrade 6.72 acres of naturally-vegetated steep slopes 

at 10% grade or greater. This includes 4.43 acres of slopes 10-15% grade and 2.29 

acres on slopes of >15% grade. 

- The CLUP requires that development projects avoid grading and development on 

steep slopes. 
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• Guideline 5.3.3.8.4 Erosion and sediment control plans 

- The proposed project plans to regrade 6.72 acres of naturally-vegetated steep slopes 

at 10% grade or greater. This includes 4.43 acres of slopes 10-15% grade and 2.29 

acres on slopes of >15% grade. 

- The CLUP requires that grading and development on slopes be avoided. 

- Because of this, a Town and NYSDEC Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

are required in order to determine compliance with this guideline. 

- As these plans are still pending, the Commission is unable to determine if this 

project will comply with this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.8.5 Placement of roadways 

- 6.72 acres of development will occur on slopes 10% grade of greater. 

- The CLUP requires that development projects avoid grading and development on 

steep slopes. 

- Without the approval of a Town and NYSDEC SWPPP, the Commission is unable to 

determine if this project will comply with this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.8.6 Retaining walls and control structures 

- According to the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, absent a Town SWPPP, 

conformance to this guideline cannot be determined (Exhibit 1, Page 7) 

• Guideline 5.3.3.9.2 Clustering 

- The 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report asks “Is this project clustered to the 

maximum extent?” (Exhibit 1, Page 7). The answer is that it is not. There are 

alternative uses to the property site that cluster the project further and have a lower 

environmental impact – Please see Exhibit 3, Pages LIPBS 11-12; Exhibit 4, Pages 4-7; 

and Exhibit 10, Pages 3-4. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.11.1 Cultural resource consideration & Guideline 5.3.3.11.3 Protection 

of scenic and recreational resources 

- According to the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, the project site is expected to 

be visible from public trails and public lands, particularly where a limited narrow 

buffer remains on the east side of the site.  The Commission outlines several areas 

where the site is expected to visible from the public. (Exhibit 1, Page 5) 

- In addition, community and environmental advocates have expressed their concerns 

about the impact this project will have on the local community.  The hearing records 

for this project is packed with these concerns. 

- Since the project fails to provide minimal buffers to provide sufficient protection of 

the trails and other cultural resources, this project does not comply with this 

guideline. 
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• Guideline 5.3.3.11.4 Roadside design and management  

- According to the 11/18/20 Commission Staff Report, the project will be visible from 

public view (Exhibit 1, Page 5) 

- Facilities, roads, and the sewage treatment will be close to nearby homes without 

appropriate buffers. 

- Community and environmental advocates have expressed their concerns about the 

impact this project will have on the local community.  The hearing records for this 

project is packed with these concerns. 

- Since this project fails to provide minimal buffers, this project fails to comply with 

this guideline. 

• Guideline 5.3.3.12.1 Commercial and industrial compliance with Suffolk County 

Sanitary Code 

- Without final approval from Suffolk County Department of Health Services, 

compliance to this guideline cannot be determined. 

- Assemblyman Steve Englebright expressed extreme concern over the placement of 

fuel storage tanks within the fire-dependent Pine Barrens ecosystem (Exhibit 10, 

Page 78-80) 

Please see the link in our accompanied email in order to access the exhibits. 

Since the applicant has consistently failed to meet the standards and guidelines of the Pine 

Barrens Act and Comprehensive Land Use Plan, we urge you to please protect the integrity of 

the Pine Barrens and the Pine Barrens Act and vote down this project, once and for all.  

 

Submitted By: 

 

    

Richard Amper    Katie Muether Brown 

Executive Director    Deputy Director 

Long Island Pine Barrens Society  Long Island Pine Barrens Society 
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Draft Staff Report Summary 
November 18, 2020 

 
 
Application:  Lewis Road Subdivision Planned Development District 
   Assertion of Jurisdiction Application 
 
Project: 118 seasonal single-family and 12 year-round workforce housing 

residences, 18-hole private golf course for residents, clubhouse, pools, 
other accessory uses, recreational amenities, and a Sewage Treatment 
Plant  

 
Project Site Area: 608.45 acres, 176 tax parcels 

468 acres in the CGA, 140 acres in the Core 
 
The Applicant defined areas of the Project Site with the names: 
Hills South 340.91 acres; Hills North 86.92 acres 
Kracke 61.26 acres; Parlato 120.40 acres  

Current Zoning: Country Residence 200 (200,000 square foot acre minimum lot area) 
 
Clearing Limit: 171.84 acres (28.24% of the Project Site) 
 
Open Space1: 437 acres including 297 acres in the CGA, 140 acres in the Core (Hills 

North, Hills South and Parlato, public and private open space 
    
 
A. Project Status  
 
The Applicant submitted revised plans and a narrative on October 9, 2020 to address Plan 
Standards and Guidelines including those regulating unfragmented open space, clearing, and 
development of steep slopes. These plans include: 
 

• Master Plan with Grading dated October 10, 2020 
• Master Plan with Slope Analysis dated October 10, 2020 
• Slope Map dated October 6, 2020 
• Clearing Plan dated October 6, 2020 

 
The submission states that no substantive changes to the plans have been made other than minor 
adjustments requested by Southampton Town to improve the golf course and overall design, to 
increase avoidance of steep slope areas, to ensure the acreage of clearing is consistent with the 
Vegetation Clearance Limit Standard, to verify fertilizer dependent acreage and to enhance 
contiguous open space to conform with the Unfragmented Open Space Standard. Revisions were 

 
1 The term open space is as used by the Applicant and its use does not imply that the open space meets the Plan’s 
requirement 
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made to Applicant’s June 30, 2020 Master Plan, July 1, 2020 Slope Map and July 1, 2020 
Clearing Plan to: 
 

• reduce impacts on steep slopes by utilizing natural topography and minimizing 
disturbance to existing grade  

• consolidate areas of disturbance such as carry areas and drainage reserve areas, and  
• maximize contiguous open space outside of development areas (i.e., improve 

unfragmented open space). 
 

B. Assertion of Jurisdiction Project Timeline 
 
The Commission asserted jurisdiction on The Hills at Southampton Planned Development 
District on October 21, 2015. The Hills is/was related to and/or a predecessor of the Lewis Road 
Project. The Commission on May 15, 2019 asserted its jurisdiction on the Lewis Road Project. 
Commission events in the Lewis Road assertion include:  
 

• December 23, 2019 received application 
• January 15, 2020 scheduled public hearing for February 19, 2020 
• February 19, 2020 public hearing 
• Meetings of March 18, April 15, and May 20, 2020 extensions of the decision deadline 

occurred and information was received during the pandemic* 
• June 3, 2020 submission 
• June 17, 2020 scheduled public hearing for July 15, 2020 
• July 1, 2020 submission  
• July 15, 2020 scheduled public hearing for August 19, 2020 
• August 19, 2020 public hearing 
• September 16, 2020 decision deadline; extension granted to January 20, 2021 
• October 21, 2020 scheduled public hearing 
• January 20, 2021 decision deadline 

Six requests for extension of the decision deadline have been received from the Applicant with 
the last dated September 17, 2020. 
 
C. State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) 
 

• The Southampton Town Planning Board adopted a Findings Statement in support of the 
Lewis Road Project on October 24, 2019.  

• The Commission is an Involved Agency and must prepare a Findings Statement 
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D. Conformance with Plan Standards and Guidelines 
 
The Commission has transmitted five letters, staff reports, and resolutions on the Lewis Road 
Project (dated 6/19/19, 10/16/19, 6/17/20, 2/19/20, and 8/19/20) addressing the Project’s 
conformance with the Plan.  
 
As an Assertion Application, the Project is subject to conformance with Standards and 
Guidelines of the Plan. Conformance questions were noted in the August 19 Staff Report and 
during the hearing  
 
Applicant’s October 9th submission addresses the following Standards and Guidelines. Staff 
annotations are included for each Standard and Guideline addressed by the Applicant See also 
the attachment for a complete list of the Standards and Guidelines of the Plan and preliminary 
conclusions. 
 

Guideline 5.3.3.5.2 Natural recharge and drainage 
 
• Drainage Reserve Areas (DRAs) have been reduced and consolidated. A grading plan 

showing the DRAs that is consistent with other plans should be submitted. 
• Provide area of each DRA and the total area. 
• Prior plan area was 11.5 acres. 

 
Guideline 5.3.3.5.3 Ponds 
 
• Provide the area of each pond and the total area including the pond identified as #5 in 

the Master Plan with Grading and the unmarked pond to the east of it. 
• Prior plan pond area was 3.3 acres. 

