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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Purpose of this Document  
 
This document is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Preserve at Islandia 
project.  This FEIS represents the penultimate step in the New York State environmental review 
process, which is intended to provide the public and governmental review agencies with 
information regarding the proposal under review, as well as analyses of its potential 
environmental effects.  This FEIS incorporates the DEIS by reference, so that the combination of 
these two documents constitutes the entire Preserve at Islandia EIS.  This document fulfills the 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) requirements for an FEIS.   
 
The site is presently occupied by an equestrian center.  The project involves an application to 
rezone a 9.87-acre parcel of land in Islandia from AG-Agriculture to MF-Multifamily Residence, 
to allow for the development of 72 condominium units, with a pool, one-story clubhouse, tennis 
courts and other recreational facilities, and a sanitary wastewater treatment facility.  The 
applicant is the Pinewood Development Corporation, of Hicksville.  A petition for the zone 
change has been submitted to the Village Board of Trustees, and the project has been designed to 
conform to the requirements of the MF zone, with the exceptions of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and 
the front yard setback for the accessory tennis courts (a maximum of 0.35 is allowed but 0.378 is 
requested, and at least 50 feet is required but only 33 feet would be provided, respectively).  Two 
variances are requested. 
 
It is noteworthy that the project description and impact analyses contained in this document are 
based upon a slightly revised site plan from the version on which the DEIS was written.  This 
revised plan is known as the “Alternate Layout Plan”, and is presented in a pouch at the end of 
this document.  The nature of the revisions are minor, and are the consequence of moving the site 
vehicle access northwards, to utilize a small portion of the right-of-way (ROW) for Schley Place.  
This alternate plan was described and analyzed previously in the DEIS as “Alternative 4”, as 
required by SEQRA.  This alternate plan has become the applicant’s preferred plan as a result of 
public and agency input received after the DEIS was accepted and during the public hearing (see 
below).  As a result of these minor plan revisions, the current proposal will:  
 

• slightly improve the levels of traffic safety and efficiency at the site’s vehicle access point by 
increasing sight distance along Old Nichols Road for traffic exiting the site (particularly the 
exiting left turn movement), as well as for construction vehicle traffic; 

• continue to fully conform with the Village Zoning Code with respect to bulk, height and setback 
requirements, and require the same variance for the tennis court setback from Old Nichols Road;  

• include a slightly greater amount of Village property in the Schley Place ROW to be abandoned, 
purchased and added to the project site.  It is noted that the prior plan would have required the 
applicant to purchase 0.25 acres of the 0.54-acre ROW (for a project site of 10.12 acres), while 
the Alternate Layout Plan will require purchase of the entire undeveloped portion of the ROW, to 
yield a site that is 10.41 acres in size;  

• slightly decrease the project density, from 7.1 units/acre to 6.9 units/acre; 
• involve the same number, sizes and distribution of residences and amenities as the prior plan;  
• result in a slightly more impervious surface and landscaped areas as compared to the prior plan;  
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• generate the same number and distribution of vehicle trips as the prior site design; 
• require the same volume of public water for domestic purposes as the prior plan, and a slightly 

greater volume of water for irrigation purposes;  
• generate a slightly greater volume of recharge at a slightly lower nitrate concentration than the 

prior plan; 
• generate the same numbers of total residents, senior residents and school-age children as the prior 

plan;  
• generate the same total taxes and the same substantial tax revenue benefits to taxing jurisdictions 

as the prior plan; and, 
• generate the same types and amounts of solid waste. 

 

With respect to the need for a supplement to a DEIS in those cases where a project changes after 
a DEIS is accepted, SEQRA regulations embodied in Title 6 of the New York Code of Rules and 
Regulations (6 NYCRR), Part 617.9(a)(7) states as follows: 
 

The lead agency may require a supplemental EIS, limited to the specific significant adverse 
environmental impacts not addressed or inadequately addressed in the EIS that arise from: 

  (‘a’) changes proposed for the project 
 
The document, “Environmental Impact Review in New York”, (Gerrard, et al, LexisNexis publ., 
revised 2007) states (Section 3.13[2][a]): 
 

In some cases, a change may be proposed in the project or action by its sponsor after preparation and 
circulation of the EIS.  When this occurs, the lead agency must evaluate whether the change may give 
rise to a potentially significant adverse effect and must separately determine whether the previously 
prepared EIS addressed that environmental effect adequately enough to allow the lead and involved 
agencies to make an informed decision.  The mere fact that that a project or action has been changed 
does not necessarily give rise to the need for preparation of a supplemental EIS.  However, a court 
has stated that when confronted with a change to a project, the lead agency cannot sit idly by and 
ignore the implications of the change, particularly if it affects key elements which are “at the heart of 
the environmental objections to the project.”  As a practical matter, a change to a project or action can 
come at almost any time during the environmental review process, and even after initial approval of 
the project.  Whenever the change arises, the lead agency should evaluate the change in order to 
ascertain whether it could give rise to potentially significant adverse environmental effects.  The 
evaluation process to be used is analogous to the initial environmental review of the action, albeit 
more focused because the lead agency has the benefit of having prepared either a DEIS or FEIS.  If 
the change poses the potential for a significant adverse effect that was not previously addressed in the 
draft or final EIS, a supplemental EIS will be required. 

 
As noted above, the nature, yields and amenities of the Preserve at Islandia project have not 
changed from those described and analyzed in the DEIS; only the layout of the project has 
changed, and only in a slight degree to accommodate the relocation of the development’s access.  
The revised project plan is discussed and described in Section 1.3 of this document, and impacts 
are analyzed in Section 1.4 in a form and to an extent directly related to the analyses contained 
in the DEIS.  In this way, the lead agency has substantial information to determine the potential 
impacts of the revised plan.  This fulfills the applicant’s and lead agency’s needs for proper, 
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complete and timely information on the project so that the requirements of SEQRA are satisfied, 
and an informed decision can be made.   
 
The Preserve at Islandia DEIS document was submitted to the Village Board of Trustees in April 
2008 and, after revisions performed after a review of its contents conducted under jurisdiction of 
that body (as lead agency under SEQRA), was accepted as complete by that entity in July 2008.  
A public hearing was held on the change of zone application and DEIS on August 5, 2008, and 
the lead agency accepted written public and agency comments through August 29, 2008.  It is 
noted that no written comments on the DEIS were submitted.  After the close of this comment 
period, a letter from the Suffolk County Planning Commission (SCPC) was received; it has been 
included in this document.  As required by SEQRA, this document addresses all concerns and 
comments provided by the public, as well as the comments of the SCPC letter.   
 
