














7.4 Redevelopment of the Former Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center in Accordance with the
Preliminary Re-Utilization Master Plan for the Office of Mental Health Pilgrim State
Psychiatric Facility — 1996 7.48

There would also be 360,000 square feet of research and development and light industrial space.
At a market value $55 per square foot, this would result in a full market value of $19,800,000.
At a non-residential equalization rate of 11.98%, the projected assessed value would be
$2,372,040. At a non-homestead tax rate of $201.38 per $1,000 of assessed value, projected

annual taxes for this element would be $477,681.

Table 7-21 - Projected Tax Revenues, R&D, Light Industrial

Item Dollars
Projected Full Value $19,800,000
Non-Residential Equalization Rate (2006-07) 11.98%
Projected Assessed Value $2,372,040
Non-Homestead Tax Rate (2006-07) $201.38 per $1,000 of Assessed Value
Projected Annual Taxes $477,681

*In current dollars
Source: Consultant’s estimates based on Islip Town Assessment rations & tax rates

Total estimated property tax revenues for development on the former Pilgrim State Psychiatric
Center property would be $4,141,351.

Table 7-22 - Estimated Annual Property Taxes, Preliminary Reutilization Master Plan
Empire State Development Corporation

Use Projected Taxes
Sports/Entertainment $482,506
Offices and Commercial Services 2,189,373
R&D/Light Industrial 477,681
Community Retail 186,248
Residential, 400 Clustered Units 805,543
Total 4,141,351

*In current dollars

Source: Consultant’s estimates based on Islip Town Assessment ratios & tax rates

With the addition of the property taxes anticipated to be generated by the redevelopment of the
Gateway Area (approximately $10.8 million), the total tax revenue generated by this alternative
would be approximately $14.9 million, of which approximately $10.5 million would go to the
Brentwood School District. Thus, the overall property tax revenue generated is substantially less

than that of the proposed action ($51.0+ million).
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Estimated Number of School Children Generated; Potential Impact on Brentwood Union
Free School District. The proposed 400 residential dwelling units on the former Pilgrim site
would consume 440,000 square feet. This is equivalent to 1,100 square feet per unit.  This
suggests a mix of one and two-bedroom condominium units that are too small to generate many
school-age children. In this analysis it has been assumed that half the units would be one-
bedroom units and half would be two-bedroom units. The Rutgers University coefficients for
apartments of this size in five or more unit buildings are shown below. The coefficient of 0.18
per unit was applied to the 200 one-bedroom condos and the coefficient of 0.15 per unit was
applied to the 200 two-bedroom units. This results in an estimate of 66 additional school-age
children, which is significantly lower than the anticipated generation of 2,056 school-aged

children under the proposed action.

Table 7-23 - School-Age Children Per Apartment Unit
Owner Units in 5 or More Units Buildings

Size and Cost of Owner Unit School Age Children Per Condo

One Bedroom

All Values (As of 2005) 0.18

Less Than $164,500 0.21

$164,500 to $269,500 0.19

More than $269,500 0.14
Two Bedroom

All Value (As of 2005) 0.15

Less Than $135,000 0.09

$135,000 to $329,500 0.19

More than $329,500 0.14

Source: Burchell, Listokin and Dolphin, Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers, The State University of New
Jersey, June 2006
The average cost of educating these additional students is estimated at $16,526 per student,
which brings the total cost of educating the additional students to $1,090,716. The district would
receive added tax revenues of $2,923,416. Thus, they would receive excess tax revenues of
$1,832,700. This is slightly less than the anticipated excess tax revenues of approximately $2.1
million associated with the proposed action.
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Table 7-24 - Estimated Added Educational Costs vs. Estimated Added Tax Revenues

Item Number
Estimated Additional K-12 Public School Enrollments 66
Educational Cost Per Student $16,526
Added Educational Costs $1,090,716
Added Tax Revenues $2,923,416
Projected Revenue Surplus to School District $1,832,700

Source: Consultant’s estimates based on National Multi Housing Council Survey

In addition to the redevelopment of the former Pilgrim site, this alternative includes the
redevelopment of the Gateway Area. Based upon previous calculations, the Gateway Area
would generate approximately 33 school-aged children. As the cost of educating each child is
approximately $16,526, 33 additional students would cost $545,358. Since the Gateway Area
would provide approximately $10.8 million in total property taxes (including $7.6 million of
which would go to the school district), development would also provide an annual surplus to the
district. Therefore, the overall redevelopment of the former Pilgrim site and the Gateway Area

in this alternative would have a net positive tax impact.

Estimated Population at Full Development. The Rutgers coefficients were again used to
estimate the population generated by the 400 one and two-bedroom apartments on the former
Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center property as proposed under this alternative. The coefficients
showing persons per housing unit for owner-occupied one and two-bedroom condos in buildings
containing five or more units are shown below. A coefficient of 1.82 was applied to the 200
proposed one-bedroom units and a coefficient of 2.05 was applied to the 200 proposed two-

bedroom units. This results in an estimate of 774 persons at full occupancy,
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Table 7-25 - Persons Per Apartment Unit, Owner Housing in 5 or More Unit Buildings

Size and Cost of Rental Unit Persons Per Apartment Unit

One Bedroom

All Values (As of 2005) 1.86

Less Than $164,500 1.99

$164,500 to $269,500 1.82

More than $269,500 1.77
Two Bedroom

All Value (As of 2005) 1.88

Less Than $135,000 1.54

$135,000 to $329,500 2.05

More than $329,500 1.88

Source: Burchell, Listokin and Dolphin, Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers, The State University of New
Jersey, June 2006

With the addition of the population generated by the Gateway Area redevelopment (319
persons), the total population under this alternative would be 1,093 persons, which is
significantly lower than the anticipated population of approximately 20,000 persons under the

proposed action.