 
Standard 5.3.3.6.2 Unfragmented open space 
 
The Project proposes three types of open space, one is north of Sunrise Highway and two 
are south of Sunrise Highway. The areas are as follows: 
 
North of Sunrise Highway: 
 

• Hills North (Contiguous block to be dedicated to Southampton Town) 
• Parlato north of Sunrise Highway 

 
South of Sunrise Highway: 
 

• Parlato South of Sunrise Highway (to be dedicated to Southampton Town) 
 

• Hills South, south of Sunrise Highway. This portion includes blocks of open 
space and corridors of trees 

 
Each type and area of open space should be quantified. 
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The Master Plan with Grading dated October 10, 2020, identifies “open space all outside 
development” To determine whether these areas conform with the Standard, the 
Applicant must further distinguish and quantify them. The areas are: 
 

o east and west of the access road and other facilities noted as 9 through 12 
in the map key 

o in the area south of hole 10 
o in the area west of hole 11 
o in the area north of hole 12 
o in the area north of hole 12 and 14 
o in the polygon between holes 14, 15 and 16 
o on the east side of holes 17, 2, 3 and 4 
o south of hole 5a and the residences in that area 
o south of holes 6 and 7 
o west of holes 7, 8 and 9 

 
• Applicant must quantify the amount of area identified in light blue color in the 

Plan titled “Master Plan with Grading,” which appears to show areas to remain 
natural within the development and will not be cleared but are not counted in the 
total open space.  
 

• Applicant must quantify the area identified in the key and in the legend in the 
Plan titled “Master Plan with Grading” that are consistent with the clearing and 
other plans. 

 
Guideline 5.3.3.8.1 Clearing envelopes 

 
• Regrading will occur on 6.72 acres of naturally vegetated steep slopes 10% grade 

and greater, as per Table 2, Summary of Existing Slope Values, dated October 9, 
2020. This includes 4.43 acres on slopes 10 to 15% grade and 2.29 acres on slopes 
>15% grade. 
 

• Prior plan regraded 17.31 acres of slopes 10% grade and greater including 11.08 
acres on slopes 10 to 15% grade and 6.23 acres on slopes >15% grade. 

 
Guideline 5.3.3.8.4 Erosion and sediment control plans 
 

• 6.72 acres of development on steep slopes 10% grade and greater including 2.29 
acres on slopes >15% grade. 

• Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 
 

Guideline 5.3.3.8.5 Placement of roadways 
 
• Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 
• 6.72 acres of development on slopes 10% grade and greater. 
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Guideline 5.3.3.11.1 Cultural resource consideration  
 

• The site will be visible from public trails and public lands particularly where a 
limited narrow buffer remains on the east side of the site. Traveling north to 
south, east of hole 17, 2, 3, 4 and the housings and golf course facilities in the 
vicinity of holes 5 and 6, as well as on the west side, west of holes 10, 11 and 12 
where the Project is expected to be visible from public view. 

• Do the minimal buffers provide sufficient protection of the trails? 
 

Guideline 5.3.3.11.3 Protection of scenic and recreational resources 
 
• Minimal width buffers offer limited screening of the Project from Lewis Road on the 

west side of the Project Site in the vicinity of development of the facilities as per the 
Master Plan with Grading including the access road, facilities 9 through 12, holes 10 
and 11 and on the east side adjacent to public lands and recreational trails where 
narrow strips of vegetation may remain including east of holes 17 and 2 through 4 
and on the south side of holes 6 and 7.  

• Do the minimal buffers adequately screen the Project? 
 

Guideline 5.3.3.11.4 Roadside design and management 
 
The Project will be visible from public view including where clearing will occur to 
develop the main access road from Lewis Road, in the area on the south side of holes 10 
and 11 and on the west side of the facilities including the STP and infrastructure 
including roads where the Master Plan with Grading identifies facilities 9 through 12. 
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Attachment 
 
Standards and Guidelines Review Summary 
 
Yellow highlighted items are the same as in the August 19, 2020 Staff Report Project Summary that need the 
Commission’s determination of conformance. 
 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan  
Standard or Guideline 

Review 

Standard 5.3.3.1.1 Suffolk County Sanitary Code 
Article 6 compliance 

Pending Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) 
approval. 

Standard 5.3.3.1.2 Sewage treatment plant discharge Pending SCDHS approval. See SCDHS “Notice of Incomplete 
Application – Sewage Treatment Plan (STP)” dated 12/20/19, ref # 
C09-19-0017. 

Guideline 5.3.3.1.3 Nitrate-nitrogen goal Does the Commission have any questions on conformance with this 
Guidelines or require any additional information to determine 
conformance?  

Standard 5.3.3.2.1 Significant discharges and public 
supply well locations 

Existing water supply well fields at Spinney Road and Malloy Drive. 
New four acre public water supply well field will be built on Parlato. 

Guideline 5.3.3.3.2 Private well protection Pending NYSDEC approval of private wells.  
See NYSDEC Request for Additional Information dated 1/9/20. 

Standard 5.3.3.4.1 through 5.3.3.4.4 Wetlands Not applicable, no freshwater wetland habitat present 
Standard 5.3.3.5.1 Stormwater Runoff Town and DEC Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

pending. See Town Engineer Checklist and comments dated 1/22/20. 
Guideline 5.3.3.5.2 Natural recharge and drainage Drainage Reserve Areas (DRAs) reduced and consolidated.  

Need area of each DRA and total area.  
Prior plan total DRA was 11.5 acres. 

Guideline 5.3.3.5.3 Ponds Provide area of each pond and total area of ponds 
Prior plan total pond area was 3.3 acres. 

Guideline 5.3.3.5.4 Natural topography in lieu of 
recharge basins 

Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 
 

Guideline 5.3.3.5.5 Soil erosion and stormwater 
runoff 

Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 

Standard 5.3.3.6.1 Vegetation Clearance Limits 
 

Conforms with Plan limit of 171.93 acres (28.24%). 
Clarify proposed clearing/development amount: 
161.81 acres, as per narrative dated 10/9/20, or  
171.84 acres, as per Clearing Plan dated 10/6/20 
Town clearing limit is stricter at 152 acres or 25%. 
Does the Applicant seek a Town clearing limit waiver? If the project 
can achieve a 25% limit, identify where additional natural vegetation 
will be protected to achieve conformance with the Town code 
standard for clearing. 

Standard 5.3.3.6.2 Unfragmented open space The Project proposes three types of open space: 
 
North of Sunrise Highway: 
 

• Hills North (Contiguous block to be dedicated to 
Southampton Town) 

• Parlato, north of Sunrise Highway 
 
Two types south of Sunrise Highway: 
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• Parlato, south of Sunrise Highway (to be dedicated to 
Southampton Town) 

 
• Hills South, south of Sunrise Highway. This portion includes 

blocks of open space and corridors of trees. 
 
Areas of open space should be distinguished and quantified. 

Standard 5.3.3.6.3 Fertilizer-dependent vegetation 
limit 

Conforms with 15% maximum limit. 

Standard 5.3.3.6.4 Native Plantings Development design shall consider native planting suggestions. 
Standard 5.3.3.7.1 Special species and ecological 
communities 

Avoid clearing from March 1 to November 30 to protect habitat of 
Federal and State-listed Threatened species Northern Long Eared Bat. 

Guideline 5.3.3.8.1 Clearing envelopes 145.18 acres will be developed on vegetated slopes less than 10% 
grade, as per Table 2 in the October 9th submission.  
6.72 acres of development on naturally vegetated steep slopes 10% 
grade and greater, as per Table 2 in the October 9th submission. This 
represents 1.1% of the 608.45-acre Project Site. 
Prior plan impacted 17.31 acres of steep slopes 10% grade and greater 

Guideline 5.3.3.8.2 Stabilization and erosion control Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 
Guideline 5.3.3.8.3 Slope analysis  Plan submitted showing slopes 0-10%,10-15% and 15+%. 
Guideline 5.3.3.8.4 Erosion and sediment control 
plans 

Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 
6.72 acres of development on slopes 10% grade and greater. 

Guideline 5.3.3.8.5 Placement of roadways 
 

6.72 acres of development on slopes 10% grade and greater 
Town and DEC SWPPP pending. 

Guideline 5.3.3.8.6 Retaining walls and control 
structures 

Retaining walls may be necessary, cannot be confirmed unless and 
until the Town approves the SWPPP. Retaining wall details to come.  

Standard 5.3.3.9.1 Receiving entity for open space 
dedications 

Private covenants on 241 acres (Hills South and Kracke). 
Dedications on 206 acres (Hills North and Parlato). 

Guideline 5.3.3.9.2 Clustering Is the Project clustered to the maximum extent?  
Guideline 5.3.3.10.1 Best Management Practices No agricultural use(s), not applicable. 
Guideline 5.3.3.11.1 Cultural resource consideration Do the minimal buffers provide sufficient protection of the trails?  
Guideline 5.3.3.11.2 Inclusion of cultural resources in 
applications 

Southampton Town finds no impact. 

Guideline 5.3.3.11.3 Protection of scenic and 
recreational resources 

Do the minimal buffers adequately screen the Project?  

Guideline 5.3.3.11.4 Roadside design and 
management 

The Project will be visible from public view. Applicant states the 
Project is consistent with character of area. 

Standard 5.3.3.12.1 Commercial and industrial 
compliance with Suffolk County Sanitary Code 

SCDHS pending. See SCDHS checklist dated 12/20/19. 
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 1
 
 2       laws of the State New York and approve
 
 3       this application.
 