The responses provide the information necessary for the Lead Agency (the Village of Islandia 
Board of Trustees) and other involved agencies to make informed decisions on the specific 
impacts of the project.  After acceptance of the FEIS, there will be a minimum 10-day period of 
consideration for preparation and adoption of a Findings Statement, prior to a decision on the 
change of zone application.  This document fulfills the obligation of the Lead Agency in 
completing an FEIS based upon 6 NYCRR Part 617.9 (b)(8). 
 
 
1.2 Organization of this Document  
 
Appendix A contains a copy of the transcript of the public hearing, and Appendix B contains 
the SCPC letter.  As required by SEQRA, only those comments that are “substantive” in nature 
merit a response; comments which are directed to a specific portion of the DEIS or other aspect 
of the project have a response (general statements of opposition or support are not considered to 
be substantive).  There were a total of 51 separate comments.  Each comment has been 
delineated and numbered sequentially, as A-1 through A-50, and B-1.  The numbering system 
indicates the subsection of Section 2.0 where the response can be found.   
 
Because a number of the comments are similar to, closely related to and/or duplicate other 
comments, it was decided to group these related comments together, so that only one response 
would be necessary for each grouping.  As a result, 17 different groups of comments were 
established.  Each subsection of Section 2.0 addresses one of these groups of comments 
referenced above.  The comment numbers to which the response refers are listed in each 
subsection so that the reader may refer back to the appendix to review the comments in their 
original form.   
 
 
1.3 Description of the Alternate Layout Plan 
 
The SEQRA process anticipates that changes to the project may occur in response to comments 
and community input as the review process proceeds, and as updated information and related 
evolutionary changes in the project are made.  The basic concept of the project remains the same; 
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it is a comprehensively planned, multi-family residential development featuring age-restricted 
and non age-restricted units in an attractive setting served by appropriate amenities and services.  
The following is a listing of the changes to the plan: 
 

• The location of the vehicle access has been shifted northwards along Old Nichols Road 
approximately 230 feet, to occupy a portion of the existing Schley Place ROW.  This access 
would be Stop-controlled for exiting movements. 

• The entire 0.54 acres of the Schley Place ROW would be abandoned by the Village and bought 
by the applicant, to extend the depth of the rear yard setback for the units in the site’s northern 
area.  However, there as with the prior plan, no roadway connection between Old Nichols Road 
and the cul de sac at Sampson Avenue/Schley Place is proposed.  

• Minor realignments of six of the units, as well as that portion of the internal roadway at the 
entrance were made. 

• The amount of paved surfaces on the site would be slightly increased due to the slightly longer 
new access roadway. 

• The amount of landscaped area would be slightly increased by the increased depth of rear yards 
on the north. 

• As requested by the Village, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be prepared to 
determine the presence, character and extent (if any) of recognized environmetal conditions. 

 
Table 1-1 provides a list of the coverages and physical characteristics of the subject site for the 
project as originally proposed (in the DEIS) and conditions for the Alternate Layout Plan (as 
described in this FEIS).   
 
It is expected that the construction phase for the Alternate Layout Plan would closely follow the 
processes and schedule as described in the DEIS for the prior proposal, as well as its permitting 
requirements.  As the Alternate Layout Plan includes the same uses as that of the prior proposal, 
it is expected that it would also require the same permits and approvals as the prior layout. 
 
 
1.4 Comparative Impact Analysis 
             
1.4.1 Soils and Topography           
 
Impacts to the soils and topography of the site would be the same or similar as those of the prior 
plan, since the design, building configuration and landscaped areas of the Alternative Layout 
Plan are very similar to those of the prior plan.  Given the minor constraints on development 
posed by the site’s soils as determined in the analysis presented in the DEIS and the similarity in 
this regard with the Alternate Layout Plan, no significant adverse impacts to the site’s soil 
resources are expected.  The areal extent and depth of grading operations (to be undertaken 
during the construction phase) are anticipated to be similar to those of the prior proposal.  As was 
the case for that prior plan, grading operations for the Alternate Layout Plan are not anticipated 
to result in significant adverse impacts.  The grading envisioned will be the minimum necessary 
to provide for the development, with soils reused for fill and landscaping to the greatest extent 
practicable.   
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Table 1-1 
SITE AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Project Described in DEIS vs. Project Described in FEIS  
 

Parameter Proposed 
Project per DEIS 

Proposed  
Project per FEIS*  

Use & Yield Residential: 72 units, as 47 age-restricted units & 
25 non age-restricted 

Coverage (acres): --- --- 
  Buildings/Impervious 4.65 4.83 
  Pervious  -- --- 
  Successional Field -- --- 
  Landscape/Lawn (fertilized) (1) 5.47  5.58 
TOTAL 10.12 (2) 10.41 (3) 
Water Resources: --- --- 
  Sanitary Wastewater (gpd) (4) 14,925  14,925 
  Landscape Irrigation (gpd) (5) 4,538  4,630  
  Total Water Use (gpd) 19,463 19,555 
  Recharge Volume (gpd) 36,408  36,751  
  Nitrogen Conc. (mg/l) 5.29  4.95  
Miscellaneous: --- --- 
  Total Residents (6) 170 170 
  Age-Restricted Unit Residents (6) 99 99 
  School-Aged Children (7) 10 10 
  Solid Waste (lbs/day) (8) 507 507 

* Previously described and analyzed in the DEIS as Alternative 4 (Alternative Site Access). 
(1) Includes Drainage Reserve Areas 
(2) Subject site increased by 0.25 acres by appending additional area of Schley Place ROW to project site, 

for rear yard setback.  
(3) Subject site increased by 0.54 acres by appending all of Schley Place ROW to project site, for vehicle 

access and rear yard setback. 
(4) Based on 300 gpd-non age-restricted units, 150 gpd-age-restricted units and 0.10 gpd/SF-clubhouse.  
(5) Assuming an irrigation rate of 5.5 inches per year for the period May to September.  
(6) Based on 2.09 resident/age-restricted unit (47) and 2.83 residents/ non age-restricted unit (25). 
(7) Based on 0.39 school-aged children/non age-restricted unit (25). 
(8) Based on 2.3 lbs/capita for residential unit and 3.12 lbs /100 SF-Clubhouse. 

