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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This document is submitted in compliance with the rules and regulations for implementation of
SEQRA. An EIS is required under SEQRA in order to provide the lead agency (the Huntington
Town Planning Board) and other Involved agencies with the information and analysis necessary
to make decisions on a development proposal where one or more significant impacts are
anticipated, and specifically to describe a project and impacts where there has been a change in
the project. Exploration of mitigation measures and analysis of reasonable alternatives are also
required within a DEIS. Once the DEIS is accepted, the Lead Agency issues a Notice of
Completion (which is published by the NYSDEC in the Environmental Notice Bulletin). From
this point, the DEIS is available for public inspection at the offices of the Lead Agency and local
libraries, and public comments are accepted for a minimum of 30 days from the date of
acceptance of the DEIS, or a minimum of 10 days after the close of the public hearing,
whichever occurs later. The Lead Agency chooses whether to hold a public hearing based upon
the potential for significant impacts, public interest, etc. This is followed by preparation of an
FEIS. The FEIS addresses issues and comments provided by the public, and interested and
involved agencies on the information presented in the DEIS and public hearing, if held. After
acceptance of the FEIS by the lead agency and an additional minimum 10-day period, the lead
agency will issue a statement of findings on the proposed project and make a final decision.
Once this FEIS is accepted, adoption of a Statement of Findings and decision can be issued by
the lead and Involved agencies.

The DEIS for Kiruv Estates was submitted to the Lead Agency on June 14, 2006 and was
accepted by that agency as complete for public review and comment on June 28, 2006 (see
Appendix A-1). This document addresses the written comments on the DEIS received by the
Lead Agency from other agencies and the public, and the oral comments provided during the
July 26, 2006 Town Board public hearing on the DEIS. As discussed in Response, Section 2.3,
after the public hearing and as a result of discussions between the applicant and Town, the
project was revised to reflect a layout similar to the layout of Alternative 4 of the DEIS. This
revised layout is known as “Alternative 4/Preferred Alternative (Sewered)”. The seven sheets
comprising this plan are contained in pouches at the rear of this document.

This document contains a description of the revised Kiruv Estates layout and discusses its
anticipated impacts and mitigating measures. In addition, this document contains all of the
substantive comments on the DEIS received by the lead agency. The responses to these
comments assume the revised project layout, and include information provided by the applicant.
The transcript of the public hearing is presented in Appendix B.  Additional comments,
provided by various public agencies and by the public are presented in Appendices C and D,
respectively. No additional written comments were provided to the lead agency.

n MF v Page 1-1
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1.2 Organization of this Document

Each substantive comment contained in Appendices B, C and D has been numbered
sequentially, followed by the subsection where the response can be found. There were a total of
140 individual comments; Appendix B contains comments B-1 to B-53, Appendix C contains
comments C-1 through C-46, and Appendix D contains comments D-1 through D-41. However,
because of the large number of similar/duplicate comments, only 38 different comments were
made. All similar comments have therefore been grouped together, with one response to all such
comments provided.

All responses are presented in Section 2.0. Each subsection responds to one of the 38 different
comments. For those instances where a number of similar comments were made, the comments
were paraphrased so that one response addresses all of the comments in that subsection. The
comment numbers are also listed in each subsection, along with the corresponding responses, so
that the reader may refer back to the comments in their original form, in Appendices B, C or D.

Each response provides the information necessary for the Lead Agency (the Huntington Town
Planning Board) and other involved agencies to make informed decisions on the specific impacts
of the project. This document fulfills the obligation of the Huntington Town Planning Board in
completing a Final EIS based upon 6NYCRR Part 617.9 (b)(8).

1.3 Description of Aiternative 4/Preferred Alternative (Sewered)
1.3.1 Overall Site Layout

Table 1-1 provides a listing of the subject site’s existing and proposed coverages and physical
characteristics. The project site is irregularly shaped, with Woodhull Road running north-south
along the western property boundary and Park Avenue running north-south along the eastern
property boundary. Access for the seven new residences and retained house is proposed via a
single access from Woodhull Road; the two existing historic houses along Woodhull Road will
continue to access Woodhull Road directly. All required parking pursuant to the Town Code
will be provided with off-street parking in the form of driveways and garages for the proposed
residences. The access roadway will be located at approximately the mid-point of the western
property boundary. A small land dedication at the intersection of Park Avenue and Woodhull
Road will be provided, to enable an increase in the radius of this intersection. In order to reduce
the site elevation and to provide suitable access road grades and building sites, a two-tiered
retaining wall is proposed at the southerly end of the site.

A slight expansion of the conservation area was recommend by the Town Department of
Planning and Environment staff. The applicant suggested minor revisions to this expansion,
which were approved by the Town Director of Planning & Environment on January 17, 2007. In
addition, the applicant will covenant non-disturbance/non-fertilization butfers along the man-
made pond and the low area in the site’s northern corner. These boundaries are shown on the
Site Plan.

“ P&WF - Page 1-2
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Table 1-1
SITE AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
Existing Proposed Project Alt Alt 4/Preferred
Parameter Conditions (from DEIS) 4/Preferred Alt (On-Site
Alt (Sewered) Septic)
Three 3-bedroom Nine 3-bedroom Six 3-bedroom attached, three 3-
Yield/Unit Types detached & one 4- | attached & one 4- bedroom detached & one 4-
bedroom detached | bedroom detached bedroom detached
Coverages (acres): —— - e ---
Buildings 0.24 0.41 0.36 0.36
Paved 0.02 0.59 0.34 0.34
Gravel/Pervious 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.02
Mapped Wetlands (1) 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Lawn 1.77 2.06 (2) 0.95 (2) 1.09
Successional Forest 4.03 3.10 4.51 4.37
TOTAL 7.07 7.07 7.07 7.07
Trip Generation (vph, 3): e . - -
AM Peak Hour 1 8 8 8
PM Peak Hour 1 10 10 10
Water Resources: ——— e -— —
Water/Wastewater (4) 1,200 gpd 3,000 gpd 3,000 gpd 3,000 gpd
Irrigation {annual avg.) 0 843 gpd 389 gpd 446 gpd
Total Water Use 1,200 gpd 3,843 gpd 3,389 gpd 3,446 gpd
Recharge Volume 4,10 MGY (5) 1.95 MGY 4.10MGY (6) | 4.98 MGY (7)
Nitrogen Concentration 2.02 mg/1 (5) 0.01 mg/] 0.01 mg/1 (6) 3.84 mg/1 (7)
Miscellaneous: e — -—- -
Residents (8) 13 capita 30 capita 30 capita 30 capita
School-Age Children (9) 3 capita 5 capita 6 capita 6 capita
Solid Waste (10) 78 lbs/day 181 lbs/day 181 lbs/day 181 lbs/day

(1) Includes 0.51-acre Forested Swamp, 0.11 acres of Emergent Marsh, and 0.27-acre Freshwater Pond.

(2) To minimize nitrogen concentration in recharge, assumes irrigated @ 5.5 inches/year, but not fertilized.
(3) From the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 7" Edition, 2003.
(4) Based on SCDHS design rate ot 300 gpd/unit.

(5) See Appendix E-1.
(6) See Appendix E-2.
(7) See Appendix E-3.

(8) Based on 2.95 capita/unit for three-bedroom detached units, 2.83 capita/unit for 3-bedroom attached units, and
3.67 capita/unit for 4-bedroom detached units (from Rutgers University, CUPR, 2006).

(9) Based on 0.58 school-aged children for 3-bedroom detached units, 0.39 capita/unit for 3-bedroom attached
units and 1.05 capita/unit for 4-bedroom detached units (from Rutgers University, CUPR, 2006).

(10) Based on 5 lbs/day per capita plus 1 lb/bedroom/day (from Salvato, 1982).

The proposed use does not require a zone change of the existing R-7 zoning; the proposed
project involves a Subdivision application, to enable construction of seven (7) new units, of
which 6 will be in the form of duplexes and one will be a free-standing unit; 2 historic homes
and 1 non-historic home will be retained, and a milk house will be relocated and reused for a
community center. A Yield Map was prepared by the Applicant in the summer of 2004 and was
revised in August of 2005; it was reviewed by the NYSDEC (due to the presence of NYS-

NPGY
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designated wetlands), and found to be feasible. Subsequently, in response to Town comments on
the lot encompassing the cottage, the Yield Map was revised (in December 2005) to result in a
10-lot plan that conforms to Town requirements for sites in the R-7 district where steep slopes
are present. As this revision is not in proximity to the wetlands boundary and would not change
the clearing envelope or site design, it is not anticipated that the prior NYSDEC review has been
compromised by the current Yield Map. The Yield Map shows 10 lots, of which 7 are new and
three that would accommodate the existing dwellings to be retained. New York State Town
Law, Section 281 empowers the Town Planning Board to allow a residential project to be
“clustered” on lots of less than 7,500 SF in the R-7 district, in order to provide, among other
goals, the preservation and/or protection of significant features or characteristics of a site. This
is achieved by permanently prohibiting development in the area intended to be protected: the
landowner, however, is allowed to develop the same number of lots as would be possible absent
this preservation, but on smaller lots clustered in such a way as to avoid impact to the protection
areas of the site. In this way, both the Town (representing the public) and the landowner achieve
their goals: the valuable asset is permanently preserved and protected, and the landowner retains
his ability to develop the number of lots determined from a feasible yield plan that conforms to
zoning. The Yield Map was prepared in conformance with the Town’s Steep Slope Ordinance
(Article X, Sections 198-60 through 64); the map depicts the three allowable lots within the
portion of the site where slopes in excess of 25% are located. The portion of the site which 1s not
subject to this ordinance would provide seven additional lots (see Section 3.1.1 of the DEIS) The
Yield Map also includes a public parkland dedication accessible via Town-standard internal
roadway; this parkland is also contiguous to other public lands.

It should be noted that the proposed new units would be individually owned, with the remainder
of the property including common areas and roadways to be owned and maintained by a
condominium homeowners association (HOA). The project’s internal roads will not be built to
Town standards (i.e., will have a paved width of 30 feet, where the Town would require a 34-
foot paved width if this roadway were to be dedicated to the Town). The site has been designed
to locate the units, roadways, and other improvements on the portion of the site that has
previously been developed to the maximum extent practicable, as well as setback a minimum of
100 feet from the freshwater wetland in those areas that have not previously been disturbed. The
proposed units would be distributed in a cluster design on the west-central portion of the site,
with four new 2-story structures; three will contain 2 units each, and one will contain 1 unit. The
4 proposed residential structures will have a total footprint of 14,175 SF. Each paired unit will
have three bedrooms and will have approximately 2,700 SF of gross floor area in its two floors,
while the single 2,700 SF freestanding unit will also have three bedrooms. Upon completion,
buildings will occupy 0.36 acres of the site, with paved surfaces on approximately 0.34 acres,
0.02 acres of gravel surfaces, 0.89 acres of wetlands, 4.51 acres of forest, and 0.95 acres of non-
fertilized and irrigated landscaping. Dedicated area will occupy 2.71 acres of the property.
There are significant slopes in the southern and southeastern portions of the property, most of
which will be protected by inclusion in the dedicated area.

The existing barn, silo and access driveway from Park Avenue would be removed; however the
single-family dwelling and pond on the northeastern portion of the site would remain, as well as
the two historic homes along Woodhull Road. The rental cottage (formerly, a milk house) will

NPSY
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be moved from its present location approximately 180 feet to the west-southwest to a site along
Woodhull Road. In this new location, this building will be renovated and re-used as a
community center for the site’s residents.

The project sponsor is petitioning the Huntington Sewer District for inclusion, to allow all
wastewater generated by the project to be conveyed to the public sewer system for treatment and
disposal in the Huntington Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). Public water supply is proposed for
the development and stormwater runoff will be retained and disposed of in the proposed on-site
drainage system.

The subject property is within the Town of Huntington’s Old Town Green Historic District, and
is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. In addition, there are NYSDEC-designated
freshwater wetlands on the eastern portion of the site. As part of the proposed project, the
wetland and adjacent area totaling 2.71 acres will be dedicated to the Town of Huntington. This
proposed dedication includes land for the Town to extend its heritage trail from the southeast
portion of the property across the site to Park Avenue.

It is pre-mature to prepare architectural renderings of each of the new residences (such plans will
be prepared and reviewed by the Town as part of the individual building permit applications),
however, the applicant will comply with applicable Town and Historic District design
requirements for this district, which would ensure that building designs complement the overall
architectural theme of the vicinity and reflect the era which gives the Old Town Green Historic
District its distinctive appearance.