Community Facilities and Services

As noted above, the proposed development under this alternative would create 400 clustered
residential units among sports and entertainment uses, offices, commercial, research and
development and industrial uses, as well as community retail uses on the former Pilgrim State
Psychiatric Center site. In addition, the Gateway Area would create 130 multi-family residential
units and additional retail and office development. New development would be in accordance
with all New York State and local building codes, thus there would be no significant adverse
impacts associated with this development. Tax revenues generated by this development, as
demonstrated by Dr. Kamer, would yield a surplus to the Brentwood School District and would
contribute to fire department, ambulance and police. As such, it is assumed that the existing
community service providers would continue to serve the property and development under this
alternative would not be expected to generate any significant adverse impacts that the
appropriate community service providers would not be able to address.
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7.5 ALTERNATIVE TO PHASE I11"* AT THE FORMER PILGRIM STATE PSYCHIATRIC
CENTER — INDUSTRIAL REZONING FOR MULTI-TENANT OFFICE/INDUSTRIAL
USES

This alternative involves the substitution of multi-tenant office and industrial uses
(configured in an office/industrial park setting) for those uses currently planned for
Development Unit #3 (10,000 square feet of neighborhood support retail, 2,650
residential units, 25,000 square feet of civic space and 100,000 square feet of
commercial/office space) (see Figure 7-4 and Table 7-26) on the former Pilgrim State
Psychiatric Center site. Therefore, the following would comprise Heartland Town

Square (only on the former Pilgrim site) in this alternative:

Development Unit #1: 775,900 square feet of retail, 2,450 residential units, 80,000 square
feet of civic space and 1,800,000 square feet of commercial space

(office, hotel, etc.);

Development Unit #2:198,500 square feet of retail, 1,450,000 square feet of commercial
space (office) and 1,500 residential units;

Development Unit #3:1,099,423 square feet of multi-tenant office/industrial space; and

Development Unit #4:2,400 residential units and 15,600 square feet of neighborhood

supporting retail.

In addition, the Gateway Area would be developed as in the proposed action with: 130
residential units, 30,000 square feet of retail and 800,000 square feet of office space. The

existing 111-room hotel would also remain.

™ In the case of this alternative, Phase 111 is actually Development Unit #3.
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The major difference between this alternative and the proposed action is the focus on
industrial/office space rather than residential development in the area south of Campus
(College) Road and west of the Sagtikos State Parkway. Furthermore, this alternative
would bring an element into the overall plan that does not currently exist, namely

industrial development.

As illustrated in Figure 7-4, the 90+ acres that comprise Development Unit #3 on the
former Pilgrim property are divided into 25 separate lots. Based upon development under
the Town’s Industrial 1 zoning, the floor area ratio would be 0.279. The overall parcel
would provide 2,392 parking spaces and 69 loading spaces. A recharge basin would be
developed in the southeastern portion of this development unit in order to capture and

recharge stormwater runoff from this portion of the proposed development.

Table 7-26 — Site Data Summary for Redevelopment with Phase 111 Alternative
Industrial Rezoning on the Former Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center Property
for Multi-Tenant Office/Industrial Uses

Lot Area 90.4 acres*

Number of Lots 25

Floor Area 1,099,423 SF (multi-tenant office/industrial zone)
Floor Area Ratio 0.279

Total Parking Provided gg?ozazri)r?;ispaces

* Note this does not include the rest of the proposed Heartland Town Square area (including the
Gateway Area), which would be developed as under the proposed action.
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751 Land

Land use under this alternative would differ from the proposed action only by changing
the focus of development in the area south of Campus (College Road) and west of the
Sagtikos State Parkway. Specifically, industrial/office space would be situated in this
area rather than residential development. As such, the land use would be very different
from that which currently exists, but would be very similar to that which is part of the

proposed action.

This alternative involves the substitution of multi-tenant office industrial uses (configured
in an office/industrial park setting) for those uses currently planned for Development Unit
#3 (10,000 square feet of neighborhood support retail, 2,650 residential units and 100,000
square feet of commercial/office space). None of the other uses in the Development

Units (including the Gateway Area) would change.

As with the proposed action, known environmental concerns would be addressed and

unknown concerns could be identified and addressed during the development period.

Impacts to soils and topography in this area are expected to be minimal as the site is
relatively flat.

7.5.2 Water Resources

Under this alternative, there would be a net reduction of sanitary flows generated/potable
water used by approximately 235,000 gpd or 85 mgy, as compared to the currently
planned Development Unit #3. Therefore, the overall sanitary reduction from the entire
project would be reduced from approximately 1.4 mgd to approximately 1.2 mgd. The
primary reason for the reduction in sanitary flows and water consumption is the

elimination of the 2,650 residential units.
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In addition, the consumptive use of the project under this alternative would be
approximately 500 mgy. This approximately 85 mgy less than the 585 mgy used in the
analysis of the proposed action. This alternative would result in a consumptive use of
approximately 360 mgy to the aquifer as compared to 443+ mgy, under the proposed
action. The impact to the groundwater elevation would be slightly less than that of the

proposed action.

753 Air

It is anticipated that construction impacts associated with this alternative would be
similar, if not indistinguishable from the proposed action based on the relatively small
differences between possible options and the other major sources contributing to air
quality levels in the adjoining areas, according to RTP Environmental.

The use associated with completion of the Development Unit #3 Alternative (office and
industrial component) would result in significantly higher traffic volumes as compared to
the proposed project. The increases in traffic particularly relate to peak morning and
evening weekday rates. Relative to the proposed plan this alternative would result in a 40
percent increase in site-generated traffic volumes during the PM peak. The volume is
estimated to exceed 13,000 vehicles per hour versus the proposed plan with 9,273
vehicles per hour. Further, this alternative includes the construction of 69 loading spaces
for truck traffic as related to industrial activities. At this time, the industrial tenants are
unknown; however, it is expected that industrial uses will invariably have higher
emissions than those related to general retail space and residential units as part of the

proposed project.