 
 
1.4.2 Water Resources 
 
The domestic flow of this scenario would be the same as the prior proposal, as the numbers and 
types of units are identical; however, the slightly greater landscaped area of the Alternate Layout 
Plan will require slightly more irrigation and fertilization.  However, the slightly greater property 
area is sufficient to cause a slightly lower nitrogen concentration in recharge than the prior plan.  
Like that previous plan, this concentration is less than the NYS Drinking Water standard for 
nitrogen of 10 mg/l, and as a result, no significant adverse impact is expected.  In addition, the 
volume of recharge generated on-site would be slightly greater than that of the prior project.    
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As there are no natural surface water bodies or wetlands on or tributary to the subject property, 
appropriate drainage facilities will be used, and the level of drainage system engineering review 
provided by the Village, no impacts surface water or drainage characteristics are anticipated. 
 
The design, installation and operation of the Cromaglass system will be subject to review and 
approval of the Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS), ensuring that the 
proper level of groundwater protection is provided.  The project will control all runoff in an on-
site drainage system and will provide for proper maintenance of the Cromaglass system, as 
required by the SCDHS. 
 
Based on the results presented above, it is anticipated that the Alternate Layout Plan will have a 
beneficial impact on the quality of groundwater underlying the subject site and in the 
surrounding area due to a reduced concentration of nitrogen in recharge as compared to current 
conditions.  No significant adverse groundwater impacts are expected. 
 
 
1.4.3 Ecological Resources          
 
Like the prior plan, the Alternate Layout Plan would require that the site be cleared; however, 
very little vegetation currently exists on the site, so that no significant impacts to habitat area 
would occur.  Because this scenario is slightly larger in area than the previous plan, it provides a 
slightly greater area for the establishment of landscape vegetation. 
 
 
1.4.4 Transportation          
 
The trip generations and patterns of this scenario would be the same as those of the prior 
proposal, as the same number of units and the same unit breakdown would be provided.  As a 
result, the impacts on local roadways and intersections would be the same as well.  As intended 
by the lead agency, this proposal would provide sight distances for exiting drivers that are in 
excess of the minimum required, thereby enabling safe turning movements.  In this regard, the 
TIS stated:  
 

As requested by the Village of Islandia, an alternative access off of Old Nichols Road via the existing 
Schley Place ROW was considered.  These two driveway locations were analyzed from the standpoint 
of safety, location and design.  Sight distance measurements were performed at both access points and 
compared with the recommendations contained in the reference, A Policy on Geometric Design of 
Highways and Street published in 2004 by AASHTO.  It was determined from the review of the sight 
distance data that the measured sight distances from both driveways will exceed the recommended 
sight distance criteria for left turn and right turn vehicles exiting the site.  However the Schley Place 
ROW location will provide better sight lines for left turn vehicles exiting the site. 

 
Thus, both the prior plan and the Alternate Layout Plan would provide for safe exiting left 
turning movements, though the access in the latter would provide better sight lines for exiting 
left turns. 
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1.4.5 Land Use, Zoning and Plans        
 
This alternative would require the same change of zone from the current AG-Agriculture to MF-
Multi-family as the previous plan, and would not be consistent with the Village’s land use plan.  
Nevertheless, this scenario will help to meet the Village’s goal of providing more multi-family 
housing opportunities.  Overall, the land use, zoning and plan impacts associated with the 
Alternate Layout Plan would be the same as those of the prior proposal, since the differences in 
these two scenarios are not related to land use, zoning or conformance to the Village Plan.   
 
  
1.4.6 Community Facilities and Services        
 
Tax generation and benefits to taxing jurisdictions will be the same as the prior proposal, since 
the same number and type of units is planned.  Water use would be slightly more for the 
Alternate Layout Plan due the increase in landscaped area, which requires greater irrigation.  
Police, fire and ambulance response times would be comparable, as the new site access would 
not be at a significantly greater distance from these service providers than is provided in the 
previous plan.  Solid waste generation and energy consumption would be the same as well.   
 
  
1.4.7 Aesthetic Resources and Community Character       
   
The visual character of the site for observers on Old Nichols Road vary for the Alternate Layout 
Plan as a six unit structure will occupy an area in the central frontage of the site whereas this area 
was dominated by the entrance and parking on the prior plan.  A detailed landscape plan will be 
developed for the Alternate Layout Plan at the time of site plan review for approval which will 
consider privacy for these units as well as the overall aesthetics of the development as seen from 
Old Nichols Road.   
 
 
1.4.8 Cultural Resources 
 
As established in the DEIS, the subject site has been subject to significant prior development and 
resulting disturbance, and is not located within, abutting or in the vicinity of an area designated 
by the OPRHP as having known or suspected cultural resources.  As a result, no impact to such 
resources is expected to occur as a result of either the prior plan or the Alternate Layout Plan.  
 
 
1.4.9 Construction-Related Impacts  
 
Because the two development scenarios are very similar in layout, their construction activities 
are not anticipated to result in any difference in short-term transportation, noise, dust, aesthetic 
and erosion impacts.   
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1.4.10 Cumulative Impacts 
 
In general, the cumulative impacts of other development projects in the vicinity, in conjunction 
with those of the proposed project, may potentially result in impacts that are significantly greater 
than the individual impacts from each project.  However, the Village of Islandia indicates that no 
other developments were identified and, as a result, no cumulative impacts are expected in 
connection with either the prior proposal or the Alternate Layout Plan.  
 
 
1.4.11 Adverse Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided  
 
In the same manner as for the prior proposal, some impacts may exist with respect to the 
Alternate Layout Plan for which no mitigation is available.  These may include:   
 

• Temporary increases in the potential for fugitive dust and construction traffic and noise during the 
construction period. 

• Loss of the equestrian use on the subject property. 
• Change in visual character of the site. 
• Displacement and/or loss of the limited number and diversity of wildlife species which are 

expected to inhabit or utilize the site. 
• Increase in vehicle trips generated on the site and on area roadways. 
• Increase in the number of school-aged children who may attend the Central Islip UFSD. 
• Increased potential need for emergency (fire and police) services; increased need for public 

services including solid waste disposal and water and energy utilities. 
• Costs of increased need for public educational, police and fire protective services are expected to 

be fully offset by increased property tax allocations to these services. 
 
 
1.4.12 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
 
Similar to the prior plan, the Alternate Layout Plan will result in irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources.  However, the impacts of these commitments are not anticipated to be 
significant, as the magnitude of these losses is not substantial: 

 
• Material used for construction on the site, including but not limited to: wood, asphalt, concrete, 

fiberglass, steel, aluminum, etc. 
• Energy and resources used in the operation and maintenance of this project, including fossil fuels, 

electricity and water. 
 