1.3.2 Grading and Drainage

Approximately 3 acres located on the western portion of the property will be subject to
clearing/grading for the new internal access road, driveways, homesites, drainage system and
yards. Approximately 12,000 cubic yards (CY) of soil will be disturbed, to be retained for reuse
on-site as fill to the greatest degree practicable. Excess material totaling 5,000 CY will be
removed from the site to be sold as fill or disposal in an approved C&D landfill or solid waste
facility. The greatest depth of cut is anticipated to be approximately 20 feet and will be located
in the area of the retaining wall near Units 8, 9 and 10; the greatest depth of fill is approximately
8 feet at the northerly end of Kiruv Court. In conformance with Town standards, artificial slopes
will not exceed 1:3. In order to reduce the amount of graded area, a two-tiered retaining wall is
proposed along the southerly end of the site. Slopes will be stabilized immediately after final
grading with appropriate cover, such as hydroseeding or straw.

Erosion and sedimentation controls will be provided during construction activities associated
with the project. In accordance with the NYSDEC Phase II SPDES Program, coverage under the
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities (NYSDEC Permit No.
GP-02-01, General Permit) will be obtained prior to the initiation of construction activities. Prior
to filing for coverage under the General Permit, the NYSDEC requires that a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be prepared for the parcel, including a detailed erosion and

Page 1-5
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sediment control plan, to manage stormwater generated on-site during construction activities,
and for post-construction stormwater management. A SWPPP will be prepared to ensure
compliance with water quality and quantity requirements pursuant to Technical Guidance and
GP-02-01 requirements. In addition, an erosion and sedimentation control plan incorporating the
NYSDEC Technical Guidance manual, and use of measures such as silt fencing, storm drain
inlet protection, hay bales, and good housekeeping procedures will be prepared and implemented
as part of site construction. The drainage system and revegetation plan will further provide
permanent stormwater controls once construction is completed. Development of the property is
not anticipated to significantly increase erosion/sedimentation or stormwater impacts, as a result
of proper site grading procedures, erosion controls, and drainage system design. The Notice of
Intent (NOI) requesting coverage under the General Permit will be filed in accordance NYSDEC
requirements, prior to the initiation of construction activities at the subject property.

The proposed project includes an on-site drainage system that will collect runoff from the
project’s developed surfaces, though no runotf from Woodhull Road will enter the site; the
eastern side of Woodhull Road along the site will be provided with curbing and drainage
facilities. The stormwater system will be designed to handle the runoff from the developed
portion of the site. The undisturbed areas that naturally drain away from the site are not included
in the design of the drainage system. The system is designed for a 6-inch rainfall.

Appendix D of the DEIS contains the Water Resource/Watershed Analysis Study prepared for
the prior design of the proposed project. That document notes that a portion of runoff currently
generated on-site during rain events is able to leave the property and adversely impact adjacent
roadways and properties, causing localized flooding. This condition would have been improved
as a result of the then-proposed project, and will be eliminated as a result of the current proposed
project. The proposed drainage system has been designed in consideration of the Town-required
runoff coefficient for surfaces and the unique condition of the site. With respect to this
condition, the Study concludes:

The results of the watershed analysis study demonstrate that the existing drainage inlets at the corner
of Woodhull Road and Park Avenue are capable of handling the additional flow from Woodhull Road
caused by constructing new curbing along the east side of the road. Although the existing drainage
was determined to be adequate, new drainage inlets and piping are proposed to decrease the gutter
flow along the east side of the road.

The study results also indicate that by providing an on-site stormwater collection system as a part of
development the site would be removed from the watershed tributary to the corner of Park Avenue
and Woodhull Road. The proposed system will collect and recharge stormwater on-site and eliminate
the current overflow at the northwest corner of the site onto Park Avenue.

In Summary, the development of the proposed subdivision will have no adverse impacts on the
Town’s drainage system at the corner of Park Avenue and Woodhull Road. The proposed

development will in fact help to improve the existing stormwater collection system on Woodhull
Road and at the intersection with Park Avenue.

As a result, the severity of the existing flooding problem will be reduced by the proposed project.
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1.3.3 Access, Road System and Parking

Site access is proposed via a private roadway from Woodhull Road. The site’s internal roadway
will be 30 feet in paved width, and will be privately owned and maintained by the HOA. This
access will be located at approximately the mid-point of the western property boundary. Eight of
the residences and the community center will be accessed from this internal roadway. Exiting
traffic at the access point will be controlled by a Stop sign, as the number of trips generated is
not sufficient to require a traffic signal. There is sufficient visibility along Woodhull Road in
both directions for entering and exiting traffic to turn safely; no substantial amount of vegetation
will have to be cleared.

The project includes a dedication of 306 SF at the southern corner of the Woodhull Road/Park
Avenue intersection, to enable a Town-sponsored improvement in the radius of this turn,
particularly for larger delivery trucks, school buses and fire trucks on Woodhuil Road to make
right turns onto Park Avenue

All 20 parking spaces required by the Town Code will be provided on driveways.

1.3.4 Sanitary Disposal and Water Supply

Sanitary wastewater will be generated as a result of the proposed residential development. The
project sponsor is petitioning for inclusion within the Huntington Sewer District so as to allow
all sanitary wastewater generated by the project to be conveyed off-site to the public sewer
system for treatment and disposal in the Huntington Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). A copy of
the petition is included in Appendix E of the DEIS. However, the system is presently near its
capacity, and the Town has engaged a consultant, H2M, to prepare a study analyzing existing
and future treatment needs for the district. That study is not complete. If it is not possible to
connect to this system, the applicant would develop the project utilizing on-site septic systems
until such time that the study is complete and access to public sewers becomes available.
According to the Town Department of Environmental Waste Management, the cement sewer
pipe to which the proposed project would connect is owned by the Town, and is 8-inches in
diameter. It was installed for the Huntington Jewish Center in 1960, and is presently in good
condition. The Sewer District is of the opinion that higher density development should be
located in areas where sufficient sewer hydraulic capacity is available to support that
development. The district notes that its collection system capacity is greatest at the center of the
district, whereas the project site is located at its (current) periphery. It is also noted that the
Kiruv Estates project is proposed at a yield conforming to its and the vicinity’s existing medium-
density zoning, and so does not represent a “higher density” project.

The current sewage design flow for a single-family residential unit applied by the Suffolk
County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) is 300 gpd. Therefore, it is estimated that the
ten residences would generate approximately 3,000 gpd of sewage flow. This represents a net
1,800-gpd increase in sanitary wastewater flow on the site; the two historic and the two non-
historic structures to remain on the site are presently occupied, and therefore generate 1,200 gpd
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of wastewater. It should be noted that, as indicated by the Town, one of these units (the milk
house) is not permitted for occupancy, so that a conforming sanitary flow for the existing site
would be 900 gpd. The local water table beneath the subject property ranges from (in places
underlain by perched water) less than 4 feet to 69 feet below ground surface (bgs) due to land
topography, which is sufficient to ensure proper operation of these existing septic systems.
Design and installation of a new septic system, if provided, would take place under the review
authority of the SCDHS.

A significant amount of study has been devoted to understanding the geology underlying the
subject site including a series of soil borings (see Section 2.3.1 of the DEIS). If on-site sanitary
treatment is proposed, it would include retention of the existing septic systems for the two
historic and one non-historic residences to be retained, and installation of a single system for the
7 new units and the relocated community center (see Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (On-Site
Septic), in pouches at the rear of this document). The three existing septic systems would not be
connected to the new septic system because these systems already exists and operate properly;
there would be no reason to close them unless the SCDHS requires it. In such a case, the
applicant will comply. The capacity of this system will conform to SCDHS regulations. Such a
sanitary system will require a permit to construct and a crane-dug test hole will be performed for
the system. Representatives of SCDHS will observe the test holes and, should lower-
permeability clay be observed, the excavation will be extended downward until good leaching
material is encountered. The excavation will be backfilled with good leaching material and
sanitary systems will be placed within these holes. Based upon the detailed understanding of the
site geology resulting from the test holes, no significant clay units are expected to be encountered
in the installation of individual sanitary systems. Subsurface soils consisting of lower
permeability material are, however, present. The design of the proposed project is intended to
ensure that groundwater or surface water resources will not be adversely affected as a result of
the installation of sanitary systems. All effluent will leach through the underlying soils in an
unsaturated zone of sufficient depth to allow for conversion of ammonia to nitrate. Effluent will
leach to the water table and become part of the regional groundwater reservoir. Since the total
nitrogen load on the property is consistent with SCDHS requirements this will not adversely
affect groundwater resources. In addition, a groundwater impact model has been used to
simulate the concentration of nitrogen in recharge. The results conclude that the project will not
adversely impact the groundwater as a result of nitrogen loading from the proposed subdivision.
It is noted that on-site systems are only proposed if access to the existing Huntington STP is not
obtained.

Water will be supplied by the SCWA, which will utilize an existing 6-inch supply main beneath
Woodhull Road. Assuming that all water used by the project will be supplied by the SCWA,
domestic water consumption will total 3,000 gpd and irrigation will average 389 gpd, resulting in
a total water use of 3,389 gpd.
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1.3.5 Site Landscaping and Amenities

Areas of the site outside of the dedication area not to be covered by buildings, paved surfaces or
retained forest will be protessionally landscaped using a combination of native and/or native-
compatible species. This coverage will total approximately 0.95 acres. A complete list of
species used in landscaping is included on the Landscape Plan, to be submitted for Town review
as part of the Site Plan application.

It is not proposed to fertilize these landscaped areas, except for an initial application to establish
healthy growing conditions; other than lawns abutting the buildings, it is anticipated that the
remaining landscaped areas will consist of low maintenance species and wood chip/mulch beds.
Landscaped areas will be irrigated at a rate of 5.5 inches annually, an average ot 389 gpd, by use
of an in-ground sprinkler system. Landscape maintenance activities will be monitored and
enforced by the HOA.

1.3.6 Open Space and Protected Lands

As part of the proposed project, the 2.71 acres including and surrounding the freshwater wetland
will be dedicated to the Town. This area also provides acreage for the extension of the Town
heritage trail from the southeast portion of the property to Park Avenue. This trail was initiated
in 2002 as part of the Hilaire Woods subdivision. It is not paved or otherwise maintained at the
present time; according to the Town Historian, the Town is seeking to obtain ownership of the
land on which their intended trail alignment is proposed, after which time the Town will
determine, fund and install improvements. It is not expected that the trail would be paved or
illuminated, though appropriate interpretive signage is expected. The ultimate destination of the
trail is not determined at the present time; the trail may be extended to Heckscher Park, or it may
terminate elsewhere. Ultimately, over 38% of the property (2.71 acres) will be permanently
preserved and protected.

1.4  Permits and Approvals Required

+ Town Planning Board - Subdivision review (cluster)

e Town Planning Board - Subdivision approval

¢  Town Department of Buildings, Engineering and Housing - Building Permits

e Town Department of Buildings, Engineering and Housing - Demolition Permits
e Town Highway Department - Roadwork Permit

¢ Huntington Sewer District - Sewer District Expansion

¢ SCWA - Water Supply permit ‘

e SCDHS - Article 6 (Sanitary System design review)

e SCDHS - Article 4 (Water Supply System design review)

e SCDPW - NYS Highway Law 136 & General Municipal Law 239f

e NYSDEC - Freshwater Wetlands Permit

e NYSDEC - Sanitary Sewer Connection (from outside of District)

¢ NYSDEC - General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity (GP-02-01)
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1.5 Comparative Impact Assessment

The following subsections describe and discuss those impacts expected from the Alternative
4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) proposal.

1.5.1 Topography

Planned grading of strategic locations of the site will be necessary to provide appropriate and
stable surfaces and stabilized slope transition areas to allow development of the proposed project.
It is noted that due to the topographic relief areas on the site, any site use would require
topographic alterations. The project involves the minimum grading necessary to permit
proposed residential use of the property, particularly in view of the proposed attached unit cluster
plan.

Some areas of steep slopes on the property will be altered due to grading for the proposed access
road, homesites and drainage system. The most extensive grading will occur along the proposed
site access roadway, and within the footprints of each single-family residence. Grading for the
proposed road surfaces will require a combination of cut and fill. It is estimated that cuts of up
to 20 feet below ground surface (bgs) will be required, resulting in the excavation of
approximately 12,000 CY of soil, to create suitable grades for the road and building locations as
well as to provide adequate stormwater retention capacities within the proposed stormwater
collection and detention system. The 7,000 CY of soil required as fill for the site access roadway
and elsewhere in the site will be provided from excavated on-site soil and the net balance of
5,000 CY of cut will be removed from the site.

Road grading will control overall site grading to provide access to individual lots. Once
complete, slopes of 1:3 or less will be established in newly graded areas. Subsequent
development of individual lots will involve grading unique to each lot. In general, following
development, the site will continue to slope from a topographic high located along the southern
property lines towards the north. Fill of up to approximately 8 feet above ground surface (ags)
will be required which will allow grades of approximately 4.5% to be maintained. As noted, all
created soil slopes will be 1:3 or less and will be stabilized using ground cover material. In
addition retaining walls will be installed along the southern portion of the property to further
stabilize soils within the topographical high areas of the site and to reduce required grading. As
a result, it is expected that topographic impacts will be minimized to the maximum extent
practicable. In addition, due to the proposed grade transitions, planting of ground cover
materials, installation of retaining walls and stormwater detention facilities, the potential erosion
of surface soils and proposed grades will be mitigated through project design.