 4             Thank you very much for giving
 
 5       us this opportunity today.
 
 6             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:  Thank
 
 7       you, Mitch.
 
 8             And while we navigate to
 
 9       unmuting Dr. Gobbler, I'll just
 
 10       reiterate something that Mitch just
 
 11       said is that the only job before the
 
 12       Pine Barrens Commission is to
 
 13       determine whether this project
 
 14       conforms to the Standards and
 
 15       Guidelines.  That is the only basis
 
 16       upon which we can make a decision
 
 17       whether to approve or disapprove the
 
 18       project, so it is very helpful to
 
 19       provide comments, both verbal and
 
 20       written, that support your position as
 
 21       to whether it conforms or does not
 
 22       conform in helping us render our
 
 23       decision.
 
 24             All right.  Chris, your up.
 
 25             DR. GOBBLER:  Okay.  Thank you
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 2       for the opportunity to speak.
 
 3             I just have a few points to
 
 4       make.  I think we all know how
 
 5       important the watershed of this region
 
 6       is as well as the receiving waters in
 
 7       Shinnecock Bay.
 
 8             I think that both the Town of
 
 9       Southampton and DEC is currently
 
 10       involved in the project, trying to
 
 11       consider ways to improve water quality
 
 12       in Shinnecock Bay, and we know many of
 
 13       the potential risks of excessive
 
 14       nitrogen loading from the land to sea
 
 15       --
 
 16             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:
 
 17       (Interjecting)  Chris, can I just
 
 18       interrupt you for a second?
 
 19             DR. GOBBLER:  Yep.
 
 20             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:  Just for
 
 21       the purposes of the stenographer, if
 
 22       you could formally introduce yourself;
 
 23       first name, last name, affiliation?
 
 24             DR. GOBBLER:  Chris Gobbler.
 
 25       Professor at Stony Brook University.
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 2             With regards to excessive
 
 3       nitrogen loading and the effects of
 
 4       both within the watershed and the
 
 5       receiving water bodies -- I think we
 
 6       are all aware of it -- I will just
 
 7       give a quick review of the things at
 
 8       stake; including potential loss of
 
 9       wetlands and flooding from excessive
 
 10       nitrogen loads, potential compromising
 
 11       of drinking water supply.
 
 12             We know that excessive nitrogen
 
 13       can lead to the loss of seagrass and
 
 14       promote harmful algal blooms.  Our
 
 15       greatest concern in this particular
 
 16       region is that the receiving water
 
 17       body from this region is
 
 18       Weesuck Creek.  This has really been
 
 19       the epicenter of what is known as
 
 20       paralytic shellfish poisoning events
 
 21       during the past decade.  There's been
 
 22       about a half a dozen of them, and in
 
 23       every case the most toxic shellfish
 
 24       that come up in monitoring by the DEC
 
 25       are found right there in
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 2       Weesuck Creek.  And our current
 
 3       monitoring shows that where the toxic
 
 4       algae are.  So this is an area where
 
 5       we really want to do everything we can
 
 6       to mitigate and reduce nitrogen load.
 
 7             I will also mention that during
 
 8       the past decade, Stony Brook
 
 9       University has led the Shinnecock
 
 10       duration program in specifically
 
 11       focused in Shinnecock Bay.  There's
 
 12       been over $10,000,000 investment --
 
 13       mostly from independent support and
 
 14       philanthropic support -- for the
 
 15       restoration of clams, oysters and
 
 16       eelgrass beds and to the great
 
 17       positive estuaries.  Since we begun,
 
 18       there's been a 700 percent increase in
 
 19       the landings of hard clams in
 
 20       Shinnecock Bay.
 
 21             And then the DEC and
 
 22       Governor Cuomo has recently invested
 
 23       in the $10,000,000 Long Island
 
 24       Shellfish Restoration Program with
 
 25       Western Shinnecock Bay being
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 2       designated as being one of the five
 
 3       restoration locations.  So there's a
 
 4       lot at stake here, obviously.
 
 5             And I have monitored this
 
 6       program and this development through
 
 7       the years and have been in
 
 8       communication with Chick and the
 
 9       developers.  And the through the years
 
 10       there's been many changes made to the
 
 11       plan to protect the environment and
 
 12       reduce nitrogen loading.  I took a
 
 13       very careful look at the last
 
 14       submission; the PDD, for example.  In
 
 15       which case -- and my independent
 
 16       analysis of the original version of
 
 17       the plan was significantly higher in
 
 18       the nitrogen loading as of right
 
 19       development.  Where as with the
 
 20       implementation of many different
 
 21       mitigating approaches for reducing
 
 22       nitrogen loads that actually became a
 
 23       better project than as of right with
 
 24       regards to nitrogen loading.
 
 25             So I think on that front, I will
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 2       just mention that within the PDD there
 
 3       were a series of really excellent
 
 4       approaches to mitigate nitrogen
 
 5       loading that are not currently in the
 
 6       current plan.  I know the current plan
 
 7       has other things that are being
 
 8       considered, but I will just point out
 
 9       that for the PDD there were things
 
 10       like preserving 33 acres of land near
 
 11       Weesuck Creek, the purchase of 30
 
 12       Pine Barren credits, building a sewage
 
 13       treatment plant for a local school and
 
 14       then also an investment of a million
 
 15       dollars in upgrading septic systems in
 
 16       the community.  These all lead,
 
 17       collectively, to a reduction in
 
 18       nitrogen loading of over 1,600 pounds
 
 19       of nitrogen per year.  And those
 
 20       should be obviously a great benefit
 
 21       going forward for the project.
 
 22             And then I will just mention
 
 23       also -- just with regards to the
 
 24       groundwater nitrogen modeling -- I
 
 25       know that -- I think we are all aware,
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 2       that Suffolk County recently completed
 
 3       its sub watershed plan, with that plan
 
 4       being led by the modeling efforts of
 
 5       CDM Smith.  And my estimation -- and I
 
 6       think probably many people or most
 
 7       people would agree -- this is probably
 
 8       one of the greatest -- or if not --
 
 9       the greatest ever project for modeling
 
 10       groundwater and nitrogen flow and
 
 11       nitrogen in groundwater ever executed
 
 12       within Suffolk County.  And this is a
 
 13       more than a five year effort and it
 
 14       went through constant revision.
 
 15             And so I do just -- I do think
 
 16       there might be value in looking at the
 
 17       outcomes of that model for this
 
 18       particular area and with particular
 
 19       different scenarios with regards on
 
 20       how this would proceed and see how
 
 21       that model responds.  Now it's
 
 22       probably of a different scale than
 
 23       something like the Sonir model, but I
 
 24       think there's no -- I don't think
 
 25       anybody would disagree with the fact

 
92 

 
 1
 
 2       that it is the state of the art when
 
 3       it comes to modeling groundwater
 
 4       within Suffolk County.  And when I
 
 5       want to have a project go forward that
 
 6       looks at groundwater flow, I think
 
 7       bring in that model that CDM Smith
 
 8       gives you is the Cadillac version and
 
 9       then give the exact information that
 
 10       you would want to know.
 
 11             And the last thing just on that
 
 12       front, I do know that in some earlier
 
 13       modeling of groundwater on the
 
 14       property, there was great variability
 
 15       in the levels of the nitrogen in the
 
 16       groundwater.  There were some wells
 
 17       that came back with literally zero
 
 18       nitrogen.  There was another well that
 
 19       came back with more than 25 milligrams
 
 20       per liter and some -- several at two,
 
 21       five -- a lot of variability.  So I
 
 22       just -- with regards to attaining the
 
 23       2.5 on average and with regards to --
 
 24       as what the goal is -- and with
 
 25       regards to the actual level being -- I
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 2       think either .25 or .5.  Again, I
 
 3       think having a look with the CDM Smith
 
 4       model would be of interest.  It's not
 
 5       clear to me if those numbers -- the .5
 
 6       and the point .25 -- is the net
 
 7       increase or the actual concentration.
 
 8             But I just will say, there
 
 9       already is a great amount of
 
 10       variability in the amount of nitrogen
 
 11       that has been measured on the
 
 12       property.  So I think getting at the
 
 13       actual mean level is a little tricky.
 
 14             So those are the main points I
 
 15       just wanted to make.
 
 16             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:  Thank
 
 17       you, Chris for making those comments.
 
 18             I forgot to let people know who
 
 19       is up next, so let me give you the
 
 20       next three speakers in order so you
 
 21       can get yourselves prepped.
 
 22             Pola Rapaport will be next,
 
 23       followed by Bob DeLuca and then
 
 24       Bill Kearns.
 
 25             Oh, Pola is not here.  Okay.  So
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 2       Bob you are up, we'll just get you
 
 3       unmuted.
 
 4             MR. DELUCA:  Good afternoon,
 
 5       members of the Commission.
 
 6             My name is Bob DeLuca.
 
 7             I am the President of the Group
 
 8       for the East End.
 
 9             In addition to holding graduate
 
 10       degrees -- hold a graduate degree in
 
 11       environmental science and 34 years of
 
 12       the land use professional -- I am also
 
 13       a member of the Pine Barrens Advisory
 
 14       Committee and part of administrative
 
 15       law in environmental policy at Long
 
 16       Island University for more than 15
 
 17       years.
 