 
1.4.13 Growth-Inducing Aspects            
 
The growth-inducing aspects of the original proposal were defined and discussed in the DEIS.   
In that document, it was determined that the use, yield and configuration of the prior plan would 
not cause growth in the vicinity, in consideration of the project’s conformance with the 
applicable plans and zoning, existing infrastructure availability, need for senior and family 



The Preserve at Islandia 
Change of Zone Application 

Final EIS 
 

Page 1-9 

housing and support and benefit to services and businesses through new residential occupancy.  
Similarly, it is expected that the Alternate Layout Plan would also not induce growth in the area, 
as it is identical in use and yield to the prior proposal.  The following are brief discussions of the 
aspects of the Alternate Layout Plan that would tend to minimize its potential to induce growth 
in the vicinity:   

 
• There are no other similar properties in the vicinity available for development or redevelopment, 

so the project would have little potential to induce growth in the area. 
• The site would be rezoned for a residential use complementary to that of the area, at a yield that 

would conform with the allowed yield for the property under the requested zoning.  In this way, 
there would be no inducement established to seek development at yields higher than allowed by 
the proposed zoning.  

• The Preserve at Islandia is expected to be occupied by an estimated 170 residents, of which 99 
would be seniors; neither population group would be considered a significant number in 
consideration of area demographics.   

• There are service businesses and retail stores in the area that may benefit from an incrementally 
increased customer base.   

• The 47 age-restricted units are expected to attract senior residents from the area and the 
remaining 25 non age-restricted units would attract families in the area.  As there is a regional 
demand for quality housing for both senior citizens and families, the project is expected to be 
attractive to these buyers and not cause growth inducement, but serve a need in the community 
and the area.   

• The primary impact that may occur is based on the creation of construction jobs.  In the short-
term, a limited number of construction jobs will be directly created, and a few jobs may be 
indirectly created, based on increased patronage of material suppliers, shops and the like.  These 
job opportunities will not require relocation of specialized labor forces or an influx of large 
businesses from outside the area to provide construction support.  As a result, construction-related 
growth-inducing aspects of the proposed project are expected to be not significant.  The existing 
four full-time and four part-time jobs will be lost with the closure of the equestrian center, but it 
is expected that there would be a comparable number of new jobs associated with the operation of 
site facilities and demand for private maintenance services (i.e. landscaping, home maintenance, 
etc.).   

• The site is also well served by existing roads, water mains, gas service and other infrastructure.  
Development of the site will result in an increased usage of these utilities.  Electrical service is 
generally available throughout Long Island, and water mains are adjacent to the site; therefore, 
significant expansions of these utilities are not expected.  The proposed project may lead to the 
improvement of community services in the area as stimulated by the increased taxes generated by 
the project.  This will add to the fabric of the community and support existing programs and 
special districts without adding significantly to growth potential.   

 
Overall, the Alternate Layout Plan is feasible and provides a more desirable layout as compared 
to the prior plan evaluated in the DEIS (due to its enhanced access location and resulting 
improvement in sight distance for safe left turn movements).  As illustrated in this section, the 
Alternate Layout Plan is comparable to the project plan analyzed in the DEIS and will not result 
in significant adverse environmental impacts.   
 
The following section addresses questions and concerns expressed during the hearing on the 
DEIS and Change of Zone and comments from the SCPC.   
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
2.1 Miscellaneous Site Access-Related Comments      

  
Comments A-1, A-6, A-11, A-12, A-13, A-23 & A-27: 
These comments request clarification and/or confirmation in regard to the location of the site’s 
vehicle access, the presence and length of a deceleration lane on Old Nichols Road, whether and 
where an emergency vehicle access (“crash gate”) would be located, and whether Schley Place 
will be improved for its entire length or only a short distance. 
 
Response: 
The preferred access, and the access proposed as part of the revised project as described in 
Section 1 of this FEIS, is in line with Schley Pace (a currently unimproved paper street).  (This 
access scenario was presented as Alternative 4 in the DEIS, and was the preferred plan by the 
Village and is therefore now the proposed plan by the applicant). To achieve this, the entire 
undeveloped portion of the Schley Place right of way (ROW) (0.54 ac) will be acquired by the 
applicant making the subject property 10.41 acres.   Only the western portion of the ROW will 
be paved to accommodate the access driveway (approximately 124 feet) and the remainder will 
increase the depth of the landscaped rear yards for the units abutting the ROW (units 7-24).   
 
Regarding the need a deceleration lane on Old Nichols Road, the analysis completed in the TIS 
found that no signals, turning lanes or changes to timing of existing signals in the vicinity of the 
proposed project are warranted for the proposed development. The amount of right turn traffic 
entering the site access (Schley Place) from Old Nichols Road during peak traffic (AM and PM 
peak hours) is projected at 4 to 11 vehicles.  A total of 11 vehicles over a period of one hour are 
unlikely to disrupt traffic flow on Old Nichols Road, hence a deceleration lane for vehicles 
entering the site is not anticipated to be necessary.  If the Village decides that a turn lane or a 
traffic light are necessary to improve vehicle and pedestrian safety in the vicinity of the project, 
such improvements could be evaluated and details finalized during the site plan review process 
necessary for the project.  It should be noted that the results of the traffic analyses show no 
significant traffic impacts at Schley Place (site access) and Old Nichols Road.  The access point 
will be configured for all movements, and Stop-controlled; it would not be signalized. 
 
As indicated in the public hearing, an emergency access point along Old Nichols Road was 
preferred by the Village over the Sampson Avenue-Schley Place intersection at the rear of the 
property.  The Village was concerned that establishing an emergency access at Sampson 
Avenue-Schley Place would direct emergency vehicles in a more circuitous route, which does 
not appear to be advantageous as compared with an emergency access point off of Old Nichols 
Road.   The applicant would consider any reasonable emergency access that provides improves 
safety; however, the proposed location from Old Nichols Road is believed to be most 
appropriate.  The ultimate location for the emergency access to the site will be determined during 
the site plan review of the proposed project. 
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2.2 Off-Site Roadway Impacts and Improvements       
 
Comments A-7, A-22, A-35, A-39, A-40 & A-44: 
These comments suggest signal timing changes at the intersection of Old Nichols Road/Veterans 
Memorial Highway and a traffic signal at the site entrance, and indicate a number of concerns 
with respect to existing or perceived future local roadway impacts, including northbound and 
southbound left turns into South Bedford Drive and Erhardt Way, respectively, and left turns out 
of South Bedford Drive during rush hour. 
 