Additional safeguard against erosion will be achieved through the NYSDEC SPDES review of
stormwater control measures consistent with Phase I stormwater permitting for construction
sites in excess of 1-acre (DEC GP-02-01). Under this program, a Notice of Intent (NOI) must be
filed with the NYSDEC 60-days prior to commencement of construction, and a site specific
SWPPP must be maintained on site. In addition, a copy of the final NOI, SWPPP and Erosion &
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Sedimentation Control Plan will be submitted to the Town of Huntington simultaneously with
the NYSDEC submission.

1.5.2 Surtace Soils

The surface soils present on the subject property include CpE, MIB and RhB soils; Table 2-1 of
the DEIS lists those characteristics which could be a constraint or a limitation to development. A
majority of the site (6.87+ acres) is comprised of RhB and CpE soils and will be subject to
extensive grading for development. Only a small portion of the site (0.20+ acres) located in the
southern end of the property is comprised of MIB. This area of the property will be only subject
to surface grading, installation of a portion of the site access roadway and installation of a
section of a proposed residence. According to the soil survey, only the CpE soil type poses
severe limitations on development due to slopes and sandy surface layers as they relate to
dwellings, sewage disposal fields, roads and lawns/landscaping if proper engineering and site
development techniques are not employed. A detailed engineering grading plan will be prepared
to establish limits of clearing and grading, use of retaining walls, suitable grades and slopes and
proper drainage conveyance and retention. Disturbed areas of the site will be stabilized during
construction and will be graded to an appropriate slope (1:3 slopes) in order to provide suitable
surface areas to accommodate development. In addition, it is also noted that the CpE soils also
possess a limitation for sewage disposal fields due to severe slopes. The project sponsor is
seeking inclusion within the Huntington Sewer District so as to allow all sanitary wastewater
generated by the project to be conveyed off-site to the public sewer system for treatment and
disposal in the Huntington STP. Should this request not be approved, a plan has been prepared
to illustrate how proper engineering of the site will allow on-site septic systems to be installed
(Preliminary Map (On-Site Septic)). The only severe limitation related to MIB soils is due to
moderately slow permeability as it relates to sewage disposal fields. As indicated with respect to
CpE soils, the preferred option is to connect to the Huntington STP; however, an on-site system
option has also been designed. There were no severe limitations noted in the soil survey related

to the RhB soils found on the property. As a result of these mitigation measures noted above itis
not anticipated that the soil limitations noted will adversely impact development of the property.

1.5.3 Subsurface Geology

Grading operations or the excavations required for roads, retaining walls, homesites and the
drainage system are not expected to result in subsurface soil disturbance to a depth that will
adversely impact subsurface conditions.

The drainage system will be constructed through the removal of soil material. If needed and if
this material displays acceptable bearing capacity and leaching characteristics, this soil matenal
may be used as backfill in other areas of the site to produce acceptable slopes for construction
particularly for fill along the alignment of the roadbed. Excess acceptable material will be
removed by truck (between 7 AM and 6 PM) and sold as backfill. If such characteristics are not
determined, this material will be removed by truck to an acceptable landfill. As a result it is not
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expected that there will be any significant adverse impacts with regard to subsurface geological
conditions.

1.5.4 Water Resources

Groundwater Hydrology and Water Budget

Development of the site is not anticipated to significantly modify groundwater hydrology despite
the increase in impermeable surface area and use of an on-site drainage system that will retain all
runoff from developed surfaces on-site for recharge; no significant increase in groundwater
recharge is expected. Results of the SONIR model run completed for the proposed project (see
Table 1-1) estimate that recharge will not be changed from the site’s existing 4.10 MGY. In
addition, it is not expected that there will be a reduction in water sources to the on-site wetland
or pond, as discussed in more detail below. The analysis presented in the DEIS supports the
conclusion that runoff originating on the subject property is not a significant factor in the
hydrology of the wetlands and pond.

As discussed in the DEIS, the subject site lies in an area where there is a confluence of
stormwater drainage from the watershed associated with a ravine generally coinciding with Park
Avenue, and a ravine associated with Woodhull Road. The wetlands and pond system presently
receive a large quantity of runoff from these higher watershed areas. The subject site presently
receives a portion of this road runoff, particularly from Woodhull Road. The proposed on-site
drainage system, in conjunction with the proposed new curbing along Woodhull Road, will
eliminate this existing runoff impact, so that all runoff from Woodhull Road will remain on that
roadway and enter the public drainage system at Park Avenue.

The existing pond in the northeastern portion of the site is an impoundment system that lies
above the regional groundwater table. The water level control for this impoundment is found at
the northwest limit of the pond, where a weir overflows to the drainage piping system in Park
Avenue. The pond’s elevation establishes the basic elevation of water upstream to the south, and
thereby supports the small adjacent wetland system. This wetland is in a topographic low area
and, as a result, receives stormwater runoff from within the site, and is further supported by
accumulation of silt, organic material (leaf litter) and subsurface flow.

Parts of the subject property are underlain by a low-permeability clay substratum, which tends to
retain water. Controls instituted on the subject property essentially intercept water atop the clay
and convey it to a low point in the property with overflow to the drainage pipe system on Park
Avenue, as noted above. This installation did not result in alteration of the wetlands or pond, as
the pond still maintains flow to the drainage system.

The proposed project and the detailed engineering design that has been prepared will permit the
installation of a road and homesites in consideration of the unique hydrologic properties of the
site. In order for the proposed drainage system to work properly, adequate containment
capabilities must be provided. The clayey sand beneath parts of the site is not impermeable, but
retards the recharge of water through the 2 to 3.5 foot-thick layer. Since the clay is
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discontinuous, and is not impermeable, it is evident that many parts of the site recharge as they
would if the clay were not present. As a result, the clay is not a major source of water to the
wetlands and pond. As a result, the establishment of the proposed drainage system is not
expected to adversely affect the hydrology of the wetland or the pond on the subject site.

Drainage system design has considered the site’s hydrologic characteristics. Most of the soil
borings shown on the plans intercept the regional water table at an elevation of 42 to 48 feet asl.
Several borings intercept water at 52 to 63 feet asl, and primarily include those borings that show
evidence of either a 2 to 3.5 foot-thick brown clayey sand or a silty sand hardpan layer. Despite
the increase in impervious surfaces, the proposed project will maintain the existing volume of
recharge generated on-site (as predicted by the SONIR model). This is due to the use of off-site
sewage treatment, which compensates for the cessation of the existing impact whereby off-site
runoff enters the site to be recharged (which removes a substantial volume of water from
recharge on-site). The proposed on-site drainage system will retain all runoff from the
developed portion of the site, and recharge it to groundwater.

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater impacts that may occur during construction activities could potentially result from
building materials and equipment stored on-site. Building materials are anticipated to be inert
and therefore are not expected to have an adverse impact on groundwater quality at the site.
Equipment stored on-site which will be utilized during clearing and construction activities would
be required for any land use on the site. Reputable contractors will be used and the construction
company (along with the applicant and site owner) will be responsible to properly maintain and
operate equipment and address any potential water quality threats pursuant to State laws. In
addition, construction activities will only occur over an estimated 6 to 9 month period and as a
result no significant or long-term construction impact to groundwater quality is anticipated.

The operation of the proposed project will not utilize any toxic/hazardous industrial chemicals or
solvents. The only discharges anticipated to occur would be comprised of runoff from
impervious surfaces. As a result, use of the site is not anticipated to result in any discharges that
would adversely impact groundwater quality underlying the site.

The project is proposed to be connected to the Huntington STP. It is anticipated that the
concentration of nitrates (as nitrogen) generated on-site will be decreased by the proposed
project, due primarily to the conveyance of wastewater to the STP, and since several residences
currently exist on site and now discharge sanitary effluent to groundwater. The SONIR
computer model (presented in Section 2.4.1 of the DEIS) was applied to the proposed project, to
determine the expected concentration of nitrogen in recharge originating on the site. The results
(Appendix E-1) indicate that the nitrogen concentration will decrease to 0.01 mg/l, which
represents a substantial reduction as compared to the existing level of 2.02 mg/l. As no
tertilizers will be used and wastewater will be sent off-site for treatment and disposal, the only
sources of nitrogen will be in rainfall and lawn irrigation water. This anticipated concentration is
less than the NYSDEC drinking water standard of 10 mg/l and the proposed project is not
expected to result in significant adverse etfects to groundwater quality with regard to nitrogen
loading.
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There are no potential impacts to water resources from stormwater generated on-site, based upon
analysis of the project’s conformance to design requirements of the Town, and to
recommendations of the 208 and NURP studies. Specifically, the project will retain and
recharge all stormwater within the site; there would be no direct discharge of runoff from
developed site surfaces to the public drainage system. Based upon the NURP Study, the low-
density residential nature of the site and vicinity does not represent a significant source that
could impact groundwater quality. As a result, no significant impact to groundwater quality is
anticipated from recharge of stormwater from the project site.

Watershed and Drainage Conditions

Stormwater runoff will be generated from impervious surfaces such as the proposed internal
roadway, driveways, roofs, sidewalks, etc. On-site drainage will be altered due to the overall
grading and redevelopment of the subject property; however, proper grading, erosion control
techniques and drainage containment will minimize impacts.

To inhibit the free flow of stormwater runoft from the site, the removal of natural vegetation will
be limited to the greatest extent practicable, including vegetation to remain along the boundaries
of the subject property. Disturbed areas not covered with buildings or pavement will be
revegetated with landscape vegetation consisting of lawn, shrubbery and trees. Additional
protection against erosion and sedimentation will be provided by implementing an overall
grading plan which will not create surface contours in excess of 1:3, to prevent the migration of
overland runoff to adjacent properties. In addition, each residential structure will be designed
with proper grading at the time of building permit review and, when the architecture of
residences is known, all gutters and leaders will be directed to drywells for recharge.

The Town Department of Planning and Environment staft has noted that water from the flooded
basement of a neighboring property (not part of the project site but owned by the applicant) 1s
pumped into the low area in the site’s northernmost corner. The Alternative 4/Preferred Plan
(Sewered), Overall Map indicates the maximum potential extent of this ponded area, which
elevation is controlled by the 48.5-foot, where it overflows onto Park Avenue. The applicant
plans to repair the basement walls of this house, thereby ending this flooding problem and the
associated off-site discharge onto the subject site.

1.5.5 Ecological Resources

The impacts to ecological resources are typically a direct result of clearing of natural vegetation,
the resulting loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat, and the increase in human activity. The
proposed development will require a minimal amount of clearing of natural vegetation on the
property. The proposed project will necessitate removal of a portion of the successional
hardwood forest found on site, though this vegetation type will be replaced, so that there will
ultimately be a net increase of 0.48 acres. In addition, the existing fragmentation and
significance of this habitat as documented herein tends to reduce the magnitude ot this impact as
is discussed further below. The existing lawn areas and woodland habitat will be utilized for the
drainage system, developed with residential units or replanted with landscape vegetation.
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However, large contiguous areas of existing wetlands and forested upland will remain natural
and will become protected areas for wildlife. The entire wetlands complex along the eastern
portion of the site will be preserved as dedicated area (approximately 2.71 acres), including a
100-foot wetland buffer where natural woodland currently exists. The change in habitat acreage
contained in Table 1-1 provides a quantitative account of the project’s potential impact as well
as benefits with respect to site vegetation.

The vegetation found on the project site provides habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species,
including species found in suburban and woodland habitats. Based on the project plan, much of
this natural vegetation will remain intact, although some of the upland wooded vegetation will be
replaced by residential units and landscaping. With time, landscaping will become reestablished
and provide habitat for those species which originally utilized it. The overall change in habitat
on site will cause a minimal local impact on relatively common wildlife species, as will be
discussed in more detail below. Overall, this impact is not expected to be significant given the
common status of wildlife on site and the context of the site with surrounding lands and expected
development patterns.

The majority of wildlife found in successional habitats will utilize suburban areas, and most of
those numbers would be expected on site following construction. Those species that are
intolerant of development and are restricted to interior forest habitats will be most affected by the
proposed project, but relatively few of these species are expected. The mown turf on the
property constitutes a very small percentage of the grassland habitat in the vicinity of the site.
The wooded edge habitat on the property is only a fraction of the available woodland in the
vicinity of the site, and clearing of this habitat should only minimally impact most species. Use
of native and non-invasive non-native species in landscaping which offer benefits to wildlite
should be considered for planting as a mitigation measure.