 18             Today I want to focus your
 
 19       attention on a critical aspect of this
 
 20       proposal, which has come up, and
 
 21       that's the environmental review
 
 22       process.  A process that has direct
 
 23       bearing on your assessment of
 
 24       compliance with the Standards and
 
 25       Guidelines of the Comprehensive Land
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 2       Use Plan and your legal responsibility
 
 3       over the review of this action.
 
 4             The heart of the problem lies in
 
 5       the implementation of the State
 
 6       Environmental Quality Review Act,
 
 7       SEQRA.  Which has resulted in open
 
 8       ended review process that is now
 
 9       essentially produced to distinct and
 
 10       competing development applications for
 
 11       the same 600 acres of property.
 
 12             Here's what went wrong:
 
 13             On January 15th, of 2020, the
 
 14       Commission approved a resolution to
 
 15       proceed with the review of the
 
 16       Lewis Road PRD.  The resolution
 
 17       identified that the Southampton Town
 
 18       Planning Board as the lead agency
 
 19       under SEQRA for the Lewis Road
 
 20       proposal and essentially cleared the
 
 21       way for the Commission to proceed with
 
 22       the limited further coordination or
 
 23       obligations under SEQRA.
 
 24             In fact, the Southampton Town
 
 25       Planning Board was never the lead
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 2       agency for the Lewis Road PRD, and its
 
 3       own Findings Statement of
 
 4       October 24th, 2019, clearly stated
 
 5       that it acted only as an involved
 
 6       agency pursuant to SEQRA.
 
 7             I had previously brought this
 
 8       issue to the Commission's attention.
 
 9       This matters because -- because SEQRA
 
 10       requires the dedication of a lead
 
 11       agency.  So every major application
 
 12       has a review, which allows approving
 
 13       agencies to provide and track their
 
 14       own concerns under the management of a
 
 15       single agency with the greatest
 
 16       jurisdictional authority over the
 
 17       project.  This should have been done
 
 18       by the Southampton Town Planning Board
 
 19       and its initial filing of the
 
 20       Lewis Road application, but it didn't
 
 21       happen.
 
 22             The goal of the process is to
 
 23       assure that the lead agency can
 
 24       address concerns and choose an
 
 25       alternative that best reflects
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From: Ron Nappi <grantad9@gmail.com>  
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To: PB Info <info@pb.state.ny.us> 
Subject: Comment: Lewis Road Planned Residential Development (PRD) 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Ms. Carrie Meek Gallagher, Chairwoman & Commission 
Members, 
 
Attached is a PDF document with concerns for the 
environmental impact of the Lewis Road PRD. 
This document has been scanned for viruses and is safe to 
download. 
 
Thank you for allowing public comment. 
Ron Nappi 
Spinney Road, East Quogue, NY 
 



 
Impact Of The Lewis Road PRD On The Pine Barrens.Docx                                                                                         

Page 1 of 20 
 

 

 

Impact of Lewis Road Planned Residential Development 

on the Spinney Hills Compatible Growth Area of the 

Central Pine Barrens Overlay District and Aquifer 

Protection Overlay District  

Figure 1 - PRD Property 1 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Ron Nappi 
115 Spinney Road 
East Quogue, NY 11942 
631-653-6543 
Grantad9@gmail.com 



 
Impact Of The Lewis Road PRD On The Pine Barrens.Docx                                                                                         

Page 2 of 20 
 

 The Table of Contents and Table of Figures are hyperlinked in the PDF for easy navigation. The images in 

this document are in high-resolution JPG format and can be zoomed up to 400% magnification in the PDF format. 

Contents 

Summary:  Impact of Lewis Road Planned Residential Development ...................................................................... 3 1 
Existing Conditions: .................................................................. 4 2 
Proposed Lewis Road PRD Environmental Concerns: ....................................... 5 3 

PRD Nitrogen and Irrigation Budget: ..................................................................................................................... 5 4 
Golf Course Rough and Landscaping: .................................................................................................................... 5 5 
Golf Course Turf (Tees, Greens, and Fairways): ..................................................................................................... 6 6 

Course Nitrogen Budget Summary: .................................................................................................................... 7 7 
Concern #1: ........................................................................... 7 8 

Effects on Spinney Hills Pine Barrens of Nitrogen Enriched Mist from Sprinkler System ........................................ 7 9 
Concern #2 ............................................................................ 8 10 

Golf Course Irrigation Ponds, Swimming Pools, and Other Freestanding Water: ...................................................... 8 11 
Concern #3 ............................................................................ 9 12 

Availability of Sustainable Groundwater Nitrogen source for Fertigation ................................................................ 9 13 
Anomalies in the PRD SONIR Modeling .................................................. 13 14 
ENDNOTES: ............................................................................ 15 15 
  

Figures 

Figure 1 - PRD Property ............................................................... 1 16 
Figure 2 - Spinney Hills Environmental Conditions ..................................... 4 17 
Figure 3 – Annual Pounds Rough Applied Nitrogen ....................................... 5 18 
Figure 4 - Annual Pounds Turf Fertigation & Supplemental Nitrogen ..................... 6 19 
Figure 5 - PRD Irrigation/Fertigation Blending System Proposed Design ................. 6 20 
Figure 6 - Irrigation Sprinkler System ................................................ 7 21 
Figure 7 - Ponds ...................................................................... 8 22 
Figure 8 - Test Well Location Plot and Nitrogen mg/L Levels .......................... 10 23 
Figure 9 – Location of Compost Heap and TW-1 Fertigation Well ........................ 11 24 
Figure 10 – TW-1 with Compost Heap in Background ..................................... 12 25 
Figure 11 – 41.24 Acre Turf Applied Nitrogen Mitigation Regression Data .............. 13 26 
Figure 12 – N Regression 88.05 Course + Residential Acres & Other Sources ............ 14 27 
Figure 13 - All Referenced Calculations .............................................. 16 28 
Figure 14 - PRD Data Sources ......................................................... 17 29 
Figure 15 – Abstract Evaporation and Drift Losses Sprinkler Irrigation ............... 18 30 
Figure 16 – Vertical Profile of TW-1 Capture Zone & N mg/l Levels .................... 19 31 
 

 32 

 33 



 
Impact Of The Lewis Road PRD On The Pine Barrens.Docx                                                                                         

Page 3 of 20 
 

The Suffolk County Central Pine Barrens Joint Planning & Policy Commission’s Mission Statement : 1 

“To manage land use within the Central Pine Barrens to 2 

protect its vital groundwater and surface water and the 3 

region’s vast and significant natural, agricultural, historical, 4 

cultural and recreational resources for current and future Long 5 

Island residents.” 6 

The effects of Lewis Road PRD currently under consideration are contrary to the charter, goals, and objectives 7 
of the Commission. The PRD development is not in the Core Preservation Area. However, it is unfeasible to manage 8 
the complex matrices of inevitable environmental effects intrinsic to a large-scale development in proximity to the 9 
Spinney Hills Pine Barrens natural resource.  The antiquity, topology, geography, and hydrology of the Spinney Hills 10 
section of the Core Pine Barrens Preserve Area are globally unique. The PRD will initiate a cascading assimilation of 11 
this irreplaceable resource and constitute an avoidable transgression to our environmental values.  12 

Summary:  Impact of Lewis Road Planned Residential Development 13 
 14 

1. 34M gallons of water will be needed annually to maintain the seasonal 200-day irrigation schedule 15 
for the PRD’s 88.05 1  acre managed fertigation and irrigation water budget. 16 

2. 33M  2  additional gallons of moisture from Irrigation and Ponds will be annually released into the 17 
atmosphere from PET (P)otential (E)vapo(T)ransporation].  18 

3. 2.5M gallons @15.79mg/l 3  of nitrogen mist will be released through sprinkler fertigation.  19 

4. 334 4    pounds of nitrogen will be released annually within these micro-mist water droplets. 20 
5. 2,039 pounds of Nitrogen are required annually to maintain the 46.81-acre golf course rough. 21 
6. 4,448  pounds of Nitrogen are required annually to maintain the 41.24-acre golf course Play area.  22 

Go to [Figure 13] Reference Calculations 23 
 24 

With the construction of 7.3 acres of ponds filled with millions of gallons of fortified irrigation water, the 25 
naturally sparse arid biota of the Spinney Pine Barrens will be subjugated to intrusion of aggressive indigenous ground 26 
plants, sub canopy species, forest pines, and deciduous species.  There is a potential for harmful flora and fauna vectors 27 
to “hitchhike” on various bird species that will frequent this new aquatic environment during seasonal migration.  28 

During an irrigation event, this precisely blended mixture nitrogen supplement will then be pumped to the golf 29 
course’s sprinkler heads. Misting is an unavoidable consequence. 30 