Response: 
The results of the traffic analyses reveal that the proposed project will not significantly impact 
the operation of the intersection of Old Nichols Road and Veterans Highway.  Veterans Highway 
at Old Nichols Road is a State signal; therefore the need to modify the signal timing will be 
determined by the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).  The TIS analysis 
determined that the minimal amount of traffic projected to be generated by the project will not 
warrant the installation of a traffic signal at the site access.  Traffic making left turns out of the 
site will be able to take advantage of gaps created by the traffic signal at Johnson Avenue.  The 
estimated number of vehicles from the proposed project traveling through Old Nichols Road at 
South Bedford Drive and Erhardt Way  was 11 northbound vehicles and 6 southbound vehicles 
over a period of one hour (rush hour).  A total of 17 vehicles over a period of one hour will not 
significantly impact northbound left turns into South Bedford Drive, southbound left turns into 
Erhardt Way and left turns out of South Bedford Drive during rush hour.  
 
The TIS included in the DEIS indicated that the proposed project is expected to generate a total 
of 32 AM Peak Hour trips and 47 PM Peak Hour trips.  The increase in traffic is not expected to 
have an adverse effect on the Level of Service (LOS) at intersections studied in the report.  Since 
no impacts to the LOS were attributable to the proposed project, no traffic mitigation measures 
were recommended.  
 
The location of the site access point at Old Nichols Road and Schley Place provides better sight 
distances and improved safety as compared to the previously proposed access point from Old 
Nichols Road.  Left and right turn exits from the site will be stop-controlled.   
 
 
2.3 Estimates of Assessed Value and Taxes      
 
Comments A-2, A-18, A-47 & A-50: 
These comments request confirmation on the project’s estimated assessed value, estimated tax 
generation (both total and per-unit) and allocations, particularly schools. 
 
Response: 
The following table, taken from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, provides an estimate 
of tax generation and allocation for the proposed project.  Projected taxes are based on an 
estimated assessed value, which is derived from the estimated sales price of the units.  It is 
estimated that the proposed multi-family units for this particular site will have an approximate 
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sales price of $525,000 per unit.  Actual sale prices will vary depending on market conditions at 
the time of completion of the project.  Multiplying the estimated market value by the current 
Residential Assessment Rate, as determined by the State of New York, of 9.18% yields an 
assessed value of $48,195 per unit.  This creates a total assessed value for the project of 
$3,470,040.  On average, each unit will generate approximately $10,829 in taxes; however, taxes 
will be based on assessed value and two bedroom units will be assessed at a lower rate than three 
bedroom units.  
 
The proposed project will significantly increase the assessed value of improvements on the 
project site, with the result that the property taxes generated will also be increased significantly.  
Table 2-1 presents the estimated tax generation for the project based upon current tax rates, 
along with the projected distribution of taxes to the various jurisdictions.  As discussed below, 
this property tax increase (approximately $755,887 annually) will help offset the increase in 
costs to public agencies providing services to the site. 
 
 

Table 2-1 
ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES 

Proposed Project 
 

Taxing Jurisdiction 
Existing 

Taxes 
($/yr) 

Anticipated 
Taxes 
($/yr) 

Increase in 
Taxes 
($/yr) 

Central Islip UFSD 17,727.74 580,666.38 562,938.64 
Central Islip Library District 578.95 18,963.32 18,384.37 
County General Fund 225.57 7,388.47 7,162.90 
SCPD 2,364.88 77,460.88 75,096.00 
General Town 553.89 18,142.49 17,588.60 
NYS Real Property Tax Law 276.04 9,041.60 8,765.56 
Central Islip Fire District 831.21 27,226.01 26,394.80 
Village  1,245.68 40,801.84 39,556.16 
TOTAL $23,803.96  $779,691.00 $755,887.04 

 
 
As indicated, the Central Islip UFSD would be allocated approximately $580,000 annually, 
which is more than sufficient to cover the additional costs that will be incurred for the estimated 
10 school-age children that the proposed project will generate.  Table 2-1 also identifies 
projected increases in revenue for all other taxing jurisdictions.  As noted, these projections will 
vary somewhat depending on the assessed value of the units.   
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2.4 Perceived Impacts on Aesthetics and Quality of Life     
 
Comments A-9, A-14, A-28 & A-45: 
These comments express the belief that the proposed project represents a significant adverse 
visual and land use impact on the existing rural aesthetic of the area.  Additionally, specifics in 
regard to landscape buffers for neighboring homes, an estimate of the selling prices of the units, 
a commitment to make the terminus of Sampson Avenue a cul de sac, and an explanation as to 
how the project would improve the quality of life for area residents are requested. 
 
Response: 
As noted in the DEIS, “[t]he project is consistent with existing land uses in the surrounding 
areas, particularly the multi-family development located adjacent to the west.  The proposed 
development would provide a similar multiple-family zoned parcel to this existing use, and 
would affirm the multi-family development pattern in the southern portion of the Village of 
Islandia.  The proposed project is an appropriate use for the property given that residential nature 
of the Village and surrounding lands, coupled with the existing multi-family use near the site.  
The site is located on an existing arterial road in the Village, and is in a mixed land use area 
including single family, vacant open space and utility uses along with the nearby multi-family 
use.  Given this mixed land use pattern, the Old Nichols Road corridor, and the current primarily 
cleared and impacted condition of the site (with respect to natural resources), the proposed 
zoning and intended project are believed to be a compatible addition to the Village land use 
pattern that will provide housing opportunities on a parcel appropriate for such use.  .”  
 
Adequate landscaped buffers will be provided to maintain the integrity of open space parcels 
located to the south.  In consideration of the existing predominantly residential uses of varying 
densities adjacent to the north, east and west, the proposed land use change is not expected to 
represent a significant overall impact to land use or character of the community.  Hydroseeded 
buffers will be provided along the majority of the property boundary.  The hydroseed mix would 
contain native grasses and wildflowers with reduced fertilizer dependence and will be mowed at 
least twice per growing season.  Street trees (Sweet Gum, Pin Oak and Red Maple) will be 
provided along the looped internal driveway and the entranceway.  Street trees will also be 
provided along Old Nichols Road to “soften” the appearance of the site and provide visual 
screening; these will be planted on 20-foot centers, as required by the Village Code.  Screen 
plantings including Arbor Vitae and White Pine will be strategically placed in the area of the 
Cromaglass system, near the community building parking area and at the end of Schley Place.  
Specific locations and species of the shrubs to be planted will be depicted on the Landscape Plan, 
as part of the Site Plan review process.  However, it is anticipated that junipers, rhododendrons, 
hollys and azaleas will be used. 
 