In determining impacts upon the existing wildlife populations, it can be assumed that an
equilibrium population size is established in an area for each species as determined by
availability of resources in the habitat. Thus, the removal of habitat resulting from the proposed
project will cause a direct impact on the abundance and diversity of wildlife using the site.
Although the assumption that species are at equilibrium is an oversimplification, it does provide
a worst-case scenario in determining the impact of habitat loss. In addition to this direct impact,
the increased intensity of human activity and potential increase of domestic pets on the site will
cause an indirect impact on the wildlife that remains on the site and in the area, under post-
development conditions. Domestic dogs are currently present on the subject property and limit
the use of landscaped areas surrounding the dwellings by wildlife. Additionally, various studies
have documented the impacts of domestic cats on local bird and small mammal populations and
it is presumed that the proposed development would result in the increase of domestic cats on the
project site and adjacent natural areas. However, it cannot be stated that domestic cats would be
newly introduced to the project site and adjacent areas as a result of the project. The residential
nature of the surrounding properties suggests the existing presence of free roaming domestic cats
which likely hunt birds and small mammals both on and adjacent to the subject property. Thus,
the combined removal of habitat and potential increase in domestic pets as a result of the
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proposed project may result in direct and indirect impacts on localized populations of commonly
occurring species of wildlife that are tolerant of human activity.

In the short term, lands adjacent to the subject property will experience a slight increase in the
abundance of certain wildlife populations due to displacement of individuals by the construction
phase of the proposed project. Ultimately, competition with both conspecifics and other species
already utilizing the resources of the surrounding lands should result in a net decrease in
population size for most species. The effect on the density and diversity of regional populations
of most species should be minimal, as minimal wooded habitat is to be affected. The impacts of
habitat losses are cumulative, however, and impacts need to be considered in light of regional
planning.

Literature suggests that many avian species are able to adapt to both urban and suburban
environments. Birds such as the crows, doves, blue jay, Amertcan robin, northern mockingbird,
brown thrasher, gray catbird, brown thrasher, cedar waxwing, grackle, northemn oriole, red-
winged blackbird, and cowbird may be temporarily aftfected by the development of the property;
however, these birds usually adjust well to human activities. The proposed project will primarily
disrupt the existing landscape vegetation on site and vacant structures that may be utilized by
bird species, but most of these species will utilize the site once landscaping is reestablished. The
avian, mammalian, and reptilian species that may utilize the wetland areas and surrounding
wooded upland are expected to be minimally affected, as this habitat will remain intact and
adjacent area buffers will be improved. In addition, illicit discharges and waste water discharge
in proximity to the pond will be removed by the proposed sewering; this can be expected to
result in improved water quality. Following construction, those birds and mammals that utilize
landscaped habitats will return to the site in limited numbers. Ultimately, the proposed project
will result in a minimally lower equilibrium population density for most species.

Rare Species/Habitat Potential

In a letter dated March 11, 2005 (Appendix G-3 of the DEIS), The New York Natural Heritage
Program listed Wild Sorrel (Rumex hastatuls) and Little-leaf Tick-trefoil (Desmodium ciliare) as
two threatened vascular plants that may be present on or near the subject property. Though
globally secure, they are vulnerable in New York State. Wild sorrel was last spotted in 1996 less
than one mile from the subject property. Both of these species prefer sandy, well-drained soils in
meadows or oak openings. Neither of these species was encountered during any site visit and are
not believed to occur on the subject property due to lack of suitable habitat.

Of the avian species listed as being likely on the site, none are listed as species of special
concern by the State of New York. The eastern hognose snake is listed as a special concern
species. Special concern species are native species that are not recognized as endangered or
threatened, but for which there is documented concern about their welfare in New York State as
a whole. Unlike threatened or endangered species, species of special concern receive no
additional protection under New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 11-0535.
This category is intended to enhance public awareness of those species that deserve additional
attention.
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The eastern hognose snake is the only reptile species potentially found on site that is listed as a
special concern species. The hognose snake may be expected to occur on the site in small
numbers, and may suffer some direct loss. Although there is documented concern about its
welfare in New York State, this special concern species receives no additional legal protection
under Environmental Conservation Law Section 11-0535.

The tiger salamander, which is listed as endangered by the NYSDEC, is a mole salamander that
breeds primarily in vernal ponds. Tiger salamanders prefer ponds with a long hydroperiod, with
abundant herbaceous cover within the flooded portion and in ponds that have an open canopy.
The project site does not provide suitable habitat for breeding tiger salamanders and no
threatened or endangered species are expected on site.

1.5.6 Land Use, Zoning and Plans

Land Use

The subject property is presently classified as residential use and vacant land. As discussed in
Section 3.1.1 of the DEIS, the residential use of the subject property is consistent and in
conformity with residential use on adjacent properties.

The proposed project includes retention of an existing non-historic home on the site for
continued private occupancy, moving and renovating the existing rental cottage (formerly, a milk
house) to a location along Woodhull Road for renovation and re-use as a community center for
site residents, renovation/occupancy of the two (2) historic homes along Woodhull Road and
construction of 7 new units. In addition, open spaces on the site will be retained and protected
by dedicating the eastern 2.71 acres of the property (which contains the NYSDEC-mapped
Freshwater Wetland) to the Town. These actions will combine to enhance the area’s historic and
aesthetic characteristics by preserving and protecting land use characteristics deemed valuable by
the community (e.g., the wetlands and steep slopes).

The above resource preservations and protections have been made possible in part by the
applicant’s willingness to reduce the size of the new units and to develop them in attached,
multi-unit structures that will nonetheless be architecturally designed to appear to be traditional
detached homes, and to renovate and re-use four of the existing structures. The 10-unit yield of
the proposed project is the same as the density for the site if it were developed as a conventional
10-1ot subdivision; no increase in yield is proposed.

The subject property is proposed as a ten-lot residential subdivision on 7.07 acres of land. The
seven new homes will be two-story, three-bedroom units in three 2-unit clusters and one
freestanding structure. The three existing residences include two 3-bedroom units (historic) and
one 4-bedroom non-historic house. The proposed residential density of the site will be consistent
with that of the adjacent properties and somewhat more dense than the use in the area east of
Park Avenue, which has greater minimum lot size requirements as a result of the existing zoning
pattern. Therefore, through design and cooperation with the Town, the clustered subdivision of
the property is not expected to impact the existing land use in the vicinity.
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It is anticipated that extension of its sewer line southward along Park Avenue and Woodhull
Road would increase the potential for intensified (i.e., development in excess of that allowed as-
of-right) development of sites served by this new utility line. However, the proposed project
does not represent such an intensification; it is designed to reflect only its as-of-right yield.
Theretore, the proposed project would not meet this Town concern, and no adverse impact in this
respect is anticipated. However, such an extension would represent a potential growth-
inducement, as discussed and analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIS.

Zoning

The proposed project does not require a change of zone from its current R-7 zoning
classification, nor does it require a Special Use Permit or Special Exception Approval. The use
and configuration of development is enabled under NYS Town Law Section 278 through
clustering as administered by the Town of Huntington. As a result, there will be no impacts to
the zoning of the site or vicinity, or to the zoning pattern of the area. The proposed plan results
in a layout of 10 condominiums with shared common area, and has been designed to conform to
comments provided the Town after the DEIS was adopted and the SEQRA hearing was held. In
general, the subdivision plan is based on a conservation design that incorporates significant areas
of open space and common areas in order to preserve environmentally sensitive features
including the two historic and one non-historic homes, the former milk house and preservation of
wetlands and steep slopes.

Through the use of Town Law Section 278, the project is not required to meet the (strict
application of) dimensional requirements for a subdivision in the R-7 zone. However, by use of
the site design flexibility of “clustering” inherent in the Town Zoning Code and its above-
described conservation design, the project will develop that portion of the site already impacted
and preserve its more valuable natural and historic portions.

Areas of steep slopes will be preserved and any development occurring on areas having slopes of
10% or more will be in conformance with the Town of Huntington Subdivision Regulations,
Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook as discussed in Section 1.3.2 of the DEIS. The
project’s design reflects the limitation imposed by the presence of steep slopes; however, as the
project is a clustered design, no individual lots are proposed, and several of the new residences
will be located in the steep slope area of the site.

With regard to historic architectural requirements, these requirements are applicable to those
properties that have been designated as historic structures. The two historic buildings located on
Woodhull Road will be renovated and occupied, and it is expected that any renovations will
adhere to the requirements of this code.

Two of the four existing structures on the Kiruv property to remain are not designated as historic
structures, and therefore it is not required that any alterations or restorations to them adhere to
the architectural standards of the Town Code. However, as the entire site is within a Town-
designated Historic District, the Town clearly intends that alterations (as well as the new homes)
should use architecture and building materials complementary to the prevailing architecture of
the district. While no plans for such alterations have been prepared, the applicant will ensure
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that the design will include architectural treatment and building materials having colors and
textures consistent with the period exemplified by the Old Town Green Historic District. Since
the proposed project conforms to the R-7 zoning and no variances are required, no impacts are
expected with regard to zoning.

Land Use Plans

Town Comprehensive Plan Update (1993)

The proposed project will be in conformance with the 1993 Town Comprehensive Plan Update
in regard to land use type and the zoning classification associated with that land use type. In
particular, the recommendations of the Update will be followed by the project, as follows:

Environmental Conditions
e Direct more intensive development to less environmentally sensitive areas and assure that
sufficient infrastructure support is provided.

The site contains freshwater features including a man-made pond, stream, emergent marsh, forested
wetlands, and several groundwater seeps or springs. The Update also recommends that, in order to
protect sensitive environmental features within a parcel, clustering should be considered in order to
preserve open space. The 7.07-acre project site will maintain a 2.71-acre area of land (38.3% of the
site) along its eastern property line for dedication to the Town, thereby minimizing the potential for
impact. In addition, infrastructure support exists in the area, and will be utilized. The site is served
by public water and is proposed to comnect to the Huntington STP.

Housing

e Minimize disruptions or alterations to established neighborhoods and development densities.
This will help preserve property values in areas accommodating development.

The project has been designed to minimize impact to the character of the neighborhood, by its

conformance to the existing land use type in the area. The project is generally within an existing

developed area and, through cluster design, is both consistent with surrounding development densities

and will minimize disruption on the neighborhood on a long-term basis.

s Design new developments which respect all environmental limitations.

The project has been designed to avoid impact to that portion of the site that presents environmental
limitations, specifically the conservation areas. Steep slopes areas will be retained through design,
wetland areas will be avoided and the two (2) historic homes and two non-historic buildings on-site
will be retained, renovated and reoccupied.

Historic Resources

o Make proposed actions that are adjacent to or partially or wholly within locally designated
historic properties or districts subject to the most stringent review standards promulgated in the
SEQRA regulations.

The project has been designed to emulate the historic appearance of the historic district where the site

is located. Furthermore, the two existing historic houses and two non-historic structures on the

subject property will be retained, renovated and reoccupied. Therefore the project will not impact the

historic character of the area. This DEIS provides a framework for thorough environmental review

with public input, consistent with the recommendation.
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Draft Vision Statement for the Town of Huntington's Comprehensive Plan Update

The proposed project will conform to the applicable goals described in the Draft Vision
Statement. The project will protect and restore historic resources on the site, provide an
extension of the Town heritage trail, and preserve and enhance the site and area’s aesthetic and
historic character. The project will also protect wetlands and open space as well as maintain the
existing land use of the site and area. Hence, the project will be consistent with the spirit of the
Statement and the new Comprehensive Plan.

Town Open Space Index

The subject property does not fall within, intersect with or immediately abut any parcel listed on
the Index. Therefore, the project is not in conflict with the Town Open Space Index, as this plan
does not apply.

Suffolk County Planning Commission Subdivision Guidebook
B. SUBDIVISION ROADS

The proposed internal roadway will be 30-feet in width, and so will not be dedicated to the Town;
it will be owned and maintained by the HOA created by the individual owners. The project is not
anticipated to generate a significant number of vehicle trips or contlict with traffic patterns. Due
to the configuration of the site and the presence of the dedicated area, a second vehicle access
cannot be provided, as recommended in the Guidebook. An emergency access point has been
delineated.

C. STORMWATER
The proposed project includes an on-site stormwater retention and recharge system. In this way,
the potential for adverse impacts to groundwater and surface water quality, especially for the
wetlands on the property, will be minimized.

D. OPEN SPACE
The project will maintain 2.62-acres of dedication area in order to protect the wetlands on the
property. Therefore, more than 37% of the project site will remain as it currently exists.

E. GENERAL
The layout of the proposed project is the result of careful consideration of the existing natural
features of the site (including topography, developed area, natural vegetation patterns and
presence of the wetlands) and Town agency input.