The air quality impacts associated with this alternative relative to the proposed action
would probably be worse, according to RTP. Greater traffic volumes will increase air
quality impacts associated with vehicles. It is expected that, even with the increase,
levels will probably remain within standards since current levels are small fractions of the

air quality standards.



7.5 Alternative to Phase 111 at the Former Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center — Industrial
Rezoning for Multi-Tenant Office/Industrial Uses 7-57

7.5.4 Plants and Animals

As previously discussed, development under this alternative would be similar to the
proposed action. Section 4.4 of this DGEIS explained in detail that the loss of habitat
will inevitably lead to the local disappearance of most of the plant species, three of which
are rare, and the majority of the animals (mammals, birds, herpetofauna, insects,
including a rare one) that at present occur on the site. Notwithstanding this, mature
animals would be capable of emigration to the Edgewood Preserve and typical small,
suburban mammals (i.e., squirrels, chipmunks, rabbits) and birds would reinhabit the site

once development was completed.

7.5.5 Aesthetic Resources

The development under this alternative is very similar to the proposed action, the analysis
of which was discussed in Section 4.5.5 of this DGEIS. Notwithstanding this, according
to RTKL, in general, the proposed buildings would be located close to streets and to each
other as opposed to being campus plans with large front and side yard areas. This
architectural containment would give definition to the street as a public space, and create
a comfortable sense of place for pedestrians. The emphasis is on visual continuity taking
the form of “street wall” buildings, connecting walls, and consistent tree planting. See
Appendix B for graphic illustrations of the anticipated types of architectural features and
streetscape elements that are planned to be used in the development of the Heartland

Town Square community, as prepared by RTKL.

Proposed structures would respect the adjacent structures within the greater community
while allowing variety and interruptions in roof forms and skyline treatment that would
enhance the visual interest. The variation of building heights is part of the diversity of
many attractive urban centers. There will be selected opportunities for taller signature
buildings that would stand above surrounding buildings as prominent visual features

within the large community fabric.
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A signature office tower is proposed to be situated at the existing main entry off the
Sagtikos State Parkway. This new signature office tower would help to project a new
identity for the Heartland Town Square site and the Gateway Area.

Thus, the overall aesthetic character of the area would be very different from that which

currently exists.

7.5.6 Open Space and Recreation

The development under this alternative would be similar to the proposed action. As
discussed in Section 4.6.2 of this DGEIS, it is anticipated that most of the open space and
recreation needs of the future residents and employees situated within the Heartland
Town Square community would be met on site. The change in focus for industrial use for
the southern portion of the property would not alter this conclusion. Total open space
would comprise over one-quarter of the site and would address the needs of the

community under this alternative.

7.5.7 Critical Environmental Areas

The primary goals of the SGPA Plan and the recommendations therein are the protection
of groundwater quality and quantity, which includes the connection of the area to the
Southwest Sewer District and prevention of the intensification of uses without such sewer
connection.  As discussed in Section 4.7 of this DGEIS, the applicants have secured
conceptual certification from the SCSA to permit the disposal of sewage effluent into the
municipal sewerage system for the amount of effluent contemplated under the proposed
action. Development under this alternative would generate 235,000 gpd less sewage
effluent than the proposed action. Under this alternative, the additional industrial
component in the southern portion of the property would be in contrast to the

recommendations of the SGPA Plan.
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7.5.8 Transportation

This alternative considers the substitution of a multi-tenant industrial park with office and
industrial uses for those uses proposed for Development Unit #3. The following trip
generation for the overall development, including the Gateway Area, was prepared by
VHB.

Table 7-27 - PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary - Phase 111 Multi-Tenant
Office/Industrial Development

Use Type Size eqreigsng ETX::g;g Total
Zone 1 Retail 15,600 SF 28 30 58
Residential 2,400 units 836 412 1,248
Total 864 442 1,306
Zone 2 Office/Comm. 1,100,000 SF 279 1360 1,639
Retail 1,004,400 SF 1,808 1,959 3,767
Office/Comm. 4,050,000 SF 1,026 5,009 6,035
Zone 3 Residential 4,080 units 1,421 700 2,121
Civic Space 80,000 SF 38 93 131
Total 4,293 7,761 10,136
Total all trips 5,436 9,563 14,999

Traffic associated with this alternative would be greater than that of the proposed action
and would likely generate more truck traffic due to the industrial type uses. As previously
discussed, many of the surrounding intersections and highways are experiencing poor
operating Levels of Service at the present time. There are improvements that are needed
to address current deficiencies in the surrounding highway network and adverse impacts
associated with other development projects in the immediate area. It is important to note
that many of the proposed improvements will be necessary with or without the
development of the Heartland/Gateway property.
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7.5.9 Energy

As indicated in Section 4.9 of this DGEIS, the development of the subject property under
the proposed action would require a substantial amount of energy. In its study, LIPA
determined certain improvements would be necessary over the proposed 15-year
development of the project. A preliminary assessment prepared by LIPA indicated that
the transmission reinforcements should be adequate to supply the additional megawatts
required by Heartland Town Square plus the expected growth. However, further studies
would be required as the Heartland expansion plans evolve. Based on this, it is assumed
that the changes in development proposed in this alternative would also be
accommodated by such changes identified in the LIPA study.