There is no way to be certain at this time of the selling prices of the units as it all depends on the 
cost of labor and materials and market conditions in the future.  As estimated sale price of 
$525,000 was provided in the DEIS.   
 
The project engineer has indicated that enough land area is not available to create a cul-de-sac at 
the terminus of Sampson Avenue.  
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The proposed development will be provided with attractive landscaping and architectural 
features that will blend with and enhance the aesthetics of surrounding uses.  The project would 
result in increased taxes to the Village that could be used to support projects in the Village that 
may enhance the quality of life of residents.   
 
 
2.5 Covenants & Restrictions        
 
Comments A-3, A-16 & A-46: 
These comments question if the units will be owner-occupied and if children would be prohibited 
in the development.  Additionally, the comments question what mechanism would ensure that the 
units are sold to and occupied by individuals 55 and older in the future.  
 
Response: 
An offering plan will be prepared for the proposed development and filed with the State Attorney 
General, which will include requirements that all units be owner occupied and that future sales of 
the age-restricted units remain to those 55 and older.   Additionally, due to the Suffolk County 
Department of Health Services (SCDHS) restrictions on the design of the Cromaglass sanitary 
waste water treatment system, covenants will also need to be filed to assure 47 of the units 
remain age restricted.  As discussed in Section 1.4.4 of the DEIS, the Cromaglass system is 
capable of treating a maximum of 15,000 GPD.  Using the proposed unit breakdown of 47 age-
restricted units and 25 non age-restricted units at 150 GPD and 300 GPD, respectively, ensures 
wastewater generation does not exceed 15,000 GPD.  Covenants will be filed with the Village of 
Islandia and the SCDHS to ensure that the 47 proposed age-restricted units do not convert to non 
age-restricted use in the future, thereby impacting water use and the performance of the sanitary 
treatment facility.  The offering plan will also reflect these stipulations.   
 
No school aged children would be permitted to reside in the 47 age restricted units.  Children 
would be permitted to reside in the 25 non-age restricted units and as discussed in Section 3.3.2 
of the DEIS, an estimated 10 school aged were conservatively projected to reside in the 
development.  The condominium association offering plan and covenants filed on the property 
would also include the restriction for no school aged children in the 47 age-restricted units. 
 
 
2.6 Affordable Housing         
 
Comment A-10: 
“My issue is, what about affordable housing?  I have a half a dozen nieces and nephews that 
have had to move out of this area from Islip because they couldn’t afford to live here. What 
about giving these people a place to live, young families?  The only way this village of Islandia is 
going to grow and up and coming is if we keep young people here.  And what’s happening is 
we’re driving them out.  They can’t afford to stay here, sir.” 
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Response: 
At this time, no units are proposed to be offered as affordable housing units as providing 
affordable units is not required by Village code.     
  
 
2.7 Design, Operation and Potential Impacts Associated with STP and Drainage System 

 
Comments A-4, A-19, A-20, A-21, A-26, A-31, A-34, A-36, A-37 & A-38: 
These comments request additional information on the design (including odor control and 
landscaping) of the proposed Cromaglass STP planned for the project, as well as a discussion of 
the factors that determined its location on the site.  In addition, a description of the drainage 
system is requested, along with a discussion of the potential for impacts of these systems on the 
quality of water in Connetquot River. 
 
Response: 
As described in Section 1.4.4 and Section 2.2.2 of the DEIS, all sanitary wastewater will be 
treated in the proposed on-site sanitary wastewater treatment facility (the “Cromaglass” system) 
planned for the southwest corner of the property.  The proposed system is a Cromaglass modular 
treatment method, and is based on a Sequencing Batch Reactor (SBR) design that has been 
accepted by the NYSDEC and the SCDHS for similar applications.  Positive features of this 
system include, but are not limited to; easy expansion, noise- and odor-free operation, easy 
installation and reduced leaching field size requirements.  This method of wastewater treatment 
requires no chemicals, which eliminates the possibility of spills.  This form of disposal is 
acceptable provided the projected wastewater design flow does not exceed standards established 
by the SCDHS for the entire site.  Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) 
approval will be required for the proposed Cromaglass treatment system.  The entire Cromaglass 
system will be underground and can process a maximum of 15,000 gpd of wastewater which will 
be recharged to groundwater via a system of leaching pools.  The proposed Cromaglass sewage 
treatment facility and 300 SF control building will be located in the western portion of the 
property adjacent to Old Nichols Road and the proposed recreation area.  Except for the control 
building, the entire system will be located underground.  Landscaping along Old Nichols Road 
and the southern property boundary will reduce visual impacts of the control building.  
 
The siting of the proposed Cromaglass sewage treatment facility is discussed in detail in Section 
2.2.2 of the DEIS.  Based on groundwater modeling by SCDHS, the central portion of the subject 
site contributes to this wellfield; however, the west and extreme east part of the site are not 
within the groundwater contributing areas of the well.  As a result, the proposed Cromaglass 
system and discharge are proposed to be located in the extreme west part of the site, so as to 
avoid impact to this wellfield from recharge of sanitary effluent.  The eastern portion of the site 
was not selected for the Cromaglass system because this would locate the system adjacent to 
Town parkland and the headwaters of the Connetquot River, which would tend to increase the 
potential for adverse impact to river water quality.  The location of the STP discharge in this area 
of the site, coupled with the treatment of sanitary wastewater to less than 10 mg/l, ensures that no 
significant water quality impacts or impacts to the wellfield will occur as a result of the project. 
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The proposed drainage system is described in detail in Sections 1.4.2 of the DEIS. In 
conformance with Village of Islandia requirements, all stormwater runoff generated by 
impervious surfaces will be retained on-site, to be recharged to groundwater in the proposed 
drainage reserve areas.  The system will be sized and designed to accommodate the volume of 
runoff resulting from a 2-inch rainfall.  The drainage system will consist of an interconnected 
system of roadside catch basins and leaching pools.  The site will be graded to direct stormwater 
to appropriate storage and recharge features.   Stormwater generated by roofs will be directed to 
subsurface leaching pools, while roadside catch basins will collect runoff from paved surfaces 
and landscaped areas that will then be directed to subsurface leaching pools for recharge.  The 
development will require a NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) 
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities, including a detailed 
Erosion Control Plan prior to the start of construction.  The Village of Islandia will be required to 
review and approve the detailed drainage plan prepared during site plan review.  
 