1.5.7 Community Character

As discussed and analyzed in Section 3.1.2 of the DEIS, the existing residential character of the
site will not be substantially changed by the proposed project, and there will be no impact to the
prevailing residential land use pattern of the vicinity. As a result, no impacts to the residential
character of the community are anticipated. The discussion below analyzes the potential for
impacts to the visual character of the site and vicinity.

The deteriorated barn and silo will be removed; the non-historic house will remain in this use;
the milk house will be moved and renovated for re-use as a community center for the site’s
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residents; and the applicant will renovate the two historic houses along Woodhull Road for re-
use as residences. While a portion of the existing vegetation will be cleared for the project, this
clearing will occur mainly within the interior of the property, leaving naturally vegetated buffers
to be retained along the eastern property line and on the southwestern corner of the site.
Retention of the vegetation in these areas will minimize the potential for adverse impacts for
outside observers by minimizing the increase in visibility of the project. During the majority of
the year (i.e., spring, summer and autumn, when trees are in leaf), the depth of the buffers,
combined with the thickness of the vegetation and the mix of taller trees and understory will
result in a minimal opportunity to discern the buildings.

Due to the conservation design of the project, the vegetation on the northern tip of the property
will remain undisturbed. In areas where vegetation will be cleared, a minimum of approximately
25 feet of landscaped buffer will be provided to screen the site from traffic and prevent impact
on the adjacent properties.

In general, the impact of the project on the visual resources of the site will be to slightly increase
the visibility of the buildings proposed, primarily from the west. Viewers closer to the site to the
north, east and south will experience lesser degrees of impact, as the thickness and density of
vegetation retained within the sites in these directions is greater than for the western buffer areas,
which are currently less natural.

The project will also enhance the historic character of the area by use of landscaping,
architectural designs and building materials complementary to the prevailing architecture of the
district. While no architectural plans have been prepared, the applicant will ensure that the
design will include architectural treatment and building materials having colors and textures
consistent with the period exemplified by the Old Town Green Historic District.

1.5.8 Community Services

Socio-Economics

Development of the proposed project will result in a significant increase in the amount of tax
revenue generated from the subject parcel, to be distributed to the various taxing jurisdictions.
The additional taxes generated will help offset the additional expenses incurred by the various
jurisdictions caused by an increase in service requirements from the proposed project. In order
to quantify the projected future tax revenue generated as a result of the proposed project, the land
assessment for the existing home (which is now situated on a large lot) was reduced to reflect the
future conditions (from $1,690 to $500), thereby reducing the total assessment to $4,900. The
resulting tax revenue for the existing/renovated home is expected to be about $12,353 per year
based upon current (2005-2006) tax rates. Based on a projected assessment for the new units
utilizing the current Town of Huntington Residential Assessment Ratio (RAR), expected market
value and adjusted for condominium assessment restrictions', it is estimated that the tax revenue
generated by the nine homes will be approximately $75,532 per year (in addition to the revenue

! Estimated future assessed value based upon 30% reduction from the assessed value of a non-condominium

residence.

NPV
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generated by the existing home). Table 1-2 provides a breakdown of the estimated tax revenue
and relative increase that is expected to be generated by the project. Based on this analysis, it is
expected that the project will result in an increase in tax revenue by approximately $70,495 per
year.

Table 1-2
TAX GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION¥
Existing and Proposed

Tax Rate Existing | Anticipated | Increase in

Tax Type ($/8100 assessed, | Taxes** Taxes*** Taxes

except refuse) ($/yr) (8/yr) (8/yr)
School Dist. - Huntington 167.82 11,395 57,311 45916
Library Dist. - Huntington 14.685 997 5,015 4,018
County General Fund 1.442 98 492 395
NYS Mandated 1.358 92 464 372
NYS Real Property Tax Law 2.097 142 716 574
County Police District 28.923 1,964 9.877 7,913
Town/Pt. Town 9.034 613 3,085 2,472
Highway Tax 10.067 684 3,438 2,754
Lighting Dist. - Town Wide 1.022 69 349 3280
Open Space Bonds [ & I1 1.327 90 453 363
Fire - Huntington 6.623 450 2,262 1,812
Ambulance Dist - Huntington 2.294 156 783 628
Refuse District* 374.96 750 3,750 3,000
Total 246.692 17,500 87,995 70,495

* Based on 2005-06 Tax Year, including refuse collection for 2 homes.

**  Based on $6,790 assessed value for existing site.

¥k Agsuming $8,392/yr taxes for new homes, based on comparable development and assessed valuation
adjusted for condominium assessment restrictions.

The proposed project will also result in generation of numerous, temporary jobs during the
construction phase of the project, with subsequent secondary job generation following
development due to increased demand for local services (i.e. landscaping, clearing, maintenance,
etc.). Consumer spending will have a “ripple” effect, providing additional economic benefit to
providers of goods and services within the local area during and following construction. The
project will also provide a permanent land use for the site that is viable and has a high probability
of success through full utilization.

Schools

The proposed project is expected to result in 6 school-aged children, based on multipliers shown
in Table 1-1. These multipliers are based on a study prepared by the Center tor Urban Policy
Research (CUPR), Rutgers University. Based upon the estimate that 3 school-aged children live
in the existing homes on the property, the proposed development would account for an increase
of only 3 students to the district. It is noted that the school tax revenue will increase by nearly
$46,000 per year, which offsets the cost to educate additional school-aged children. Based upon
this analysis, the school taxes generated currently do not fund the cost to educate a single

NPGY
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student. The projected tax revenue is expected to sustain the cost to educate approximately 3
students based upon the current cost/student expenditure rate.

The Huntington UFSD response letter indicates that the district is obligated to provide
educational services to all students in the district. As the increase in enrollment is only 3
students, it is not anticipated that there will be any adverse impacts on the Huntington UFSD.

Police Protection

The response letter from the SCPD states that the proposed project “...should have a negligible
impact upon this sector.” In addition, the project will increase SCPD allocations to
approximately $7,913/year, which would defray at least a portion of the increased costs to the
department to provide services to the site, if needed.

Fire Protection
In consideration of the residential nature of the project, it is not anticipated that additional or
specialized training or staffing of the Huntington Fire District will be necessary.

Construction of the new homes will conform to applicable requirements of the NYS Fire and
Building Codes. Fire/smoke detectors will be installed as required in new homes to render early
warning of any fire incidents until professional assistance arrives. It is expected that the
proposed project will generate approximately $2,262 in annual tax revenue to the fire district,
defraying a portion of the increased costs to the department to provide emergency services to the
site.

Ambulances and Hospitals

There is a hospital and ambulance service provider in the immediate area of the project site (see
Figure 13 of the DEIS). The proposed project will result in a minimal (30 capita) increase in
population in the immediate vicinity. The proposed project will generate additional monies to
the Town general tax districts, which should help offset any additional demand for social
services. As a result, no significant impacts to healthcare facilities or ambulance service
providers are anticipated.

Recreation

The proposed project will result in a slightly increased (30 capita) number of residents within the
vicinity of the public parks shown in Figure 12 of the DEIS, though it is not anticipated that any
increased visitation to these recreational areas will be significant. The project will dedicate 2.71
acres of land to the Town for it to extend its existing heritage trail, as well as for the freshwater
wetland for public recreational purposes. This will add to the Town’s recreational resource base,
at no cost to the Town for land acquisition.

Solid Waste Handling/Recycling

The proposed residential use is predicted to generate approximately 181 lbs/day of solid waste,
which would represent less than 0.009% of the total volume disposed at the Town facility. Solid
waste will be removed by the Town of Huntington and disposed of at the Town of Huntington’s
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Resource Recovery Facility. The site’s owner presently pays the Town a fee of $750/year for
solid waste pick-up (the general refuse fee times two).

It is not anticipated that any toxic or hazardous waste will be generated, stored or used on the site
other than general household-type cleaners. In summary, the type and volume of solid wastes
generated by the project are not expected to have a significant impact on the operation of the
Town facility. Residents are expected to deposit bagged wastes in closed containers for curbside
collection. As a result, impacts from solid waste generated by the proposed project or to solid
waste handling facilities are not anticipated.

1.5.9 Utilities

Y7 t

Water Supply

The volume of potable water required by the proposed project is assumed to be the same as the
generation of wastewater for the project plus landscape irrigation, which is 3,389 gpd. Appendix
J of the DEIS contains the Letter of Water Availability for the project. The SCWA is chartered
by the State of New York to provide potable water to all sites within its authorized service area;
therefore, it is anticipated that the SCWA will be able to service the site, particularly in
consideration of its small water demand. The site residences are already served by public water;
therefore, the marginal increase in site population represents a relatively minor increase in water
consumption above existing conditions.

Wastewater Treatment

Assuming that the 3,000 gpd of water required for the project will be used for sanitary purposes,
3,000 gpd of wastewater will be generated. The proposed project includes a request to extend
the Town Sewer District to encompass the site, to enable it to utilize the existing Town sewer
system and STP to treat and dispose of its sanitary wastewater. The proposed project would
connect to the sewer district via a new pipe laid beneath Woodhull Road, from the site access
northward to the existing 8-inch sewer main beneath Park Avenue. The applicant submitted a
Sewer District Extension Request letter to the Town Board in November of 2004; the response
letter (dated January 6, 2005, see Appendix E of the DEIS) indicates that the district’s sanitary
sewage flow is approaching the limits of the STP’s design and permitted flow capacities. A
sewer capacity study is currently being prepared for the Huntington Sewer District to determine a
future course of action. However, an involved agency may not undertake, fund or approve an
action until all provisions of SEQRA have been completed; therefore, the district cannot consider
the extension request until the SEQRA process for the Subdivision application has been
completed. In the event that no connection is possible, the use of individual sanitary septic tanks
will be necessary; see Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (On-Site Septic).

Energy
The proposed project will increase the electrical and, if used, natural gas consumption in the

area, and will require service connections of the electrical and natural gas lines to the seven
additional dwelling units. KeySpan has indicated (Appendix J of the DEIS) that they will supply
electricity to the site within its filed schedules and taniffs of the utilities operating conditions. In
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consideration of the small size ot the project, the resulting electrical and natural gas demands are
not anticipated to result in significant impacts to KeySpan or its ability to serve other sites in the
vicinity.

1.5.10 Transportation

The trip generation estimates for the traffic to be created by the proposed nine single-family
homes were calculated using the statistical data provided in the manual, Trip Generation, 7th
Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 2003. It is expected that
the proposed single-family homes will generate 7 trips during the AM peak hour (2 entering, 5
exiting), 9 trips during the PM peak hour (6 entering, 3 exiting), and 9 trips during the Saturday
peak hour (5 entering, 4 exiting). The trip generation volumes are presented in Table 1-3 below.

Table 1-3
ESTIMATED TRIP GENERATION
(vehicle trips)
AM Peak PM Peak | Saturday Peak
Hour Hour Hour
Enter 2 6 5
Exit 3 3 4
Total 7 9 9

As shown in the table, the proposed single-family homes are not expected to generate a
significant number of trips during the AM, PM, or the Saturday peak hours. The most trips
expected to be generated are nine during the PM and Saturday peak hours or an average of one
trip every seven minutes. It is assumed that the distribution of these residential single-family
trips will follow the typical commuter distribution pattern. Therefore the projected trips will
disperse more towards the south in the moming peak period where the major highways (LIE and
Northern State Parkway) and LIRR train station are located, with the reverse pattern from the
north occurring in the evening peak hour. It is not expected that these trips will generate any
significant traffic impact on Park Avenue considering the relatively low projected site volumes
compared to the current roadway volumes.

The Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) for the project proposes a single access onto
Woodhull Road, with no direct access onto Park Avenue. An intersection sight distance
measurement was performed at the proposed driveway location in accordance with the
recommendation contained in 4 Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, published
by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).
AASHTO states that for the most critical movement, a vehicle making a left-tum from the
driveway, an intersection sight distance of 335 feet is recommended for a design speed ot 30
mph.
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The plan indicates a driveway on the south side of Woodhull Road approximately 470 feet west
of CR 35 labeled Kiruv Way. Kiruv Way/ Kiruv Court will be 30-foot wide two-way private
roadway providing access to the proposed homes. The available sight distance for drivers
exiting the site is anticipated to be in excess of 335 feet to both the east and west along Woodhull
Road. Given the low traffic volumes and adequate sight distances on this roadway, no signiticant
adverse traffic impacts are expected as a result of this project.

The project includes a small (306 SF) dedication of land at the intersection of Park Avenue and
Woodhull Road, for the Town to increase the turning radius at this point, as the angle for
vehicles turning right from Woodhull Road onto Park Avenue is greater than 90°. This will
provide improved traffic flow and safety at this intersection, particularly for longer trucks, school
buses and articulated fire trucks.