7.5.10 Noise and Odor

According to RTP, the inclusion of industrial activities combined with increased traffic is
expected to increase on-site noise generation as well as potential odors produced.
Industrial activities can include but are not limited to autobody shops, manufacturing, and
processing, which inherently have higher noise and odor potentials. In addition, the need
for commercial truck traffic also increases onsite noise generation and potential odors.
As such, this alternative will tend to impact on-site environmental conditions more

severely than the proposed plan.
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7.5.11 Growth and Character of the Community or Neighborhood

Socioeconomics

As an alternative to Development Unit #3 of Heartland Town Square, the original uses
within the development unit (described below) would be eliminated and replaced with
164,913 square feet of multi-tenant office space and 934,510 square feet of multi-tenant
industrial. Development Unit #3 in the proposed action consisted of 10,000 square feet
of neighborhood support retail, 2,650 residential dwelling units and 100,000 square feet

of commercial space. Therefore, this alternative would contain the following elements:

Table 7-28 - Proposed Development Plan for This Alternative

Type of Use Proposed Uses Deleted in Uses Added in Total Square Footage
Action this this Alternative in this Alternative
Alternative

Office (Sq. Ft.) 4,150,000 100,000 164,913 4,214,913
Retail (Sq. Ft.) 1,030,000 10,000 0 1,020,000
Civic (Sq. Ft.) 105,000 0 0 105,000
Residential (Units) 9,130 2,650 0 6,480
Residential (Sq. Ft.) 9,650,410 2,801,050 0 6,849,360
Industrial (Sq. Ft.) 0 0 934,510 934,510

Total Square Feet 14,935,410 2,911,050 1,099,423 13,123,783

Estimated Real Property Taxes. The estimated full value of this alternative is almost

$1.9 billion as shown in the table below:

Table 7-29 - Estimated Full Market VValue of This Alternative

Type of Use This Estimated Full Market Estimated Full Market
Alternative Value/Square Foot Value
Office (Sq. Ft.) 4,214,913 $165 $695,460,645
Retail (Sq. Ft.) 1,020,000 193 196,860,000
Residential (Sq. Ft.) 6,849,360 121 828,772,560
Industrial (Sq. Ft.) 934,510 77 71,957,270
Total 13,018,783 1,793,050,475
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Table 7-30 - Projected Tax Revenues From This Alternative

Dollars
Projected Full Value $1,793,050,475
Equalization Rate (2006-07) 11.98%
Projected Assessed Value $214,807,447
Non-Homestead Tax Rate (2006-07) $201.38 per $1,000 of Assessed Value
Projected Annual Taxes $43,257,924

Of the total tax revenue generated by this alternative approximately $30.5 million would

go to the Brentwood School District.

Projected Students/Cost to School District. Coefficients from the Rutgers study were
used to estimate the additional school-age children likely to be generated by Heartland
Town Square. They show that 2,056 school age children are likely to be generated by the
9,130 units proposed for the submission plan. This is equivalent to approximately 0.23
students per unit. However, this alternative includes 6,480 residential units. Applying
the ratio of 0.23 students per unit, this alternative would generate 1,491 students. At an
estimated average cost of $16,526 per student, the cost to the school district would be
$24,673,318. As shown above, the anticipated property taxes generated by this
alternative would cover the additional cost to educate the 1,493 students.

Population at Full Development. The estimated resident population for the 9,130 units
in the original plan was approximately 20,000. This is equivalent to approximately 2.19
persons per unit. Since this alternative includes 6,480 residential dwelling units, the

estimated population for this alternative is 14,192.




7.5 Alternative to Phase 111 at the Former Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center — Industrial
Rezoning for Multi-Tenant Office/Industrial Uses 7-63

Community Facilities and Services

The impacts on community services from this alternative would be similar to those of the
proposed action, with the exception of the impact on the Brentwood UFSD. With the
substitution of office and industrial space for the proposed residential units, the potential
impacts on the school district would not be as great as under the proposed action. Under
this alternative, no school-aged children would be generated in Development Unit #3 and

substantial tax revenue would be produced, as indicated in Dr. Kamer’s analysis.
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7.6 INTEGRATION OF PHASE Il INTO PHASE | OF THE FORMER PILGRIM STATE
PsYCHIATRIC CENTER DEVELOPMENT — BRING OFFICE DEVELOPMENT CLOSER
TO THE PROPOSED MAIN STREET ™

Through the design process, and since the previously-adopted Final Scope was
promulgated by the lead agency, the office development has been moved closer to the
proposed Main Street. Therefore, an alternative depicting this scenario has not been
provided as the proposed action incorporates this design. The concept plan incorporates
office space into the Main Street in three main ways. First, from the most general sense,
the plan incorporates office development into Main Street by organizing the entire
development on a pedestrian friendly street grid. This serves to connect the office
buildings located throughout the project with the Main Street zone, and vice versa.
Second, offices have been located along the periphery of the Main Street retail zone. On
the northern side of Main Street, two office buildings have been located near the cinema
located in the center of Main Street. This location maximizes the potential for shared
parking opportunities among the cinema and office uses. Third, a signature office tower
has been located in the heart of the Main Street district, providing an anchor to the east-
west Main Street spine. This tower also serves as a visual backdrop to the existing water,

which is preserved and used as a centerpiece for the plaza terminating Main Street.

J:\27815.000DOCUMENT\REVISED DGEIS MARCH 2009 CHANGES ACCEPTED\SECTION 07.doc

™ As this alternative relates only to the integration of a use into another phase of the Pilgrim
redevelopment, the Gateway Area is not addressed herein.
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8.0 IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF
RESOURCES

The proposed development of the site would require a commitment of natural and
manmade resources as well as time. Specifically, approximately 362 acres would be
covered by impervious surfaces including the residential units, offices, retail
establishments, civic buildings and internal roadways. Much of the natural vegetation
growing within these areas will be removed and replaced with landscape vegetation.
With the removal of certain natural vegetation from the site, it is likely that some wildlife

will be displaced from the property.

The proposed development includes connection to a sewer system that would eventually
dispose of treated sanitary discharge from the subject site into the Atlantic Ocean. As
such, freshwater involved in this process would ultimately enter the ocean, and would not

be able to recharge into the groundwater.