As described in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 of the DEIS, groundwater flow in the area of the subject 
property is generally to the south.  The subject site has adequate depth to groundwater to ensure 
proper leaching of wastewater and stormwater recharge to the subsurface.  Treated sanitary 
effluent and stormwater will recharge beneath the site and will be attenuated by soil before 
entering groundwater.  This natural attenuation will further minimize the impacts of the subject 
property on groundwater quality.  The proposed Cromaglass sanitary wastewater treatment 
system will be the subject of an engineering report, and design and specification review and 
approval by the SCDHS and Suffolk County Sewer Agency, with issuance of a SPDES permit by 
SCDHS as an arm of the NYSDEC.  Such systems are required to meet discharge limitations 
under the SPDES permit effluent requirements; Cromaglass plants are designed to meet the total 
nitrogen limit of 10 mg/l, which is also the drinking water standard.  In addition, the system will 
be operated by a NYS licensed operator, and will be required to file discharge monitoring reports 
(DMRs).  Sewage Treatment Plants are subject to inspection by personnel and are regularly 
maintained to ensure safety and ability to meet discharge limitations.  As a result, no significant 
adverse impacts are expected to the Connetquot River, located more than 5,000 feet south of the 
Cromaglass sanitary wastewater treatment system on the site.    
 
 
2.8 Potential Lighting Impacts on Neighbors      
 
Comment A-15: 
“Two, there’s going to be lighting issues.  It will obviously reflect into their homes.  So, they’re 
now going to have brighter lights shine into their windows every day so I don’t know what kind 
of landscape buffer you’ve planned, but I guess we’d like clarification on that.” 
 
Response: 

The internal roadway and the exterior of the community building will be illuminated.  As 
described in Section 1.4.5 of the DEIS, a total of 36 twelve-foot high lighting fixtures are 
proposed for the development.  Each fixture will be fitted with a 70 watt high pressure sodium 
lamp that emits 6300 lumens.  The photometric analysis presented in the DEIS shows that no 
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light impacts will extend beyond the property boundary from these fixtures.    Lighting will be 
provided consistent with the locations, pole heights and specifications of the type and power of 
fixtures (“luminaire”) typically required by the Village for residential developments.  

The applicant will ensure that only dark sky compliant luminaires will be used; this type of 
fixture is equipped with a “full cut-off” shroud that directs all illumination downward or, at most, 
laterally.  By use of such fixtures, the potential for adverse impacts to the visibility of the 
nighttime sky is minimized.  Additionally, a full lighting plan will be reviewed by the Village 
during site plan review of the proposed project.  
 
 
2.9 Local Job Creation      
 
Comment A-17: 
“Secondly--or thirdly, you mentioned jobs to the community or increased jobs to the community, 
but I recognize the local businesses having increased business for their food, things of that 
nature, but are any of these jobs that you’re talking about specifically targeted for community 
members or is it just unions come in?  How does that work?  Because we didn’t really get a clear 
answer in that.” 
 
Response: 
Job creation from the project is anticipated to result from use of local restaurants, stores and 
services by the new residents.  Construction workers will be hired at the discretion of the 
contractor/developer.  
 
 
2.10 Site Maintenance Costs and Common Fees      
  
Comment A-5: 
This comment questions whether road and drainage maintenance would be paid for by a home 
owners association and whether any increase to Village services would be anticipated.  
 
Response: 
A Condominium Association will be established to maintain common areas, roadways (street 
sweeping, snow removal, paving and other maintenance), drainage features and the Cromaglass 
sewage treatment facility, thereby relieving the Village of this responsibility and expense.  
Additionally, a waste removal service will be contracted by the association.   
 
 
2.11 Availability of Public Utility Services       

 
Comments A-24 & A-25: 
These comments question whether the existing utilities are adequate to service the proposed 
project or if improvements would be necessary to infrastructure to service the project.  
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Response: 
As discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the DEIS, the site is presently served by public water by the 
SCWA, which maintains a 12-inch water main along Old Nichols Road which is anticipated to 
be utilized for the proposed project’s water service.  The SCWA indicated by letter dated 
December 12, 2007 (included in Appendix E of the DEIS), that adequate supply is available for 
the proposed project’s domestic and fire protection purposes.   The water supply infrastructure 
necessary for the proposed project will be developed during the site plan preparation of the 
project and will require review and approval by the SCWA, SCDHS and Village. 
 
LIPA currently supplies electricity to the subject property and will also serve the proposed 
development.  National Grid maintains natural gas pipes along NYS Route 454 and along 
portions of Old Nichols Road.  Improvements will be necessary to connect the proposed 
development to natural gas.  If such an expansion is undertaken, natural gas will also be available 
to other homes and businesses in the area.  The cost to extend or tap into existing infrastructure 
will be assumed by the developer.  

 
 

2.12 Location of Construction Vehicle Access and Potential Construction-Related 
Impacts on Neighborhood  
 

Comments A-8 & A-41: 
These comments voice concerns regarding the potential for impacts during the construction 
phase of the project including the location of the proposed construction entrance, truck traffic, 
noise and vermin relocating from the site.   
 
Response: 
Construction access is anticipated to be in the location of the proposed driveway (Schley Place at 
Old Nichols Road. The details of the proposed construction activities, scheduling and protection 
measures taken during construction activities are discussed in Section 1.5 of the DEIS.  
Specifically, it is anticipated that the LIE and Veterans Memorial Highway (NYS Route 454) 
will be the two major routes taken to access the site.  Local construction vehicle impacts will be 
limited to Old Nichols Road.  For trucks exiting the site, “rumble strips” (which cause truck tires 
to shed any mud trapped within the tire treads) will be placed at the construction vehicle 
entrances, to prevent soil on truck tires from being tracked onto adjacent roadways.  All 
construction equipment and worker vehicles will be parked and loaded/unloaded within the site.  
To minimize sediment and debris transported off-site by stormwater runoff and the impact to 
local water quality, erosion and sedimentation controls will be provided during construction 
activities associated with the project.  An Erosion Control Plan incorporating measures such as 
silt fencing, storm drain inlet protection, hay bales, water sprays, groundcovers and good 
housekeeping procedures is indicated with this change of zone information as this will be 
updated as necessary during the site plan review process.  The Erosion Control Plan will be 
designed to contain sediment, debris, and pollutants from traveling off site by utilizing sediment 
barriers and sound construction practices.   
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Demolition and demolition activities will generate noise but work will be limited to daytime 
hours.  As noted in the DEIS “Construction activities are not proposed outside weekday daytime 
hours (8 AM to 5 PM), and will conform to applicable Village regulations regarding construction 
noise generation and hours by restricting construction activities to weekdays.” 
 