1.5.11 Cultural Resources

The Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) shows that there will be no development in the
site’s northernmost corner, where a colonial-era tannery site (including a stone and mortar vat)
and Revolutionary War-period huts for Hessians (German mercenaries in the employ of the
British Crown) were quartered. The Stage I Archaeological Evaluation and Survey (see
Appendix L of the DEIS, which was prepared when the proposed project included an
Impoundment Area in this location) recommended mitigation in these areas, in the form of
excavations and data and, possibly, artifact recovery and curation. However, as these areas will
no longer be impacted, this mitigation is no longer necessary or proposed. As discussed in
Section 1.5.4, the existing flow of water from the basement of the neighboring residence will be
eliminated, so that this component of surface flow will be removed from the existing flooding
condition in this area.

The OPRHP has expressed a desire to retain the bam and silo on the property and, in the past,
suggested adaptive re-use of this structure (see correspondences included in Appendix A-7 of the
DEIS). However, and in addition to the structural engineer’s reports (Appendix A-4 of the
DEIS), this action is not feasible desirable or in keeping with the goals and objectives of the
project sponsor for the following reasons:

o The site is privately owned and zoned for residential use under the R-7 zone.

e The barn and silo are not designated historic structures.

e The applicant does not intend to incur the substantial expense of rebuilding or maintaining these
deteriorated structures.

» The re-use option is not consistent with the site’s zoning or applicant’s desires.

e The structural integrity of the buildings is very poor; the feasibility of adaptive re-use is highly
questionable.

o The structure is affected by springs of water seeping through the ground within the building.

e The silo is severely degraded and in danger of failure.

o The site is an attractive nuisance and a potential danger from vandalism, fire or physical harm due
to the condition of the structures.

Page 1-26




Kiruv Estates
Subdivision Application
FEIS

Overall, retention of the barn and silo is not considered a viable or desirable option for the site in
connection with private development consistent with zoning. The applicant does not intend to
retain these deteriorated, dangerous structures in connection with a new residential development.

1.5.12 Public Health

In its EAF Part III prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A-6 of the DEIS), the Town
Planning and Environmental Review Divisions expressed concemns regarding soil moisture
impacts on home structural integrity and resident health and safety, as well as safety concerns
associated with a prior on-site drainage system which utilized surface impoundments. The
project’s stormwater system has been redesigned and no longer includes such a system. Instead,
an on-site retention system having a capacity to store 6 inches of runoff from developed surfaces
tributary to the system, as well as 2 inches from rooftops is proposed. It will recharge all this
runoff by use of a recharge field; no overflow to the public storm sewer system is proposed.
However, in the event of a storm event in excess of this design capacity, excess site runoff would
travel downslope to the ponding area in the site’s northernmost corner, which would then
overtlow to the public drainage system on Park Avenue. The specific concerns noted in that
document follow, with brief discussions of those project features that would minimize or
eliminate each.

s Basements, if present, may be flooded due to the close proximity of the impoundments.
Impoundments are no longer proposed, and no units are proposed in the lower northern portion of
the site, where the depth to groundwater is low.

e Saturated soils may present a long-term drainage problem.
It should be noted that the groundwater that is the cause of concern is perched water, and is not
reflective of the true water table. The proposed drainage system has been designed in
conformance with applicable Town standards and engineering requirements, and will be subject
to Town review and approval during the Site Plan review process, thereby minimizing potential
problems from high groundwater and soil moisture levels by ensuring a proper vertical separation
between this system and groundwater.

o The building foundations may be rendered unstable due to the close proximity of the

impoundments. Prolonged soil or surface water in contact with footers and foundations can
weaken soil bearing capacitv, and thereby increase wall settlement and form cracks in walls and
Joundations. Seepage under foundation footers can erode soil, thereby removing support and
cause walls to drop or crack. Excessive moisture may eventually penetrate and buckle flooring
or cause warping, making windows, doors and cabinets difficult to close or open.
If unsuitable soils are found, piles can be driven to provide for proper foundations. Recharge
basins and similar drainage system designs are an engineering solution commonly associated with
residential development in the Town of Huntington as well as in Suffolk County. Accepted
engineering practice (including use of foundation sealing, impermeable membranes and footing
drains with separate drywells) has shown that properly-designed features such as these, upon
review and approval of Town and County agencies, do not result in safety hazards such as
foundation instability or cracking, soil erosion, floor buckling, etc.
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s The impoundments may be a safety (drowning) hazard for children.
Impoundments are no longer proposed; the proposed drainage system is an underground system
and would not be accessible to children.

o Mosquitoes hatched in the impoundments may become an annoyance as well as health hazard.
Impoundments are no longer proposed. The proposed drainage system is located underground and
would not be accessible to mosquitoes.

o Saturated soils may cause high humidity in basements and crawl spaces, resulting in surface

condensation, mildew, fungi, musty odors and a general unhealthy home environment. High
humidity in basements and crawl spaces may result in deterioration of floor joists, beams and
sub-flooring, insulation and electrical-mechanical systems.
Though the on-site drainage system will increase the amount of water recharged on-site, the
system has been located at the lower end of the developed area, which would minimize the
potential for soils in the higher elevations adjacent to become saturated. In addition, modern
HVAC systems are well-suited to address potential humidity problems and, in conjunction with
the foundation waterproofing techniques noted above, minimize the potential for mildew and
fungi, as well as impacts to the substructure of the houses

s As crawl space or basement dampness always moves toward drier upstairs areas, higher

humidity will result in costlier heating and air conditioning bill, as larger volumes of living space
are affected. In the case of crawl spaces, if the upper-flooring insulation collects moisture or sags
from excessive wetness, heating and air conditioning costs are driven higher. Wet basements and
crawl spaces reduce the value of a house, at least by the amount that would be required to repair
the damage and eliminate the cause of the problem.
As noted above, several features of the proposed project will minimize the potential for excessive
energy costs due to high humidity levels, including: use of modern waterproofing techniques; use
of an on-site drainage system designed in conformance with Town and County requirements and
approvals; and use of modern, energy-efficient HVAC systems.

In summary, based on the applicant’s intended use of moderm construction techniques commonly
implemented elsewhere in the Town and region, these health- and safety-related concerns will be
addressed by the proposed project and are not anticipated to result in any significant adverse
impacts.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.1 Comments Related to Sanitary System and Drainage System Performance &
Impacts

Comments B-6, B-7, B-8, B-21, B-39, B-40, B-46, B-51, C-2, C-15, C-17, C-25, C-34 through
C-37,C-42, D-11, D-14, D-15, D-16, D-20, D-25, D-29, D-31, D-35, D-36, D-37, D-40 & D-41:
These interrelated comments reflect concerns that the project’s drainage system would
exacerbate the existing drainage and sanitary system performance problems in the vicinity, as
well as the fairness for the proposed project to enter the Town's Sewer District before other
residences in the area can do so.

Response:

Based on information presented during the public hearing, and in consideration of the fact that
the drainage system will be subject to the review and approval of technical professionals at the
Town level, the drainage system will operate properly and effectively in retaining and recharging
all runoff generated on the site’s developed surfaces to groundwater. The low-permeability
material beneath the site is not continuous, so that the system’s leaching pools can be sited in a
location where an acceptable vertical separation can be provided between the pools and
impervious material, if present beneath the pools. The applicant is not willing to conduct
expensive additional soil investigations (to establish the presence of good leaching material) at
the present stage of the application process; rather, these tests will be performed during the Site
Plan review process, to be conducted for the SCDHS. Injection wells are not proposed as part of
the on-site drainage system, as the conventional system shown in the Alternative 4/Preferred
Plan (On-Site Septic) will adequately and properly address drainage requirements. The HOA
will own and maintain the site’s common areas, including the drainage system.

The applicant is willing to pay all required and appropriate sewer impact fees and engineering
costs associated with connection to the public sewer system.

The proposed project includes a connection to the public sewer system, so that no sanitary
cesspools will be present. If on-site septic treatment is required, it should be noted that the new
leaching pools would be located in the site’s southwestern portion, where there is a minor grade
change between the pools and the residences, which would eliminate the potential for recharge to
migrate horizontally to impact other areas either on-site or off-site (including Heckscher Park).

A number of comments ask the question: “Why should this proposal be granted access to the
public sewer system when so many longstanding residents in the area not be given access first?”
In response, it should be noted that the applicant is not requesting preferential treatment from the
Town or any other agency, and can only request sewer access for the property he owns. A
successful outcome for the applicant would also represent a benefit for area residents, as the
availability of public sewers would enable them to connect to the system as well, and thereby
eliminate their drainage and sanitary system problems. If only the public sewer lines were
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extended, each residential connection would require individual approval; if the Town Sewer
District were expanded, all residential connections within it would be “as-of-right”.

Connection to the public sewer system would reduce the existing problems for area residents
who are experiencing sanitary cesspool back-ups. Clearing of the site is not anticipated to be
sufficient to adversely impact drainage patterns or volume; an extensive landscaping plan is
proposed, to replace a portion of the cleared area. Though the stormwater drainage problem in
the area is not due to the subject site, the proposed project will alleviate some of this impact, by
adding curbing to the east side of Woodhull Road and expanding the public drainage system at
Park Avenue. This will increase the capacity of this system and thereby reduce the volume of
runoff that would be available to pond at the ground surface in yards, roadways, etc.

As shown in the plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (On-Site Septic), there would be a
minimum 400 foot horizontal and a 5+-foot vertical separation between the potential sanitary
leaching pools and the wetland, which is in excess of any potential minimum separation to
prevent “hydraulic cross connection” between the two areas. In any event, the septic system
would be subject to the review and approval of the SCDHS, which would ensure proper
separations ands minimal potential for such an impact. The drainage system for this alternative
has been designed for 6 inches of rainfall.

2.2 Comments Related to the Park Dedication

Comments B-4 & B-10:
These comments request confirmation on the configuration and acreage of the proposed
dedication to the Town.

Response:

The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) indicates the limits of the proposed 2.62-
acre dedication to the Town of Huntington; this acreage includes the wetland (on the south), but
not the pond (to the north). The configuration of this proposed dedication is identical to that as
shown in Alternative 4 of the DEIS.

23 Comments Related to Alternative 4/Preferred Alternative

Comments B-5, C-7 & C-38:

These comments request clarification of the relationship between the plan addressed in the DEIS
(the “Proposed Project”) and Alternative 4 (the *Preferred Alternative”).

Response:

The proposed project described and analyzed in the DEIS is illustrated in that document by the
plans labeled as follows:

i
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Overall Layout (Sheet 1 of 4)

Grading and Drainage (Sheet 2 of 4)
Profiles (Sheet 3 of 4)

Road Improvement Plan (Sheet 4 of 4)
Landscape Plan

However, as a result of input provided by the Town and applicant conversations with local
citizens and the Town Historic Preservation Commission, the applicant determined that
Alternative 4 of the DEIS would be more appropriate for the site than the proposed project. It
was therefore determined, with the approval of the Town Planning Board, to utilize Alternative 4
as the basis for the plan presented during the public hearing of July 26, 2006. At that point,
Alternative 4 became known as “Alternative 4/Preferred Plan”.

Subsequently and as a result of continuing input provided by the Town after the hearing, the
applicant determined to further refine the Alternative 4/Preferred Plan layout and anticipate the
possibility that the project would not be able to connect to the Town sanitary sewer system.
These refinements include:

Retention and renovation of the two historic homes;

Retention of the non-historic home;

Retention and reuse of the milk house as a community center for the site’s residents;

A more compact site layout,

Realignment of the proposed Town heritage trail to a design more attractive to the community;
e A significant amount of open space dedication to the Town;

e Less total length of retaining walls;

e Relocated site vehicle access, to provide for better visibility and less clearing at this point;

Therefore, this document is based on these two refined Alternative 4 plans, as follows:

e Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) - with a sewer connection
e Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (On-Site Septic) - using on-site septic systems conforming to Article
6 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code

The two Alternative 4/Preferred Plan plans have been drawn at the same 17 = 40’ scale as was
used for Alternative 4 in the DEIS. The Alternative 4 plan does not subdivide the site into
individual lots; the “3” on the house designated to remain in the Alternative 4 plan in the DEIS
simply designates that unit and does not indicate a lot number. Nevertheless, the relationship
between the man-made pond fronting Park Avenue and the existing house remains the same in
the two Alternative 4/Preferred Plan layouts.

2.4  Comments Related to the Demolition and/or Retention of Buildings
Comments B-11, B-32, B-52, C-6, C-27 & D-4:

These comments indicate questions and concerns regarding the fate or potential for reuse of the
milk house, silo and dairy barn.
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Response:

The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) shows that the occupied milk house (also
noted as “1 story frame shed” on the plan) will be moved from its present location approximately
180 feet to the west-southwest, to a location about 45 feet from Woodhull Road. This structure
will be renovated and reused for a community center for the site’s residents. A second structure,
labeled “2 story barn” will be demolished.