Certain additional resources related to the construction aspects of the development will be
committed. These resources include, but are not limited to, concrete, asphalt, lumber,
paint and topsoil. Mechanical equipment resources will be committed to assist personnel
in the construction at the property. The operation of construction equipment will require
electricity, water resources and fossil fuels. Furthermore, the construction phase of the

proposed project will require the commitment of manpower resources as well as time.

J:\27815.000DOCUMENT\REVISED DGEIS MARCH 2009 CHANGES ACCEPTED\SECTION 08.doc
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9.0 GROWTH-INDUCING ASPECTS

Growth-inducing aspects are generally described as the long-term secondary effects of
the proposed action. As explained on Page 67 of The SEQR Handbook (New York State

Department Environmental Conservation, November 1992):

“The growth inducement section of an EIS should describe where applicable and
significant, the likelihood that the proposed action may ‘trigger’ further
development by:

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

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

While the proposed action will result in the generation of employment on the site, many
of the potential employees would be able to be housed on-site. Given the wide-range of
employment opportunities to be offered, it is likely that the majority of jobs generated
would be filled by persons either living on-site or within the region. It is expected that
there will be some influx of people seeking housing in the area; however, it is also
anticipated that the proposed residential units within Heartland Town Square would

accommodate many future employees.

The addition of approximately 20,000 people within the proposed 9,130 residential units
would create a demand for additional commercial, retail, civic and institutional uses. The
concept of providing a mixed-use Smart Growth community would assist in allowing
future residents to meet most of their needs within the Heartland Town Square
community. The Heartland Town Square development would provide high quality
infrastructure, internal transit systems, shopping, personal service, entertainment, medical

and institutional resources to meet the demands of the future residents.



9.0 Growth-Inducing Aspects 9-2

With regard to traffic growth, the proposed development of Heartland Town Square will
provide an extensive mitigation program to address traffic concerns that both currently
exist and would be created by the implementation of the proposed action. As explained
in the above excerpt from The SEQR Handbook, growth-inducing impacts are caused
when, for example, the roadway improvements are so extensive that they increase the
development potential of a local area. In this instance, as set forth above, the road
improvements are being constructed to address capacity issues that have existed for many
years as well as to provide the capacity necessary to serve the proposed action.
Accordingly, it is not expected that the proposed traffic mitigation would increase the
development potential of the hamlet of Brentwood, the Town of Islip or surrounding

communities.

The SCWA indicated that it can continue to serve the subject property and meet the
demands of future residents and businesses. Furthermore, the SCSA has granted
conceptual certification to the Heartland Town Square project to allow sewage disposal

through the municipal system.

In a comment letter dated September 1, 2005, the Town of Islip Department of Planning
and Development requested that “[a]ny spillover or secondary effects on nearby facilities
and needs that are not provided on the site must be included [in the growth-inducing
aspects section of the DEIS]. These facilities may include, at a minimum, schools,
emergency services, police and other community services.” As explained above, from a
SEQRA perspective, growth inducement is caused when the proposed action may
“trigger” further development by (a) making such extensive improvements (such as
roadway improvements) that they increase the development potential of a local area,
and/or (b) attracting significant increases in local population by creating or relocating

employment and the support facilities that may be necessary to serve the population.
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In this case, as explained above, the mitigation being employed and the improvements
being made are solely to address existing conditions and/or impacts that are associated
with implementation of the proposed action. The instant proposal does not include, for
example, the creation of a new highway in an undeveloped area that would, for example,
attract new business. Thus, from this perspective, the proposed action would not induce

growth.

Moreover, the proposed action is being designed as a “smart growth” community wherein
a mix of residential and commercial development is being provided, so that people can
live, work, shop, and play within the development, if they so choose. This proposed
action, is not creating or relocating employment that would not be served by either
existing residents in the area or residents that would live in Heartland Town Square.

Accordingly, from this perspective, the proposed action would not induce growth.
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10.0 USE AND CONSERVATION OF ENERGY

Based upon the development program, LIPA will be able to meet the expected electric
load projections presented but will require extensive system construction and
reinforcement activities to fulfill these requirements. In total, the proposed project, when
completed, could require over 60 MW of electric load capacity. From a long-range
electric planning perspective, LIPA will require a new substation once the new electric
load exceeds 12 MW. This threshold is anticipated for Phase Il of the Heartland Town

Square project.

As explained in Section 4.9, the applicants have consulted with LIPA, and LIPA has
indicated in correspondence of March 2, 2007 that it requires land for the construction of
a substation in order to meet the requirements of the proposed development. The
applicants have discussed this matter with both Noah Stiles and Bruce Germano of LIPA
and has been advised that LIPA is seeking property from New York State for the
construction of the required substation. The applicants have indicated that if LIPA
cannot secure the necessary land from New York State, the required area will be provided
on the Heartland Town Square site.

While the electric service infrastructure proposed will include the latest technological
advance to ensure premium reliability, it could also provide opportunities for future
technologies (i.e., fuel cells, solar, etc.) with virtual “plug-in” capability as they become
more commercially and economically available. Furthermore, LIPA’s partnership with
the developer will ensure that this project is developed with a concern for the
environment reflecting the acknowledgements of a responsible developer looking to

minimizing the environmental impact of this project.
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The proposed Heartland Town Square development (including the Gateway Area) is an
excellent example of how LIPA is partnering with area developers to identify and
promote innovative and energy-saving solutions for today’s real estate market. If
developed as proposed, the estimated $4+ billion, mixed-use community could result in
substantial benefits for the developer, the community, the environment and Long Island

as a whole.

LIPA estimates that it could assist in achieving the following at the Heartland Town

Square project:

e Energy — approximately 32,000 MWh a year in energy savings and an estimated
10 percent reduction in peak electric demand;

e Environment — anticipated annual greenhouse gas reductions of over 22,800 tons
of carbon dioxide (CO,); approximately 92 tons of sulfur dioxides (SOy); and over

33 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOy); and

e Economy — approximately $4,000,000 a year in estimated energy cost savings,
flowing from energy efficiency and technologies envisioned for this project.