Animals currently housed at the property will be relocated prior to construction. All feedstock 
associated with these animals will be removed as well.  According to the SCDHS/Division of 
General Sanitation, there are no regulations regarding removal of vectors prior to construction.  
However, an extermination survey will help to determine if vectors exist on the site and 
appropriate steps will be taken to eliminate them prior to demolition if present.     

 
     

2.13 Potential Re-Use of Buildings if Project not Completed  
  
Comments A-29 & A-30: 
These comments question the timeframe for construction of the project and voice concerns that 
due to limitations in financing, that the project may only get partially built.   
 
Response: 
Financial institutions that support the proposed development will be made aware of the potential 
costs associated with the project.  An agreement to support a project will be in force until the 
project is fully complete. The possibility that a financial institution will withdraw its support 
during a project is unlikely; therefore, it is anticipated that once started, the project will continue 
until it is completed. 
 
 
2.14 Potential Alternative Public Uses of the Subject Site  
 
Comments A-32, A-33 & A-42: 
These comments question the possibility of the village or community purchasing the property and 
either retaining the existing agricultural use, or using it for some other alternative use that 
would not yield the perceived impacts that would occur with the proposed project. 
  
Response: 
No interest has been expressed in acquiring the subject property by the Village of Islandia, the 
Town of Islip, Suffolk County or any other agencies at this point. 
 
 
2.15 Presence of “Wasteland/Waterland” in Adjacent Town Park 
  
Comment A-43: 
“Joyce Ehrhardt:  I have two questions.  One is about wasteland.  Do they realize it’s a 
wasteland back there? 
Mayor Dorman: Do they realize that it’s wasteland? 
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Joyce Ehrhardt: It’s water, waterland.  It’s on the town of Islip just over the hill which comes 
into, I would say, the property you’re thinking of developing.” 
 
Response: 
There are no freshwater wetlands located in proximity to the subject property. The Connetquot 
River and associated wetlands, located east and south of the subject property are designated by 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation as wetland area C-3.    As noted 
in the DEIS, it is not anticipated that the proposed project will have any impact on the 
Connetquot River and its associated wetlands due on site drainage retention and physical 
separation of the site by the elevated berm associated with LIRR tracks located between the 
subject property and these features.  
 
 
2.16 Potential Incorporation of “Green” Principals in Project 
 
Comments A-48 & A-49: 
“At this stage of the development plans, is there any interest on the developer to sort of build in a 
green manner by building energy efficient homes, perhaps solar powering some areas, perhaps 
recycling the waste water for irrigation use?” 
“All of the excavation that’s going to be going on—obviously, you’ll be moving a lot of dirt out 
of there—is there a way to keep some of the materials there? If you’re going to be using 
concrete, I know there’s a lot of sand on the property, could you sort of take the material that’s 
there rather than ship it out onto Old Nichols Road and bring in a couple hundred pounds of 
sand in?  Maybe looking at the materials that’s already there and try to recycle it.” 
 
Response: 
The development will be Energy Star complaint and the development will give consideration to 
other environmentally conscious building materials and practices while keeping costs and 
affordability in mind.  This will be addressed during detailed site plan preparation, when more 
detailed information on architecture and building design are prepared.  
 
The subject property was altered to accommodate past agricultural uses and the present 
equestrian center.  The majority of the site is generally flat except for a low ridge located 
centrally in the property and, as a result, extensive cut and fill operations are not anticipated.  
Every attempt will be made to balance cut and fill in an attempt to reduce the export and import 
of material and limits trucks entering and leaving the site during construction.  Additionally, 
consideration will be given to the creation of berms on the perimeter of the property if excess cut 
material is generated by grading operations. 
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2.17 Conditions for Approval from SCPC 
 
Comment B-1: 
This letter notes that there “…is no apparent significant county-wide or inter-community 
impact” associated with the Change of Zone application, and that the SCPC considers the 
application to be a matter for local determination.  Attached to the letter is SCPC Resolution 
ZSR-07-46 (dated September 5, 2007), which approved the application subject to adherence to 
four Conditions for Approval.  This Resolution also included a number of comments on the 
project, which were considered during preparation of the DEIS. 
 
Response: 
In its role as a referral agency, preliminary review of the proposed project was undertaken by the 
Suffolk County Planning Commission (SCPC) and in a letter dated September 5, 2007 that 
provided comments on the application.  The SCPC resolved to approve the project with 
conditions.  The SCPC suggested that an access other than Old Nichols Road be provided and 
suggested that Sampson Avenue would be appropriate.  An alternate plan has been prepared with 
an entrance located at Schley Place, which the Village requested and which the client deems as 
more appropriate.  Details regarding an emergency access from Old Nichols Road will be 
finalized during the site plan approval process with input from the Village engineer and Fire 
Marshal.   The SCPC also suggested that a 50-foot buffer be established between the project site 
and the Town owned property to the south.   The SCPC pointed out that relocating the drainage 
reserve areas to the southern property boundary and planting with native vegetation will achieve 
the required buffering.  A 25-foot wide buffer has been provided on the Alternate Layout Plan in 
the area behind the residences which conforms to the proposed zoning.  The project engineer 
evaluated providing a 50-foot wide buffer along the southern property boundary, but found that 
this would reduce the buildable area of the property by almost one acre and make site layout 
confined.  Moving the drainage reserve areas to the southern property boundary will have the 
same effect as providing the 50-foot wide buffer.  The SCPC suggested that a fence be provided 
along the southern property boundary to define the Town owned Greenbelt property from the 
subject property in the same area that will allow wildlife to move freely between the buffer area 
and the Greenbelt parcel.  The site plan depicts a retaining wall that extends for 415 feet along 
the southern property that will serve to delineate the subject parcel from the adjacent parkland 
(Greenbelt).  The SCPC also suggested that 20 percent of the units be set aside as affordable.  No 
affordable units are proposed at this time as such a provision is not a requirement of Village 
Code.   
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LETTER ON BEHALF OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
Suffolk County Department of Planning 

 
September 2, 2008 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Preserve at Islandia 
Change of Zone Application 

Final EIS 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDICES 



The Preserve at Islandia 
Change of Zone Application 

Final EIS 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

POCKET 
 
 
 
 
 

 