As discussed in the DEIS, the existing larger barn and silo are in a deteriorated condition and,
based on the inspection presented in Appendix A-4 of the DEIS, are beyond repair. In addition,
these structures are located in the central portion of the “amphitheater” wherein the minimum
amount of disturbance would occur. This area has therefore been designated by the applicant,
with the input of the Town, for the development of the new, rehabilitated and relocated
residences.

The statement that the sight of a dilapidated bam and silo would have intrinsic value to the
community may be valid, but it could also be said that their retention would represent
continuation of an unattractive and unsightly view for observers, and would in any case remain
an unhealthy and potentially unsafe attractive nuisance for the community as well. Retention
would create contradictory ownership responsibilities and maintenance questions, such as:

e What level of liability would the owner bear if these structures were retained?

e Could the project receive a Certificate of Occupancy if these obviously uninhabitable and unsafe
structures were retained?

e  What liability would the Town assume if it issues a Certificate of Occupancy?

e How would the owner maintain structures that are not intended to be maintained?

e At what point in their decay would these structures become too dangerous to be allowed to
remain?

¢  Who would determine this?

e  Who would bear the cost of their removal?

2.5 Comments Related to the Traffic Impact Study and Traffic Impacts

Comments B-12, B-19, B-49, B-50 & D-13:

These comments reflect concerns regarding the potential impacts of the increased trips on Park
Avenue and Woodhull Road, particularly as these roadways are presently heavily used during
peak hours.

Response:

It is the applicant’s engineer’s professional opinion that the limited traffic generated by the
proposed project will not create significant impacts to the adjacent roadway and intersections
during the peak periods. The most trips expected to be generated are 9 during the PM and
Saturday peak hours or an average of one trip every seven minutes. It is assumed that the
distribution of these residential single-family trips will follow the typical commuter distribution
pattern. Therefore the projected trips will disperse more towards the south in the morning peak
period where the major highways (LIE and Northern State Parkway) and LIRR train station are
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located, with the reverse pattern from the south occurring in the evening peak hour. It is not
expected that these trips will generate any significant traffic impact on Park Avenue considering
the relatively low projected site volumes compared to the current roadway volumes.

The trip generation estimates for the additional traffic to be created by the proposed seven new
single family homes were calculated using the statistical data provided in the manual, 7rip
Generation, 7th Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 2003. It
is expected that the proposed single family homes will generate 7 trips during the AM peak hour
(2 entering, 5 exiting), 9 trips during the PM peak hour (6 entering, 3 exiting), and 9 trips during
the Saturday peak hour (5 entering, 4 exiting). The traffic during the peak hours is estimated to
be the worse case scenario of traffic that the proposed project will generate.

As stated in the traffic assessment contained in the DEIS, Kiruv Court will be a 30 foot wide
two-way private roadway providing access to the proposed homes.

As explained in the traffic assessment accident data for the most recent three-year period
available was obtained from the NYSDOT for the intersection of CR 35 at South Woodhull
Road. The intersection of South Woodhull Road experience a total of twelve (12) accidents; ten
(10) of which involved property damage only while the remaining two (2) involved injury.
Therefore the frequency of these accidents during the study period is one (1) accident every three
(3) months.

As stated in the traffic assessment presented in the DEIS, an intersection sight distance
measurement was performed at the proposed driveway in accordance with the recommendation
contained in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, published by the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). AASHTO states that for
the most critical movement, a vehicle making a left-turn from the driveway, an intersection sight
distance of 335 feet is recommended for a design speed of 30 mph.

The site plan for the proposed project illustrates a driveway on the south side of Woodhull Road
approximately 300 feet west of CR 35 labeled Kiruv Court. Kiruv Court will be a 30 foot wide
two-way private roadway providing access to the proposed homes. The available sight distance
for drivers exiting Kiruv Court was recorded at approximately 170 feet to the east and 400 feet to
the west. A utility pole and heavy brush limit the sight distance to the east. However, we are
proposing to relocate the utility pole and cut back the brush as part of the project. These
measures will provide the maximum available sight distance by creating a clear sight line to the
intersection with Park Avenue. Proper sight distance will permit vehicles to safely enter and exit
Kiruv Court.

2.6 Change Lead Agency
Comment B-13:
“The Town Board should be lead agency as this project involves putting more sewerage into

sewerage lines, and they need approval. The Planning Board is not the lead agency. It should
be the Town Board.”
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Response:

As shown in Section 1.5 of the DEIS, the Huntington Town Board has no discretionary authority
in the proposed project; the project requires no permit or approval that is under the jurisdiction of
the Town Board. However, the Town Board acts as the Huntington Sewer District Board for
applications seeking connection to that district. It is in this capacity that the Town Board
constitutes an involved agency under SEQRA for the proposed project.

The applicant properly submitted the subdivision application to the Town Planning Board, which
is the agency that has jurisdiction in this matter. That agency was then responsible to conduct
“coordinated review” of the application under SEQRA, which included distribution of the
application package to all involved agencies (i.e., an agency that has jurisdiction over some
aspect of the project, such as a required permit or approval). It should be noted that it is at the
discretion of each agency, acting in cooperation with the other involved agencies, to determine
which will act a “lead agency” under SEQRA. Typically, the lead agency is “...the involved
agency principally responsible for carrying out, funding or approving an action.” 1t is expected
that the Town Planning Board followed proper procedures in this process, which would have
included notifying the Huntington Sewer District Board of the application.

As noted above, it is at the discretion of each involved agency to determine whether to seek lead
agency status. Presumably, the Huntington Sewer District Board (the Town Board) chose not to
seek such status, leaving the Town Planning Board, with its discretion in the subdivision
application (and eventual site plan application), to assume lead agency status. It should be noted
that, despite its decision not to seek lead agency status, the Huntington Sewer District Board
retains its jurisdiction over the requested sewer connection application.

2.7 Comments Related to Building Demolition

Comments B-14 & B-53:
These comments question the procedures and circumstances under which structures on the site
were demolished, and the Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment was conducted.

Response:

By September 2001 the applicant had submitted a demolition permit application to the Town, to
demolish the horse barn, cow barn, silo, two-bay garage and a storage building. Review of the
application was conducted properly by the Town, and included a solicitation of comments from
the OPRHP, SHPO. As documented in Appendix A-3 of the DEIS, SHPO utilized information
about the site from the prior proposal for the site (the 1999 Tannery Park Senior Housing project)
and based on that review, in a letter dated September 17, 2001 recommended adaptive reuse of
the cow barn. The letter indicated no objection to the demolition of the silo and horse barn; the
letter does not mention the two-bay garage or storage building. It should be noted that the Town
Historic Preservation Commission also recommended approval for demolition. The Town Board
then issued a Certificate of Approval on September 25, 2001, but did not issue a Demolition
Permit until January 16, 2002. Because of the cost of demolition, the applicant chose to have the
most severely deteriorated buildings demolished first, which were the two-bay garage, the horse
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bamn and the storage building. Demolition took place in October 2001. Subsequently, in late
December 2001, the Town Historic Preservation Commission sent a memo to the Town Board
requesting that demolition of the cow barn not occur, as recommended in the September SHPO
letter. By this time, the horse bam two-bay garage and storage building had been demolished,
but not the cow barn and silo.

2.8 Remap Wetlands

Comment B-15:

“The wetlands need remapping. I could not find in the DEIS a comparison of the equivalent
[freshwater wetlands map as promulgated by the DEC with the wetland designation that’s on the
site plan. This wetland designation is not the same. Thus, a remapping must be done in
accordance with the Environmental Conservation Law.”

Response:

The NYS Department of Environmental Conservation has mapped the DEC-regulated freshwater
wetlands within the Huntington Quadrangle of Suffolk County and subsequently produced a
New York State Freshwater Wetlands Map, pursuant to Article 24 of the Environmental
Conservation Law (ECL) on May 26, 1993. The only originally-mapped and regulated wetland
on site was the man-made pond, which is identified as wetland H-35 on the NYS Freshwater
Wetlands Map. The Map clearly indicates that each regulated wetlands boundary identified on
the Map is an “approximate wetland boundary.” Therefore, in accordance with Article 24 of the
ECL, DEC-regulated wetlands boundaries must be flagged and verified by the NYSDEC for
inclusion on site plans that are submitted as part of a standard NYSDEC Article 24 Freshwater
Wetlands Application.

As indicated in Section 2.5.1 of the DEIS, additional freshwater wetlands south of the pond were
tflagged as part of a prior project proposal in 1997, and updated on June 22, 2004 by Nelson,
Pope & Voorhis. On July 2, 2004, an Article 24 freshwater wetlands application was submitted
to the NYSDEC for the proposed project and Rob Marsh of the NYSDEC visited the site on
September 29, 2004 with NP&V to verify the location of those updated flags which indicate the
extent of the freshwater wetlands on the property. Subsequently, the site plans included with the
DEIS and FEIS indicate the boundary of State-regulated and State-verified freshwater wetlands
on the subject property. As the two wetlands areas located north and south of the entrance
driveway from Park Avenue are hydrologically connected and located within 165 feet of each
other, they are considered to be part of the same wetlands system, identified as H-35 on the NYS
Freshwater Wetlands Map, and are both regulated by the NYSDEC pursuant to Article 24 of the
ECL.

The NYSDEC does not update the NYS Freshwater Wetlands Map each time a wetlands
boundary location is verified on an individual property, as the time and expense to do so is
prohibitive. Instead, wetlands boundaries are reviewed by the NYSDEC on a site-by-site basis in
conjunction with a NYSDEC wetlands application. Therefore, no further re-mapping of the
wetlands on site is needed for the purpose of updating the NYS Freshwater Wetlands Map, as the
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re-mapping has occurred on the site plans which are provided with the NYSDEC wetlands
application for the proposed project.

2.9  Significant Maple Tree

Comment B-16:
“In addition, the maple tree that is on the property is not in the DEIS and is an extremely rare
species in the Town of Huntington.”

Response:

Two species of maple trees were identified on the subject property, red maple (Acer rubrum) and
silver maple (Acer saccharinum), and listed within Section 2.5.1 of the DEIS as occurring both
within the successional forest and forested swamp habitat on the site. Neither of these two
species can be considered rare from a state-wide or local perspective, as both species are
commonly encountered within Long Island. Red maple is the most frequently observed maple
within forested wetlands habitats, however, both species are tolerant of wet conditions and can
be found within upland as well as forested wetland habitats. Silver maple was most recently
observed in close proximity within a stand of trees on a property located on the east side of Park
Avenue, across from the subject property. Red maple and silver maple were considered to be co-
dominant within the tree canopy of the forested wetland portions of the subject property, as well
as along the transitional margin between the wetland and upland successional forest. The areas
within which these trees occurred on the property are proposed to be preserved and dedicated to
the Town of Huntington.

2.10 Comments Related to Impacts to Adjacent Residences and Community Character

Comments B-17, B-18, B-47, B-48 & C-13:
These comments note neighbors’ concerns regarding impacts from the project rear yard lighting,
ability to provide proper setbacks, and maintenance of views of and across the subject site.

Response:

The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) utilizes a single internal roadway that does
not come nearer than 40 feet of Mr. Sheridan’s rear lot line (Comment B-17). In addition, it
should be noted that this neighbor’s property (like the rest of the neighbors to the south) are at a
significantly higher elevation than the proposed residences; this internal roadway will be
approximately 20 feet lower than the nearest point of Mr. Sheridan’s property, which will be a
significant factor in minimizing potential aesthetic impacts, along with Mr. Sheridan’s vegetated
rear yard and contiguous retained natural vegetation on the subject site.

Proposed Unit 10 is the nearest residence to Mr. Sheridan’s property; it comes no nearer than 40
feet to this neighbor’s property (Comment B-18).
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Ms. Perine’s property abuts the area to be dedicated to the Town, which will be a minimum of 90
feet in depth at this point (Comment B-47).

Comments B-48 and C-13 express generalized concerns that the character of the area has been
impacted by previous development, particularly with respect to cultural resources. The proposed
project is specifically intended and designed (as established by the numerous revisions made to
the Preliminary Map at the request of the Town to address this issue) to minimize such impacts.

2.11 Site Ownership and Public/Private Road Maintenance & Services

Comments B-2 & B-20:
These comments concern the form of ownership for the project and the entity responsible for
maintenance and services.

Response:

As stated by the applicant’s attorney during the hearing, the site will be owned and maintained
by a homeowner’s association (HOA). The proposed 30-foot wide internal road will not conform
to Town standards, and so this roadway will be privately-owned by the HOA to be set up to
maintain the property. Solid waste will continue to be picked up by a private carter contracted
by the Town for this service; the site owner will continue to pay a fee to the Town.