These benefits are attributable to a wide array of innovative options provided under
LIPA’s currently-approved Clean Energy Initiatives covering technical and financial
incentives in the areas of: energy-efficient design and technologies; renewable energy
sources; and distributed generation opportunities.
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These types of cutting-edge technologies could be incorporated into Heartland Town
Square’s design and development process — with LIPA working side-by-side with the
developer to achieve this project’s ambitious Smart Growth and environmental goals.
Based upon the developer’s specifications, Heartland Town Square would add over 60
MWs of peak demand to Long Island’s electric infrastructure — with an estimate energy
impact of more than 115,000 Mwh each year, if built to the current State Code
requirements. That is why it is imperative that energy-efficiency be at the “heart” of this
project from the very beginning. Working with the developer, LIPA will help to
maximize cost-effective, energy-efficient opportunities; minimize the impact on the
electric grid; and minimize the overall environmental impacts of the Heartland Town

Square project.

In short, the comprehensive vision for Smart Growth and a healthy environmental will
only be possible through a LIPA/developer relationship. The success of such a
relationship will be made possible through the developer’s commitment to capitalizing on
the resources presented by LIPA including, but not limited to: LIPA’s Clean Energy
Initiative; New York State Green Building Tax Credits; and energy-efficient design
guidelines, such as those promoted by the United States Green Building Council. These
and similar resources will be the key to helping the proposed project achieve its energy

and environmental goals.

With respect to energy conservation, in general, the applicants, as evidenced in Appendix
“T,” have consulted with LIPA, and LIPA has indicated that it will work with the
applicants to ensure that the development is energy efficient. However, as indicated in
Section 2.3 of this DGEIS, the applicants respectfully submit that it is not feasible to
determine, at this juncture, given a 15+-year projected build-out, the specific energy-
conservation measures that will be incorporated into each building. The applicants are,
however, committed to constructing buildings that are energy efficient and will work
with LIPA and KeySpan to identify and implement appropriate energy-conservation

measures.
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For additional information on energy and energy conservation, see Section 4.9 and
Appendix T of this DGEIS.
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11.0 CONDITIONS AND CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING FUTURE SEQRA
REQUIREMENTS

6 NYCRR 8617.10(c) and (d) state, in pertinent part:

“(c) Generic EISs...should set forth specific conditions or criteria under
which future actions will be undertaken or approved, including requirements
for any subsequent SEQR compliance...”

(d) When a final generic EIS has been filed under this part:

(1) No further SEQR compliance is required if a subsequent
proposed action will be carried out in conformance with the
conditions and thresholds established for such actions in the generic
EIS or its findings statement;

(2) An amended findings statement must be prepared if the
subsequent proposed action was adequately addressed in the generic
EIS but was not addressed or was not adequately addressed in the
findings statement for the generic EIS;

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

(4) A supplement to the final generic EIS must be prepared if the

subsequent proposed action was not addressed or was not

adequately addressed in the generic EIS and the subsequent action

may have one or more significant adverse environmental impacts.”
Based on the analyses contained in this DGEIS, the following represents the applicant’s
proposed conditions and thresholds, which, if met, would eliminate the need for further SEQRA

compliance.

e Total development, upon completion of all three phases of Heartland Town Square,
would include a maximum of 4,150,000 square feet of office space, 1,030,000 square feet

of retail space, 105,000 square feet of civic space and 9,130 residential units;
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e Phase | would include a maximum of 600,000 square feet of office space, 560,000 square
feet of retail, 105,000 square feet of civic space and 3,500 residential units. Upon
construction of 70 percent of Phase I, the need for further SEQRA review will be
determined based upon the accuracy of traffic projections and the effectiveness of the

mitigation;

e Phase Il would include approximately 2,257,000 square feet of office space, 335,600
square feet of retail space and 3,380 residential units;

e Phase Il would include approximately 1,292,500 square feet of office space, 134,400

square feet of retail space and 2,250 residential units;

e A minimum of 30 percent of the total land area shall be open space;

e Of the overall proposed 9,130 residential units, a minimum of 10 percent shall be owner-
occupied,;

e Not less than 20 percent of the rental units shall be affordable, workforce units;

e Impervious areas shall comprise no more than 75.98 percent of the subject property;

e The total projected sewage flow upon completion of all three phases of Heartland Town

Square shall be no more than 1.6 million gallons per day;

e Heartland Town Square will operate a trolley-like shuttle bus to the Deer Park Long

Island Railroad Station;

e The Applicants will adopt specific policies to discourage automobile ownership by
residents. Residents will be provided with one convenient parking space per unit. Those
residents seeking additional parking spaces will be assigned them in a more remote,
satellite location, and will be required to pay a fee for this additional space;
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e Heartland Town Square will have a concierge office that will include a transportation
manager who will provide information to residents with respect to public transportation,
the private bus within Heartland Town Square, bicycle options, “zip cars,” and will

arrange car pools for residents and employees within Heartland Town Square;

e The Applicants have committed to provide $25,000,000.00 toward required roadway

improvements.

In the event that any of the above conditions are contravened, additional SEQRA compliance
may be necessary in accordance with 6NYCRR 8617.10(d)(2),(3) or (4), as would be
appropriate, given the actual development plan proposed and the associated potential

environmental impacts associated therewith.
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SECTION 12.0

AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE APPLICANTS
AND THE LEAD AGENCY

Pages 1-1 to 1-3 acknowledge that based on the Town’s analysis thus far,

there currently are fundamental disagreements between the Applicants and the
Town as to the technical information contained in the DGEIS. A list of those areas -

is prov1ded in this section. The Town in no way limits the review and comment on-- |

the DGEIS or the Proposed Action by way of this list.