The PRD declaration of negative nitrogen groundwater impact pivots on the sustainability of a 10 mg/L 31 
well source for golf turf fertigation.  However, evidence suggests a sustainable source of 10mg/L does not exist.  32 
Consequently, the PRD goal of negative nitrogen impact cannot be achieved.  As point source nitrogen 33 
concentration inevitably diminishes, it will necessitate systematic supplementation with a reciprocal amount of 34 
applied chemical fertilizer.  This additional soil amendment is in an inverse ratio to mitigation.  This increased 35 
supplemental nitrogen amendment results in a greater mass of leached nitrogen and simultaneously reduces the 36 
pivotal mass of mitigation.  With the data and modeling available, the likelihood of achieving the “Negative 37 
Nitrogen Load” objective is not possible from any point source available on the PRD property.  As designed, 38 
sustained negative nitrogen load by fertigation cannot be accomplished. 39 
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Impact of the Lewis Road PRD on the Spinney Hills Pine Barrens 1 

Existing Conditions: 2 

The Spinney Hills Pine Barrens are a combination of unique topographical, geological, and hydrological 3 
features.  This narrow strip of land is the southeastern portion of the vast stretch of CENTRAL PINE BARRENS 4 
AREA from Rocky Point to Hampton Bays. It was formed as a glacial moraine, which peaks at an altitude of 236ft ASL 5 
just north of Sunrise Highway at the crest of the Ronkonkoma Divide.  The terrain gradually descends one mile south 6 
to 30ft ASL at the base of the southern glacial outwash plain. The topology propagates a constant on-shore breeze from 7 
the ocean and bay.  This moisture-laden air flows three miles through the buffering pine and oak forest, which intercept 8 
the tropospheric moisture as mist and condensate.  Spinney Hills is the windward side of the glacial moraine, trapping 9 
moisture and creating a “rain shadow” effect on the moraine’s Flanders Pine Barrens leeward side north of the 10 
Ronkonkoma Divide.  The “barren” Pine Barrens is a direct consequence of this natural moisture barrier and breezes 11 
created by constant solar radiation convection. This intricate hydro cycle is a critical evolutionary dynamic in the 12 
formation and stability of the Spinney Hills Pine Barrens. 13 

Figure 2 - Spinney Hills Environmental Conditions 14 

 15 

The soil under the Pine Barrens is classified as Plymouth/Carver, Class V-VII excessively drained, and with 16 
high porosity.  Only a few species of dwarf Oaks, Pines, low profile brush, and indigenous ground species of ferns, 17 
fungi, and grasses can survive in this environment.   A phenomenon known as “soil catena” restricts the depth of 18 
topsoil to a very thin layer.  This lack of loam creates a persistent cycle of moisture and nutrient leaching that restricts 19 
the vigor of vegetation. Sparse foliage, undergrowth, and high porosity obstruct the formation of essential detritus, 20 
which is necessary to form substantive topsoil.  Precipitation and nutrients are drained into the sandy sub-soil within 21 
minutes.  This deprivation cycle and evapotranspiration perpetuates the arid conditions of the Spinney Hills. 22 
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Proposed Lewis Road PRD Environmental Concerns: 1 

 The primary concern for the Lewis Road PRD is the environmental consequences to the Spinney Hills Aquifer.   2 
The developer has delineated an annual nitrogen and irrigation budget that will be necessary to maintain the viability of 3 
the project.  To minimize the impact, the PRD calculates the nitrogen 0.31 mg/L leaching over the entire 588 acres of 4 
the property but if only the fertilized acres are used in the calculations, the leach rate becomes 2.2mg/L. The 5 
perspective of 588 acres contradicts the Law of Conservation of Mass which states: "Mass can neither be created nor 6 
destroyed in a chemical reaction”. Thus, the amount of matter cannot change. If 10 pounds of nitrogen is released into 7 
the aquifer, the area of distribution is irrelevant. Ten pounds spread over one sqft or a million sqft still equals 10 8 
pounds.  The actual total mass of nitrogen that will be released into the aquifer is the concern.  The concentration by 9 
volume is irrelevant.  A tangential impact will be to the additional acres that will be cleared, developed and partially 10 
fertilized.  This combined 168 acres sits directly on top of the soul source Upper Glacial Aquifer that is the top layer of 11 
the Spinney Hills Watershed.  The undeveloped 420 acres is a “wash” as the environmental effects will be nominal. 12 

PRD Nitrogen and Irrigation Budget: 13 
 The PRD documentation gives a fairly accurate allocation of the dynamic aspects of nitrogen and irrigation 14 
needs to meet the “INTEGRATED TURF HEALTH MANAGEMENT PLAN (ITHMP)”. Extrapolating data from these 15 
documents provides a method of precise calculations on the projected nitrogen budget. The two primary areas of 16 
applied nitrogen are the 46 acres of rough and landscaping and the 41 acres of managed turf.  Since these two areas 17 
will receive different concentrations of applied nitrogen, they are independently examined.  18 

Golf Course Rough and Landscaping: 19 
Figure 3 – Annual Pounds Rough Applied Nitrogen 20 

 21 

 The PRD documentation clearly indicates that the Rough, Residential and Clubhouse landscaping will be 22 
fertilized at the annual rate of 1.00 pound per 1000/sqft.  However, there is no indication of delivery method other than 23 
it will not be through a sprinkler system.  Independent of method, 2.039 pounds of supplemental nitrogen fertilizer will 24 
be diluted in a solution of 8 million gallons of water. 25 
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Golf Course Turf (Tees, Greens, and Fairways): 1 
Figure 4 - Annual Pounds Turf Fertigation & Supplemental Nitrogen 2 

 3 

 As per the PRD, [Figure 3] shows the monthly breakdown of nitrogen and irrigation necessary to meet the 4 
ITHMP minimum requirements for healthy turfgrass.  To achieve optimum results the Fertigation well must supply 5 
1,329 pounds of nitrogen @10 mg/L in combination with 3,119 pounds of supplemental nitrogen fertilizer diluted in a 6 
solution of 34 million gallons of irrigation water.  The PRD details the delivery system for ITHMP maintenance. 7 

Figure 5 - PRD Irrigation/Fertigation Blending System Proposed Design 8 

 9 



 
Impact Of The Lewis Road PRD On The Pine Barrens.Docx                                                                                         

Page 7 of 20 
 

The PRD’s irrigation water resources will rely on two supply wells screened in the Upper Glacial Aquifer. The 1 
primary well will provide 34 million gallons of groundwater to maintain a constant volume of water to the irrigation 2 
pond.  The second well will be the TW-1 fertigation well that will supply 16 million gallons of water to the second 3 
“feeder” pond with a proposed nitrogen concentration of 10mg/L.  Based in ITHMP requirements, the feeder pond 4 
water will be blended with the nitrogen supplemented irrigation pond water at precise nitrogen concentrations. As per 5 
daily irrigation requirements, the principle method of fertigation water delivery will be through a network of sprinkler 6 
heads strategically placed throughout the course play area managed turf. 7 

Course Nitrogen Budget Summary: 8 
The PRD documentation clearly indicates that the Rough, Residential, and Clubhouse landscaping fertilization 9 

will be an annual total, 2.039 pounds of supplemental nitrogen fertilizer that will be diluted in a solution of 8 million 10 
gallons of water.  As documented in the PRD, annual fertilization of Turf will constitute 4,448 pounds of nitrogen 11 
diluted into 34M gallons of water to maintain the seasonal 200-day sprinkler irrigation schedule for the PRD’s 41.24 12 
acres managed turf. Thus, the total annual nitrogen budget for the 88.05 fertilized acres will be 6,487 pounds. 13 

Concern #1: 14 

Effects on Spinney Hills Pine Barrens of Nitrogen Enriched Mist from Sprinkler System 15 
With reference to the current conditions of the Spinney Hills Watershed, the dispersing of 34M gallons of 16 

sprinkler water laden with 4,448 pounds of nitrogen in a semiarid environment will have unintended consequences.  17 

 18 

 In statement attributed to a spokesperson for ™, under typical weather conditions and 19 
water pressure for a Long Island golf course, the average mist rate is 7.5% by volume for commercial sprinkler heads.  20 
Based on the PRD figures, 334 pounds of atomized 16mg/L nitrogen particulate will be annually dispersed into the 21 
atmosphere of the Spinney Hills Watershed.  Other academic studies report even higher rates of misting [Figure 15]. 22 

Figure 6 - Irrigation Sprinkler System 23 

 24 
Photo Credit - PRD Appendix J, ITHMP, Page 936 25 
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 The 16mg/L nitrogen-loaded mist will aggregate onto the surface of sensitive Central Pine Barrens plants and 1 
soil.  The effects are insidious.  Over decades, the resulting inevitable increase of detritus and topsoil. The moisture 2 
and enrichment will encourage intrusion by “Compatible Zone” border species.  The sparse arid biota of the Spinney 3 
Pine Barrens will be subjugated to intrusion of aggressive indigenous ground plants, sub canopy species, forest pines, 4 
and deciduous species.  This augmentation will accelerate the eventual assimilation of the Core Pine Barrens ecology. 5 
These changes will occur over decades.  Thus, there is a tendency to marginalize these effects. 6 

Concern #2 7 

Golf Course Irrigation Ponds, Swimming Pools, and Other Freestanding Water: 8 
Figure 7 - Ponds 9 