Traffic and Parking

1. The Town disagrees with the method used to analyze the impacts to
the regional road network beyond the area evaluated in the DGEIS. Further
evaluation of major roads outside the study area must be undertaken, including the

LIE, Northern State Parkway, Sagtikos Parkway and the Southern State Parkway.

2. The Town disagrees with the modeling performed which evaluates the

Sagtikos Parkway but excludes other key roadways. With regard to the LIE

interchange, only two ramps appear to be included. The DGEIS states, “expanding

the model to include them (other ramps) will not provide additional knowledge

useful to the prdject evaluation process”. The fact that the DGEIS states that the

two ramps modeled will handle the largest amount of the site traffic compared to

others does not eliminate the possibility of significant impacts on the others.

Further, the analysis only examines one end of the ramp and does not address the -

ramp connections to the LIE. There are existing operational problems in the LIE
Sagtikos Pkwy intérchange and the addition of the traffic due to this proposed

action should not go without evaluation. It also indicates that the southbound exit
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SECTION 12.0

to the site was not modeled but does not indicate why. The modeling should

include the entire LIE/Sagtikos Parkway interchange. -

3. The Town disagrees with the method of analysis of traffic volume
flow maps and trip distribution flow diagrams. The Town Board will require
analysis for the build-out of each of the thfee._ individual phases of development.
Also, the 'phasing-information given on page 7.of the “Addendum to the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Heartland Town Square” originally

submitted by the applicant in May 2008 and included in the Appendix of the _

DGEIS only refers to the total number of vehicle trips associated with Phas.e I of

the proposed -action, and the document is silent on any projections for Phases IT and

I1I. Traffic volume flow maps and trip distribution flow diagrams must be provided |

for each proposed phase of build-out.

4. The Town disagrees with the method of analysis of the parking
facilities on the site and requifes further detail, including the total number of
spaces to be constructed in various areas of the site. All ofﬁce/comrhercial space is
treated, in terms of Town Code requirements, as requiring one per 200 square feet.
Retail is treated similarly as monolithic. A detailed shared parking analysis should
be performed, if that is the method chosen to prove that the parking provided will
be adequate. The size of the development in geographic terms and the fact that it is
split by the Sagtikos Parkway may not allow for efficient sharing of spaces.
Details of the shared parking analysis and where these stalls are to be located in
reference to the site uses must be performed. If this analysis is to include credits
for LIRR, bus, tra.hsit, car sharing, etc, these factors andrassumption‘s' need to be

reasonable and supported.
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5. A number of the improvements identified as specific to the Heartland
development appear as if they may require property to construct them, The DGEIS
should identify for each improvement, whether a right-of-way is required, and how
the aevel-oper intends to obtain rit if it is not owned by the Applicants. This
information is provided for some mitigation items but not all. Others indicate
property is required and suggest impact fees to the County to take the land under

eminent domain. The feasibility of this approach needs to be examined in detail.

6.  The Town disagrees with the analysis of roadway intersections. The
data tables are presented without any explanation. For example, the existing
condition analysis must discuss general operations and analyze the worst peak
conditions. Discussion is limited to improvements necessary absent development
of the Proposed Action, which are unsubstantiated. A significant amount of

accident data is presented without any discussion or analysis.

7. There is no discussion of the No-Build and Build intersection and

ramp queuing results..

8.  The DGEIS does not present conclusions regarding the effects of the

development on the transportation system.

9.  The Trip Generation Model indicates that the base una’djusted'tr'iﬁ

generation for all “commercial” uses were performed using the General Office land

use in ITE. For example, elsewhere in the DGEIS references are made to specific
uses in the proposal, such as hotel. The hotel land use trip- generation
characteristics are very dissimilar from those of office trip generation, The correct

land uses proposed should be wutilized for the Trip Generation Model or the
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SECTION 12.0

argument made that the approach used was conservative. However, even the
arrival and departure patterns for a hotel are very different than office space; this

requires further clarification.

10.  Appendix A of the DGEIS states that traffic mitigation measures for
the DGFEIS were based on full-year (15-year) build-out of the site énd internal
capture rates ranging from 40.2 percent for the AM peak hour to 57 percent for
Saturdays (page 6 and Table 1, pagé 7), and “approximately 25 percent transit
utilization.” Another mitigation plan was developed assuming internal capture
rates of 28.0 to 31.8 percent and transit m_ode s-hare- of 2.8 t0 3.7 percent (Table 1).
The Town Board believes the calculation aﬁd aﬁ:plication of “internal capture
credits” and transit utilization for the development appears to result in an
overstated rate of internal trips and cannot adequately be evaluated based on the

explanation presently provided. The following findings are relevant to this issue:

(a) Data contained within ITE’s Trip Generation, including the NCHRP
study, cited in the text of the DGEIS does not support internal traffic
capture rates to the levels utilized in the DGEIS.

(b) Where data on a particular aspect of the analysis is not available from
published source, Va conservative assumption must be made to err on
the high side. A series of studies is currently underway to evaluate

~ travel behavior and internal capture rates in mixed-use developments.
Comparing a wide variety of mixed-use projects in several
metropolitan areas, the studies found internal capture rates varying
from 8 to 28 percent. (Atlanté 8%; Boston 9.4%; Houston 28:3%
Portland 13% Sacramento 15.1% Seattle 11.2%). In addition, a recent
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MTL/D644962v2/M052770/C0141280

. EPA-funded nationwide study conducted by the National Center for

Smart Growth Research and Education at the University of Maryland

revealed an average internal capture rate of 17.8% for mixed-use,

transit-oriented projects. Finally, a major soon-to-be-published study

funded by the Transportation Research Board involved trip counts and
interviews at Atlantic Station in Atlanta, Mockingbird Station in

Dallas and Legécy Town Center in Plano, Texas. Preliminary

-ﬁndings, published in Urban Land, suggest—'fhaf such projects

internalize “as much as 20 to 40% of their peak period travel.” The
internal traffic capture rate used in the DGEIS of 30 to 57 percent

does not appear to be realistic based on these findings

The Town ‘disagrees with the traffic capture analysis and believes
further research is needed to determine if the projects studied are
similar to Heartland Town Center in terms of régional location, transit
access, regional employment patterns, and other factors. For example,
the 2000 Census indicates that only 11% of those employed who
reside in the ‘Brentwood' CDP also work in the Brentwood CDP, a
much larger area than the Heartland site. The rest of these employees
leave the CDP to travel elsewhere for work. Work trips represent a
large percentage of trips during the AM and PM peak periods.
Persons residiﬁg in Heartland will leave the site to go to work in high
percentagesl, and those arriving at work will do so from outside the
site in high percentages. As office trips represent more than half of all
the gross trips predicted in the AM peak period (Table T-14) it would
seem very difficult to eliminate over 40% of the total trips to and from

the site,
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(d) It should also be noted that just 2% of the total retail will be
“neighborhood support”; the rest is destination-type comparison retail,
a cinema and restaurants. In fact, the study tfumpets the idea that
existing Brentwood retailers and service providers will benefit from
the spill-over effect from new residents shopping in the local
community. This provides further basis to question the proposed

capture rate.

{e) The DGEIS acknowledges that internal capture rates in the early
phases of the project will be lower, until 2 more balanced mix of uses
and critical mass is achieved. Phases 1 and 2 fbcus on construction of
housing and retail, while the bulk of office development is built within
the 2nd and 3rd phase, i.e. after the housing. To better evaluate these
claims, comparable projects for shori-term and long-term internal
capture rates should be reviewed, compared and cited. Such research
should also focus on the question of whether people will move to be
near their jobs, or do they choose the housing location based on other
factors. Even if the project will be more balanced in the long run, in
the short run sufficient parking and road improvements will be

necessary to accommodate all the driving.

11. The intersection analysis and limited ramp analysis that is provided is
presented in tabular form without any analysis of the results. The Town Board
disagrees with this approach. These results need to be discussed with the impacts

of the project clearly stated. There are numerous locations where the intersection’s

operations. are adversely affected by the Proposed Action traffic and where there
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was either no mitigation proposed or the mitigation proposed was insufficient.
The results of the analysis need to be discussed in the text and any unmitigated

impacts made clear.

12.  The DGEIS contains discussions '6f some results but the Town
believes it is limited to locations where degfadéd' level of service as delay are
experienced and physical constraints limit further mitigation. However, the tables
indicate a number of degradations due to site traffic that are not discussed at all.
The discussion of project impacts must be included. Clear statements need to be

made regarding the degree and locations of unmitigated impacts.

13. The evaluation of the length of the Sagtikos Parkway is presented in
the text in the form of queue length and travel times only. The analysis of the
Parkway should include and present level of service and other relevant measures of
effectiveness for the segments, ramps and weaves on the parkway. This includes

the existing condition, no-build, build, and build with modifications.

14. | The DGEIS now includes fables that indicate travel speed and LOS.
However, 'the.reported flow rate is shown and noted as “capped” at 2,100 veh./hr.
The need to include this data requires further explanation. The DGEIS appears to
mask the incremental site traffic volume in the peak periods, giving the appearance
of no site volume being added. The results in the table should have been discussed
in the text. The travel times reported increase in all cases where the build

condition is compared to the no-buﬂd, often significantly.

15. 'The DGEIS states that it is expected that improvements by others will

be performed over time by government with private involvement. The Town
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disagrees with this level of analysis. Are any of these improvements planned? Are

any of the other developments implementing any of these improvements? What

will be done by the Intermodal Facility, Tanger, and the other developments? As

these projects are either under construction or along in their planning stages, the
improvements for each should be identified, along with when they will be
performed and compared to a list of improvements recommended in this study. A
list of improvements needed w/o Heartland without any analysis to support it is
inappropriate. The report now indicates only a limited amount of improvement
underway due to Tanger that is assumed in the study network. However, it still
indicates a list of improvements necessary to address existing deficiencies that may

be true but are not supported by analysis.

16. The report indicates that there are proposed ramp junctions on
Sagtikos Parkway that create new weaving sections that were not analyzed. The

Town believes that all weaving sections existing and proposed must be analyzed.

Wastewater

17.  The estimated wastewater flow projections for residential uses in the
DGEIS are overly conservative. The Applicants includes a 50% reduction in
residential flow based on its intent to use water saving devices. The Town Board
disagrees with this é.nalysis because according to the Suffolk County Department
of Health Services the hydraulic load rates account for water saving devices and no

further reductions are warranted.

Qutdoor Recreation

18. The Town Board disagrees with the analysis with respect to outdoor

recreational facilities, The DGEIS has not provided sufficient detail of the need
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for outdoor recreational facilities generated by the project%sbecially for the 2,100
- school-age population — or the provision of such facilities within the project. The
| number and types of facilities; and their size and locaﬁen within -the__project; ﬁeeds
" to be specified. The idea that facilities such as baseball/softball fields and- soccer

fields can double as stormwater detention/retention facilities is not acceptable to

the Town Board.

Market Study

19. The Town Board disagrees. with the market study prov1ded in the
DGEIS and beheves it is outdated: it pro_]ects a market gap of 450,000 square feet
of retail space. However, this study did not include the Tanger Arches
develepfnent (800,000 square foot “lifestyle center” in primary market area) which

‘more than fills this gap. The market study must be updated.

Emg]oxment _
20. The project is estimated fo result in a gain of 26,000 full-time

equivalent jobs at completion. However, it is not clear to the Town Board whether :

these jobs which will result from companies relocatmg from elsewhere in Suffolk

County and thus may not represent such a gain in employment

General

. The Town disagrees with the entire Section 11.0, Conditioms and Criteria

for Determining Future SEQRA Requirements, and will prepare more appropriate

conditions and criteria in the FGEISs
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