 10 

 Within the PRD, 7.26 Acres of functional Ponds and Pools will be created to provide irrigation, recreation, and 11 
drainage. The volume of water in each receptacle varies from a foot to eight feet with the greatest volume of water 12 
being the fertigation and irrigation ponds.  In addition, the water vapor from all irrigation will be considerable. 13 

 14 
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Based on figures provided by the PRD & SONIR Modelling, 33M additional gallons of moisture will be 1 
annually released into the atmosphere from PET [(P)otential (E)vapo(T)ransporation].  2 

 Even without nitrogen augmentation, the unmistakable micro environmental effects of existing ponds and 3 
irrigation vapor on Pine Barrens can be observed at Quogue Wildlife, Sears Bellows Park, and Maple Swamp. While 4 
new ponds may be beneficial to indigenous and migratory species, this new aquatic habitat will potentially expose the 5 
Spinney Hills Pine Barrens to excessive moisture, invasive species, and harmful vectors.   The fertigation mixing pond 6 
will contain millions of gallons of nitrogen enriched water and could become a breeding ground for aquatic bacteria 7 
and plants that are harmful to both animals and humans. 8 

 The introduction of new hydro dynamics to the Spinney Hills Water Shed will have detrimental environmental 9 
repercussions. The Spinney Hills Pine Barrens has not had a source of freestanding water for centuries. The proximity 10 
new water sources will short-circuit the distance by three miles from the current moisture sources of Western 11 
Shinnecock Bay and the Atlantic Ocean.  The existing compatible growth forest acts as a natural buffer that is critical 12 
to preserve the Spinney Hills Pine Barrens.  This essential evolutional protection will be negated by free standing 13 
water.  The introduction of continual irrigation vapor will migrate to the Pine Barrens Core Preservation Area altering 14 
the delicate ecosystem that is dependent on seasonal atmospheric moisture constants.  15 

Concern #3 16 

Availability of Sustainable Groundwater Nitrogen source for Fertigation 17 
 18 

 Fertigation captures nutrients in groundwater from a point source and uses this water to fertilize plants through 19 
an irrigation system.  Quantitative evidence suggests that the groundwater on and around the “Lewis Road PRD” 20 
project site has high nitrogen levels.  The “Lewis Road PRD” project has designed a theoretical fertigation method that 21 
is efficient in recycling the background nitrogen and therefore reduces the volume of applied fertilizer.  This level of 22 
fertigation nitrogen mitigation is the basis for the developers claim that the PRD project will have a negative nitrogen 23 
impact on the already imperiled aquifer by reducing the down gradient nitrogen concentrations.  As designed, the point 24 
source must continually supply 100,000 gallons of water per day at 10 mg/L nitrogen.  The Weesuck Water Shed is 25 
composed of three major swales, the Lewis Road, Weesuck Creek, and Malloy Drive swales.  Two of these  swales are 26 
within the proposed PRD property. 27 

 The PRD has offered specifics on the location of the 10 mg/L fertigation well.  Therefore, all available test 28 
well locations were verified by field observation and documentation from both the SCWA and the December 2019 29 
PRD submission.  The nitrogen levels from each known point source site were plotted on the PRD project FEIS maps. 30 
Included with the test well finding were plots of other wells that, while not on property accessible to the PRD, did have 31 
documented nitrogen concentration results. The aggregate plotting of nitrogen concentration created a  Spinney Hills 32 
watershed nitrogen map.  The only well location on the PRD property that could potentially meet the fertigation 33 
requirement is referred to a “TW-1” or Test Well #1. This well is located on a ridge parallel to the northern boundary 34 
of the Lewis Road Swale.  The wellhead is situated at the southwest corner of the Kracke property, just off the PRD 35 
access road and a few hundred feet from the proposed 10 Workforce Housing units. 36 

 37 
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Figure 8 - Test Well Location Plot and Nitrogen mg/L Levels 1 

 2 
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 TW-1 nitrogen concentrations were tested at different depths to determine a contaminant profile [Figure 16] 1 
According to the results, the well will be screened at approximately 100 feet into the Upper Glacial aquifer. The Zone 2 
of Contribution at this depth will provide the necessary level of nitrogen to meet  the 10mg/L requirement. While TW-1 3 
may appear to meet the fertigation requirements, further examination of this location manifests doubts as to whether 4 
this well is truly viable. 5 

 The TW-1 well in [Figure 3] is the proposed site of the fertigation well.  All the well test-plotting 6 
locations form a discernable pattern in the groundwater nitrogen plume.  With two anomalous exceptions, the 7 
average level of 5.14 mg/L is within the accepted standards for leach rates (~20%) of agricultural related 8 
fertilization.  The first anomaly is the 8.1 mg/L average reading for the SCWA Spinney #1 & #2 wells.  9 
However, this site must be eliminated since the point source is on the SCWA public land and inaccessible. 10 
 11 

The more pertinent anomaly is the averaged results of 14.24 mg/L nitrogen from the TW-1 test well.  12 
The problem: Why is the background nitrogen higher at this location than any other test site?  The precise 13 
location of this well provides substantive evidence that the high Nitrogen levels at this particular location was 14 
influenced by anecdotal history.  The 14.24 mg/L is consistent within the context of this history.  This area of 15 
the Kracke property is defined by a 20-acre nursery that has been continually operating for at least 40 years.  By 16 
empirical observation over 35 years, debris, leaves, potting soil, and other detritus were dumped into a 0.5-acre 17 
compost heap located on the north nursery border.  The overhead view in Figure #9 shows this location and 18 
point of reference. 19 

Figure 9 – Location of Compost Heap and TW-1 Fertigation Well 20 

 21 
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 Over years, tons of organic material have been dumped in this refuse pile.  Occasionally the heap was 1 
aerated and compost was removed.  Reason would suggest that the compost was used for organic fertilizer.  2 
Over the observed 35-year period, the leach cone for a half acre in sandy subsoil would be narrow, deep, and 3 
bulging down gradient.  This is supported by the 6.29 mg/L result of the down gradient KMW-1 well [Figure 8].  4 
Based on this history, the 14.26 mg/L point source is not an anomaly but the reasonably expected output from a 5 
high nitrogen leach source.  Arguably, this location apparently meets the requirements necessary to achieve the 6 
PRD’s groundwater needs. There is one caveat to this solution.  Sections of the nursery, including part of the 7 
compost heap, will be assimilated when the PRD project is initiated.  The deposits of nitrogen rich detritus and 8 
debris have ceased.  The levels of groundwater nitrogen in the TW-1 wellfield are static.  Even without 9 
pumping, the levels of nitrogen would dissipate as the plume nitrogen level reliability is compromised by 10 
intrusion of surrounding groundwater of lesser nitrogen concentration (5.14mg/L) and by down gradient drift. 11 

Figure 10 – TW-1 with Compost Heap in Background 12 

  13 

 A real-world analogy would be a carnival snow cone (ZOC) with a straw (Well Pipe).  As fluid is 14 
removed by the straw, the surface ice color begins to fade as the colored flavoring mixture (N concentrate) 15 
draws up through the straw.  Due to gravity, volume, and mass, the bottom contributes less mixture then the top 16 
above the straw’s opening (well screen). As the narrow bottom point of the cone reaches the point of diminished 17 
returns, only the upper part of the cone will supply more flavoring.  If you do not add more flavoring, the top 18 
feed will be exhausted and the entire snow cone is just ice (sand) surrounded by plain water.  There is not 19 
enough nitrogen in the groundwater within and/or surrounding the TW-1 capture zone to maintain the 10 mg/L 20 
source integrity.  At the risk of banality, the entire fertigation scenario is based on compost. 21 
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 This issue presents an insidious enigma that will have an extremely detrimental impact on the 1 
groundwater beneath the Pine Barrens. The PRD clearly states that in order to meet ITHMP recommendations, a 2 
minimum of 4,448 pounds nitrogen fertilizer is required to maintain the health of the 41.24 acres of turf. If fertigation 3 
nitrogen concentration from the well draw falls below 10mg/L, the difference will be equalized by additional applied 4 
fertilizer. Thus, there is an inverse correlation between the nitrogen level of the fertigation well and the mass of applied 5 
nitrogen that must be added to maintain turf health.  However, more to the point, any additional applied nitrogen will 6 
reduce the proportional amount of mitigation. Less nitrogen in the fertigation well means more applied fertilizer and 7 
an increase to nitrogen entering the aquifer. As stated in the previous section; there is considerable doubt that the 8 
fertigation well can supply a sustained level of 10mg/L nitrogen concentration. Figure 11 below shows the critical 9 
impact to the Aquifer of this regression correlation.  10 

Figure 11 – 41.24 Acre Turf Applied Nitrogen Mitigation Regression Data 11 

 12 

Anomalies in the PRD SONIR Modeling 13 

 The project FEIS uses the SONIR (Simulation Of Nitrogen In Recharge) model to determine the total 14 
nitrogen budget by collectively calculating the recharge in all 588 acres.  Ideally, SONIR is a Mass-Balance Model 15 
that objectively calculates the annual Nitrogen Load that will intrude into the ground water of Spinney Hills 16 
Watershed.  However, there are omissions of other nitrogen sources such as employees and detailed calculations of all 17 
Workforce Housing septic effluence.  Over the past five years, the convoluted calculations for total nitrogen impact 18 
seem to have “evolved” by modifying constants, parameters, or ignoring accepted research.  Some changes were a 19 
response to criticisms, but ultimately these “tweaks” never significantly impacted the instrument’s outcomes. [Figure 20 
12] below takes an “Occam’s Razor” approach to Nitrogen Impact with simplified calculations and a global 10% leach 21 
rate.  While numbers reflect portions of the detailed SONIR results, the aggregate is not within acceptable tolerances. 22 

Description
Estimated Annual 

Gallons 
Fertigation Well

Fertigation 
Well mg/L

Fertigation  
Lbs N 

Mitigated 
@mg/L

Fertilizer 
Supplement 

Lbs N to 
Equal  Lbs / 

Year

Lbs After 
Credit for 

Fertigation & 
Liners 

Mitigation

Lbs AFTER 
Applying Global 

Leach Rate of 
10%

Annual Irrigation 
13.5M Gallons 

after EvapoTrans 
to Aquifer 
@mg/L"

Results @mg/L 15,939,408 15 1,995 2,453 250 24.98 0.22

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 14 1,862 2,586 516 51.58 0.46

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 13 1,729 2,719 782 78.19 0.69

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 12 1,596 2,852 1,048 104.79 0.93

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 11 1,463 2,985 1,314 131.40 1.17

PRD Target @ mg/L 15,939,408 10 1,330 3,118 1,580 158.00 1.40

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 9 1,197 3,251 1,846 184.60 1.64

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 8 1,064 3,384 2,112 211.21 1.87

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 7 931 3,517 2,378 237.81 2.11

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 6 798 3,650 2,644 264.42 2.35

Average @ mg/L 15,939,408 5.14 684 3,764 2,873 287.30 2.55

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 4 532 3,916 3,176 317.63 2.82

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 3 399 4,049 3,442 344.23 3.06

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 2 266 4,182 3,708 370.83 3.29

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 1 133 4,315 3,974 397.44 3.53

Results @ mg/L 15,939,408 0 0 4,448 4,240 424.04 3.76
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Figure 12 – N Regression 88.05 Course + Residential Acres & Other Sources 1 

 2 
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ENDNOTES: 1 

All values for variables used in the calculations for this document are transcribed directly form the Applicants 2 
PRD Submission. The “Specific Concern” section is a subjective supposition based on the results of simple 3 
mathematical calculation, systems analysis, and empirical observation. The document is for personal use only and not 4 
intended for publication.  The contents are simply the author’s opinions.  This document is not to be represented and/or 5 
quoted as fact.  The contents herein are logical and reasonable interpretation of sources and are not to be construed as 6 
accredited research.  The author holds no certifications or degrees in Environmental or related Science and Arts. 7 

There is no intent of animosity or hostility towards the developer.  Their corporate values demonstrate a 8 
willingness to adapt to needs and individuality of the community they wish to join at the sacrifice of profit. The 9 
developer’s officers, employees, and consultants, are dedicated to the company and devoted to their belief in t he 10 
benefits to the community this project could realize.  On the surface, the design and scope of this development are 11 
commensurate with the Town’s vision of future fiscal stability and aesthetic values.  Unfortunately, the environmental 12 
impact to the Pine Barrens is significant.  This is a great project in the wrong place. 13 

Thank you for your time. 14 

Respectfully, 15 

Ron Nappi 16 
115 Spinney Road 17 
East Quogue, NY 11942 18 
631-653-6543 19 
Grantad9@gmail.com 20 

  21 
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Figure 13 - All Referenced Calculations 1 

 2 

Return to Summary:  Impact of Lewis Road Planned Residential Development
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Figure 14 - PRD Data Sources 1 

 2 

Go to Figure 4 3 
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Figure 15 – Abstract Evaporation and Drift Losses Sprinkler Irrigation 1 
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Figure 16 – Vertical Profile of TW-1 Capture Zone & N mg/l Levels 1 

 2 

This edited profile is consistent with a well location that draws groundwater directly beneath an 3 
established active compost heap.  The problem is whether an annual pump volume of 20 M gallons can 4 
persistently produce a 10 mg/L level from such a narrow, skewed area of nitrogen concentration.  The 38 gpm 5 
24/7/365 pump rate generates a narrow Zone Of Contribution for the well.  The primary nitrogen source will be 6 
continually tapped.  Grosser acknowledges there will only be a slight deflection of nitrogen particulate from 7 
surrounding groundwater.  The FIES defines a 200-day/season irrigation period.  At 20 M gallons for 24/7/200, 8 
the pump rate becomes ~70 gpm.  This will expand the ZOC beyond the narrow cone of particulate 9 
concentration due to the increased draw radii.  The surrounding groundwater outside the catchment of TW-1’s 10 
original contribution zone will also be captured.  However, the adjacent test wells [Figure 8] average half 11 
(5.14mg/L) the nitrogen concentration of TW-1.  The ZOC expansion into the low nitrogen contribution area 12 
will effectively dilute the nitrogen concentration in the source point.  In addition, the static TW-1 compost 13 
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nitrogen source will inevitably reach a point of diminishing returns.  The TW-1 well’s high nitrogen particulate 1 
will eventually be exhausted.   2 

There is not enough nitrogen in the groundwater within and/or surrounding the TW-1 capture zone to maintain 3 
10 mg/L source point integrity at either a 38-gpm or a 70-gpm pump rate scenario.  4 

The environmental consequences of a drawdown in sustained nitrogen levels will be significant.  In order to 5 
maintain turf health, it will be necessary to inject more chemical nitrogen fertilizer into the irrigation water.  6 
There is a direct proportional relationship between the amount of additive fertilizer and the amount of nitrogen 7 
mitigation.  The more chemical nitrogen fertilizer needed for fertigation, the less nitrogen is mitigated.  The 8 
result is the entire premise of negative nitrogen load is instantaneously nullified.  The impact is dependent on 9 
the available mass of nitrogen levels, the volume of water pumped, and, most significant, the length of time 10 
before the nitrogen levels become insufficient for the design.  With a ZOC diameter of 200 feet and a depth of 11 
draw of 150 feet, a completely empty cylindrical vessel would contain ~36M gallons of water. However, only 12 
10% of the total volume in the sandy soil aquifer is water.  That equals 3.6 M gallons.  At a pump rate of 20M 13 
gallon/year, the levels of groundwater nitrogen would drop well below 10mg/L within a year. The [Figure 12] 14 
documents the interrelationship of background nitrogen levels vs supplemental nitrogen injection.  15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 
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 2             Commission members, any last
 
 3       questions, comments, thoughts before I
 
 4       move into the public comment portion
 
 5       of the public hearing?
 
 6             All right.  Hearing none, we
 
 7       will move onto the live public
 
 8       comments section.
 
 9             At this time, we will review
 
 10       public verbal comments.  If you
 
 11       submitted a request to speak, we have
 
 12       done our best to put everyone in order
 
 13       in which their request was received.
 
 14       Once your microphone has been unmuted
 
 15       and your video enabled, you will be
 
 16       invited to provide comments to five
 
 17       minutes.  I know John earlier said
 
 18       three, but given that this is the
 
 19       public's last chance to provide verbal
 
 20       input, I wanted to give everyone the
 
 21       chance for five minutes.  You do not
 
 22       need to take the entire five minutes,
 
 23       but certainly if you need to, you have
 
 24       that opportunity as previously
 
 25       mentioned.  When you introduce
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 2       yourself, please make sure that you
 
 3       clearly state your first name, your
 
 4       last name, spell your last name for
 
 5       the stenographer.  And if appropriate,
 
 6       provide your affiliation.  And I did
 
 7       just want to mention that we are
 
 8       joined by two of our State Assemblyman
 
 9       today.  Assemblyman Fred Thiele whose
 
 10       project is proposed as well
 
 11       Assemblyman Steven Englebright who is
 
 12       the chair of the Environmental
 
 13       Assembly Committee.
 
 14             So I did want to give them the
 
 15       opportunity to speak first before we
 
 16       jump to the rest of the public
 
 17       speakers.
 
 18             Fred jumped off?  Oh, I guess
 
 19       Fred couldn't stay.
 
 20             All right.  So Steve --
 
 21       Assemblyman Englebright, would you
 
 22       like to speak now?
 
 23             ASSEMBLYMAN ENGLEBRIGHT:  Can
 
 24       you hear me?
 
 25             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:  Yes.
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 2             We no longer can see you.
 
 3             ASSEMBLYMAN ENGLEBRIGHT:  Count
 
 4       that as an advantage.
 
 5             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:  Now we
 
 6       can see you.
 
 7             ASSEMBLYMAN ENGLEBRIGHT:  Good
 
 8       afternoon distinguished members of the
 
 9       Pine Barrens Commission and other
 
 10       distinguished participants.
 
 11             My name is Steven Englebright
 
 12       and I live in Setauket in Brookhaven
 
 13       Town, which is part of Long Island,
 
 14       where I have the privilege of
 
 15       representing the people of the Fourth
 
 16       Assembly District.
 
 17             I am an original cosponsor of
 
 18       the Pine Barrens Protection Act and I
 
 19       am currently -- as you pointed out --
 
 20       Chair of the Environmental
 
 21       Conservation Committee of the New York
 
 22       State Assembly.
 
 23             I will try to not be overly
 
 24       repetitive.  This is the, I believe,
 
 25       the fourth time that I communicated to
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 2       you regarding this project.  And I
 
 3       don't think it's necessary to review
 
 4       all of my previous objections, but I
 
 5       do object to this project on several
 
 6       levels.
 
 7             I would like today to speak
 
 8       primarily to some of the
 
 9       considerations regarding the land use
 
 10       issues relating to ecology.  I have
 
 11       some thoughts in that regard.
 
 12             Specifically, the Land Use Plan
 
 13       both the previous and current revised
 
 14       master plan is in considerable
 
 15       variance with the expectations of the
 
 16       Pine Barrens Protection Act of
 
 17       New York State.
 
 18             Specifically, the Pine Barrens
 
 19       Protection Act requires protection for
 
 20       all of the characteristics of the
 
 21       Pine Barrens that define this as a
 
 22       unique and special area that was
 
 23       worthy of the specific action of the
 
 24       legislature to protect it and to
 
 25       identify it as being very special.
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 2             That character includes water,
 
 3       air, land and, yes, ecology.  The
 
 4       absence of meaningful clustering in
 
 5       this proposed plan is really a big
 
 6       problem.  In deed, what we have --
 
 7       because of the golf course -- is a
 
 8       rather extravagant fragmentation of
 
 9       this large ownership in the
 
 10       Pine Barrens, and the fragmentation
 
 11       effect of spreading out the housing,
 
 12       almost indifference to the presence of
 
 13       the golf course, so that you have as
 
 14       many units of housing near different
 
 15       fairways as possible.
 
 16             It becomes the tail that wags
 
 17       the dog.  The golf course becomes a
 
 18       primary controller of the land use
 
 19       that we see in the proposal.
 
 20             I should point out, that golf
 
 21       courses are very problematic in terms
 
 22       of water chemistry and the
 
 23       predictability of how chemicals are
 
 24       used.  It's very difficult to monitor,
 
 25       very difficult to regulate the
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 2       application of chemicals to an 18 hole
 
 3       golf course.
 
 4             And so I would just indicate
 
 5       that the very presence of a golf
 
 6       course in the Pine Barrens is at
 
 7       variance to the recommendations of
 
 8       hydrogeological zone 3 and the 1978
 
 9       plan from the original Planning Board.
 
 10       And I just would point out again that
 
 11       we have not approved since we past the
 
 12       Pine Barrens Preservation Act any golf
 
 13       courses in the core area or even areas
 
 14       such as this one, which straddles the
 
 15       core area.
 
 16             So I am very concerned that the
 
 17       fragmentation brought by the golf
 
 18       course creates a basic unclustered
 
 19       pattern, direct habitat destruction
 
 20       and the loss of species carrying
 
 21       capacity due to the creation of an
 
 22       island effect from fragmenting the
 
 23       forest into islands of trees and
 
 24       islands of natural areas separated by
 
 25       development, is very problematic.
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 2             Instead of contiguous and
 
 3       connected open space, what we would
 
 4       have instead is habitat fragmentation
 
 5       and the result of the loss of species.
 
 6       This is predicted by the Robert
 
 7       McArthur and Edward O. Wilson model of
 
 8       biodiversity, which is also sometimes
 
 9       referred to as the McArthur/Wilson
 
 10       principle of island biogeography
 
 11       equilibrium.
 
 12             This model, which is
 
 13       demonstrated both in marine as well as
 
 14       in terrestrial ecosystems situations
 
 15       basically concludes that the number of
 
 16       species that an island is able to
 
 17       carry is based upon the size of the
 
 18       island.
 
 19             So by fragmenting this presently
 
 20       pristine or largely vegetated -- not
 
 21       entirely -- but largely vegetated area
 
 22       into permanent separations of islands
 
 23       of native vegetation, we will lose
 
 24       species.  And that is a variance and
 
 25       in contradiction with the requirements
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 2       of the Pine Barrens Preservation Act
 
 3       which requires that we try to preserve
 
 4       the character, including the
 
 5       ecological character of the
 
 6       Pine Barrens.
 
 7             So the nine clustered design of
 
 8       the proposal that is before you will
 
 9       predictably create local extinctions
 
 10       of native species because the
 
 11       fragmentation will create ecologic
 
 12       disequilibrium that is avoidable as
 
 13       your staff analysis points out.  There
 
 14       are other alternatives for the design
 
 15       of this proposed development.
 
 16             We should be trying to avoid and
 
 17       minimize that kind of disequilibrium.
 
 18       Specifically, the 18 hole golf course
 
 19       which sprawls the development and
 
 20       spreads out to proposed housing.
 
 21             Because the Pine Barrens
 
 22       Preservation Act intends to preserve
 
 23       the natural ecology of the
 
 24       Pine Barrens and because the proposal
 
 25       is so poorly responsive to this
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 2       legislative imparity, I believe that
 
 3       it should be rejected even only on
 
 4       this point alone.
 
 5             There are many other
 
 6       shortcomings that are pointed out in
 
 7       the analysis done by the staff of the
 
 8       Commission.  I think those are also
 
 9       good points, but this is a nontrivial
 
 10       matter.  So I just want to point out
 
 11       that the sprawling nonclustering is
 
 12       problematic from another perspective
 
 13       that also has a bearing on ecology.
 
 14             And I am talking about fire
 
 15       management.  This is a fire climax
 
 16       ecosystem.  Meaning that the species
 
 17       composition requires fire.  Now I say
 
 18       this at the time we have witnessed a
 
 19       similar forest in California that is a
 
 20       fire climax ecosystem, that
 
 21       catastrophic fires that have resulted
 
 22       from mismanagement of the fire climax
 
 23       context.  They have built in a
 
 24       sprawling kind of way in those
 
 25       forests.  The result, the loss of
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 2       lives and the loss of property.  It's
 
 3       going on in today's news.  Just tune
 
 4       it in.  It's in today's news as well,
 
 5       that California is on fire.  In its
 
 6       fire climax forests.
 
 7             So what we are looking at here?
 
 8       A sprawl that is something that could
 
 9       be avoided with the clustering.  That
 
 10       would reduce the likelihood of human
 
 11       loss of life and property.  And it
 
 12       would also protect your first
 
 13       responders in the community that would
 
 14       have to respond to the inevitable
 
 15       fires.  That will happen here.
 
 16             And I would point out that one
 
 17       of the things that really caused me to
 
 18       scratch my head as I read through this
 
 19       again, was the proposed and placement
 
 20       of a 1,000 gallon diesel storage tank
 
 21       and a 500 gallon gasoline storage
 
 22       tank.  What a great idea.  I say that
 
 23       not meaning those words.  Why should
 
 24       we have storage of fuel in a fire
 
 25       climax ecosystem setting that is
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 2       supposed to be residential?  That is a
 
 3       formula for severe catastrophic
 
 4       results.
 
 5             So putting these thoughts
 
 6       together with those that I previously
 
 7       submitted we my colleague Fred Theile,
 
 8       I would ask that you return this
 
 9       proposal to the developer and ask that
 
 10       they do a couple of things.
 
 11             Number one:  Remove the golf
 
 12       course.
 
 13             Number two:  Cluster.
 
 14             And number three:  Remove fire
 
 15       prone fuel from being part of their
 
 16       plan.
 
 17             And I urge you to reject the
 
 18       plan before you.  It is ill conceived.
 
 19       It is in variance and the requirements
 
 20       and the expectations of the state law
 
 21       that we passed now many years ago.
 
 22             And I hope that the Commission
 
 23       stays consistent with the precedence
 
 24       that have been set in its earlier,
 
 25       very thoughtful determinations and
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 2       protection of this important region of
 
 3       New York.
 
 4             Thank you for your consideration
 
 5       at this time.
 
 6             CHAIRWOMAN GALLAGHER:  Thank
 
 7       you, Assemblyman Englebright for your
 
 8       thoughts.
 
 9             Obviously, if you -- there will
 
 10       be -- we will remind folks again --
 
 11       five days of written comments will be
 
 12       accepted, so if anyone needs to submit
 
 13       additional written comments to part of
 
 14       the record, you will have time to do
 
 15       so.
 
 16             Next up is Mitchell Pally.  Who
 
 17       will be followed by Dr. Chris Gobbler.
 
 18             Do we have Mitch?
 
 19             MR. PALLY:  Thank you very much.
 
 20       Thank you for giving me the
 
 21       opportunity to testify again today on
 
 22       this very important project.  And
 
 23       thank you to the Commission for the
 
 24       extensive hearings on this project.
 
 25             The project, as I indicated in
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