2.12  Comments Related to Historic Resources

Comments B-23, B-25, B-30, B-41, C-26, C-32, D-12, D-17, D-21 & D-23:

These comments note concerns that the historic resources of the site (including, but not limited
to, the barn, silo and potential resources at the location of the “Hessian camp”’) would be lost,
along with the area’s sensitive and unique historic character.

Response:

The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) shows that there will be no development or
disturbance in the site’s northerly portion, where the colonial-era tannery and Revolutionary
War-period Hessian huts had been located. As a result, there will be no impact to any cultural
resources that may be present in this area.

In regard to the silo, communication with the OPRHP SHPO (dated April 13, 2005; see
Appendix A-2) confirmed that demolition of the silo “...would be appropriate”. SHPO is
presently reviewing information regarding the existing condition of the cow bam, to determine
whether alternatives to demolition are possible. Their response will be forwarded to the lead
agency when received.
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2.13 Comments Related to Retaining Walls, Clearing and Site Layout

Comments B-22, B-24, C-4, C-11, D-1, D-2, D-3 & D-5 through D-9:
These comments suggest revisions to the site layout that would reduce cleared/graded acreage
by use of retaining walls, as well as by relocations of proposed buildings.

Response:

The constraints presented by the presence and distribution of steep slopes in relation to the layout
of the new units are also a source of concern for the applicant. This contributed to his decision
to accede to the Town’s suggested alternative layout, which became Alternative 4 in the DEIS
and the “Preferred Alternative” presented at the public hearing. As established conclusively in
the DEIS, the deteriorated condition of the barn and silo preclude their renovation and re-use as
residential structures; therefore, the applicant intends to demolish these structures and thereby
limit clearing/grading to the central portion of the site and minimize the amount of grading of
steep slopes.

The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) indicates that, similar to the proposed
project and Alternative 4 presented in the DEIS, retaining walls have been utilized to reduce the
amount of grading of steep slopes necessary in the southerly portion of the property. Similar to
the prior Alternative 4 design, the refined plan concentrates new development in the central
portion of the site, leaving the eastern half to be dedicated to the Town (as it contains the
freshwater wetlands and associated buffer area), and the lower northern portion of the site, where
drainage difficulties are encountered. As a result, it is necessary to locate new construction in
the central portion of the property, where the optimum balance between grading of steep slopes
and 10-unit layout can be achieved.

2.14 Conservation Area and Pond

Comment B-26:
“dlso, we also request the pond be included in the conservation area which is in Alternate 1, but
not in Alternate 4.”

Response:

The man-made pond that fronts on Park Avenue (shown in the conservation area in the DEIS as
part of the proposed project), is not included in the dedicated area for the refined Alternative
4/Preferred Alternative layouts in this FEIS. During discussions with the Town regarding the
refined Alternative 4/Preferred Plan layouts, it was determined that this pond would be not an
attractive feature in the dedicated area, and would be appropriate to continue its association with
proposed Unit #3.

At the suggestion of the Town Department of Planning and Environment, the document, “Study
of Man-made Ponds in Suffolk County, New York” (Suffolk County Planning Department,
December 1990) was reviewed to determine appropriate restoration and/or preservation
techniques for this feature. These include Specific Design Criteria such as: prohibiting runoff
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from entering the pond, eliminating use of lawn care chemicals in the vicinity of the pond,
maintenance of a minimum depth of water in the pond (if cases where the pond is to be used for
habitat) and installation of aeration/circulation systems.

2.15 Comments Related to Building Architecture and Clustering

Comments B-29, B-38, C-31, D-10 & D-39:

These comments express concerns that the appearance of the proposed new residences would not
conform to the prevailing architecture of the area, and that, regardless, “cluster” or “condo”
development is not in keeping with the character of the area.

Response:

The applicant intends to utilize a cohesive, consistent and appropriate architectural treatment for
all of the proposed new residences that will conform to the existing residential aesthetic of the
vicinity. It would not be in the applicant’s best interest to provide otherwise, as potential
homeowners would not tend to be attracted to an unsightly development, and the applicant could
not easily justify housing prices commensurate with the area.

The term “cluster” refers to the arrangement of the units within the site in relation to the entire
acreage of the property, along with provision of open space; it does not pertain to the type of
residential structure built. Units can be “clustered” on a site so that open space can be retained
for the use of all site residents (i.e., it is held “in common’) while providing the same number of
residences that would be developed if the entire site were subdivided into individual lots (thereby
eliminating the ability to provide open space). Thus, clustering is a positive and environmentally
friendly planning technique. It is acknowledged that six of the units will be distributed into three
separate duplex structures, leaving four residences as detached, single-family units. However,
these structures will utilize architectural treatments that will provide the appearance of
substantial homes not significantly dissimilar from substantial single-family homes typical of the
area. It should also be noted that the terms “townhouse” and “condominium’ are not necessarily
interchangeable. A townhouse is a residence found in a structure having two or more units,
while the term condominium refers only to the type of ownership held on the unit and the
property as a whole.

2.16 Comments Related to the Town Heritage Trail Dedication

Comments B-31, C-33 & D-24:
These comments provide suggestions as to the route and configuration of the proposed Heritage
Trail extension that would be provided as part of the proposed project.

Response:

The plan. Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) is based on a significantly different
alignment for the Town Heritage Trail extension, which will completely avoid the area where
these three large trees are located. Based on conversations with the Town, the configuration of
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the trail extension would connect the end of the existing trail with Park Avenue; no extension to
Woodhull Road would be made, as the dedicated area will have no frontage on this roadway.

2.17 Comments Related to the Town Comprehensive Plan Update

Comments B-33 & B-37:
These comments note that, with respect to revitalization, the proposed project does not conform
to the Town Comprehensive Plan Update

Response:

Section 3.1.2 of the DEIS contains an analysis of the project’s conformance with those goals
presented in the Comprehensive Plan Update’s Draft Vision Statement that apply to this site or
type of project. Though it is largely abandoned and overgrown, the site is presently developed,
so that the proposed project (as well as the alternatives) represents redevelopment, at yields and
use that conform to the area land use pattern and density. In addition, significant public
amenities would accrue that would not otherwise be provided. This is indeed revitalization, and
would be a positive outcome for the site and vicinity. It is acknowledged that the project does
not include an “affordable” component; however, affordable units are not required under Section
198-13 of the Town Code for this project (as no increase in yield is proposed; the project is
proposed at its existing zoning), and the small number of units proposed does not lend itself to an
affordable component.

2.18 Affordability

Comment B-36:

“The other major aspect of our plan was the need for average, affordable housing. Affordable in
this Town should be no more, at its maximum. Of eighty percent of the average house price,
which currently is an astronomical four hundred ninety-five thousand dollars, and far closer to
sixty percent for the average working family with children to afford, I thought we had reached a
consensus on the Committee that Huntington is obviously in no way lacking overpriced homes.
Unless these nine homes will be priced at sixty to eighty percent of the median home price, or in

the three hundred thousand dollar range, that is yet another aspect which goes against our
Master Plan.”

Response:

Town Code Section 198-13.1. clearly indicates that, as this project is to be developed at its
existing density and does include a change of zone, no affordable component is required.
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2.19 Yield, Clearing and Environmental Sensitivity

Comment B-34:

“This property, beyond being part of an Historic District with a charming dirt rut road, is also
incredibly environmentally sensitive.  Preserving half the acreage for open space only
necessitates clear cutting even more trees to allow for the construction, the fact that the swampy
land would not have been buildable anyway notwithstanding.”

Response:

To the contrary, the proposed project (and alternative plans) reduces the amount of clearing
necessary, by dedicating a significant portion of the site outright to the Town, concentrating the
new residences into an area already disturbed by previous occupants, retains three existing
residences for renovation and re-occupancy, and retains a fourth building, to be moved within the
site for reuse as a community center. In this way, the need for clearing for three units has been
obviated, and development will primarily occur on the previously impacted part of the property,
along Woodhull Road.

2.20 Previous Work on the Site Plan and Yield Reduction

Comment B-42:

“My. Chairman and members of the Planning Commission, I was not planning to speak tonight,
but [ feel as though some of the people that have spoken, they should hear what I have to say.
Perhaps, the people that are here tonight may or may not be aware of the fact that a prior
application was made for this parcel, and they were interested in developing this parcel with one
hundred twenty units, and the applicant, to the best of my knowledge, has been working for many
vears, almost six years, to comply with the needs, the wishes, the interest of the Heritage Trail, to
comply with the needs and interests of the Historical Society, to comply with the Steep Slope
Ordinance so that we will be in compliance and to comply with all of the local, Federal and
State wetland requirements.

L, 100, have lived in Huntington for thirty-three years, and I live around the corner from the
proposed development, and if anyone would think that the applicant would be in disregard or
disrespect of the historical needs of this area, the wetlands, of the archaeological aspects of this
area and for the dignity of the Town, I think the people who have been here listening to the
opposition should hear a little bit about where the applicant is coming from.

The plans were worked and reworked with members of Town, the Historical Committee, the
Historical Trail Committee and, in fact, it is my understanding that the original development was
reflected in the 1996 Town of Huntington tax yield, and that the applicant, himself, was trying to
reflect a 1996 tax proposed yield that the Town, itself, had drafted; and so, going from one
hundred twenty units, which was in total disregard of the fragility of this parcel, the applicant
has reduced it down to a potential of nine with more than two plus acres dedicated to the Town,
with complete awareness and regard for the Town’s Heritage Trail, the steep slope and the
wetlands.
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1 just thought it was important to have a balanced statement made on behalf of the applicant.”

Response:

Comment acknowledged; the DEIS (Section 1.1.1) indicates that the prior Hassett-Belfer
application (also known as the “Tannery Park Senior Housing project”) application had been for
a 120+-unit congregate care facility, but was not pursued by the applicant because of Town and
public concern.

2.21 Comments in Support of the Preferred Alternative/Alternative 4

Comments B-43, B-44, B-45, C-3, C-23, C-24 & C-28:
These comments indicate support for the project and, if development is to occur, particularly for
Alternative 4/Preferred Alternative.

Response:
Comments acknowledged.

2.22  Alternative 6

Comment C-5:
“There is, however, an Alternative 6. This would be a combination of the Preferred Plan and
Alternative 4.

1. Leave all units as in the Preferred Plan except 9 and 10 which would be moved to the two
existing homes on Woodhull Road as in Alternative 4.

2. Leave the cul-de-sac as in the Proposed plan but move the milk house as in Alternative 4.

3. Make the conservation area as in Alternative 4, or as much like it as possible.

Alternative 6 would thus save the amphitheatre and would also ‘recycle’ the same buildings as in
Alternative 4.

Response:

This suggested combination of the proposed project (not the “Preferred Plan’) does not represent
an improvement compared to the refined Alternative 4/Preferred Plan layouts, for the following
reasons:

1. The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) includes renovation and re-use of the two
historic houses and eliminates construction of two of the new units shown in the proposed project.
However, because of the configuration of the site and the constraints imposed by the lower
northern portion of the site, the dedication of the entire eastern half of the property, and the
decision to retain, renovate and re-use the four habitable buildings on the site, it is necessary that
a portion of the southerly part of the site provide space for one unit (nestled into the steep slope
area here). Unit #10 of Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) is located in the area north of
the area where Units 9 and 10 were sited in the proposed project. This minimizes the amount of
clearing and grading required in this area.

INES
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2. The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) does not include a cul-de-sac, thereby
reducing grading in proximity to the neighboring property lines to the south, and includes the
relocation of the milk house to a site along Woodhull Road.

3. The area to be dedicated is identical to that of Alternative 4 in the DEIS.

2.23 Segmentation

Comment C-8:

“The Conservation Board notes that two other adjoining parcels, designated as SCTM #s 0400-
073-1-39 and 40, and totaling about 0.4 acres, each having an existing residential structure,
were included in prior applications that we have reviewed submitted from 1998 to date. If the
current applicant still owns or controls these parcels, we believe that they should be formally
incorporated into the site plan review process so as not to limit any alternatives which could be
considered to mitigate impacts under SEQRA. It is important to consider that if the applicant
pursues further plans for these two adjacent parcels, one could argue that failure to discuss them
in this DEIS would constitute ‘segmentation’ as defined in SEQRA. We note that the previous
applications, incorporating these two lots, would have included these lots in proposed
connections to the Huntington Sewer District. In addition to their potential value in allowing
additional yield and overall site use alternatives to be considered, the connection of these
structures to public sewers would be a positive benefit to the quality of the wetland as well as
providing the two existing residential structures with reliable sewage disposal.”

Response:

These two lots are not part of the application; they are already developed, they have no
additional development potential, and the applicant has no plans to redevelop them. In short,
there is no nexus between these developed parcels and the ability to redevelop the subject site.
In addition, other than common ownership and physical proximity, none of the common tests for
segmentation are met: there is no common purpose or goal, there is no common development
schedule; there is no cumulative or synergistic etfects; there is no common plan for development;
there is not functional dependency; and there is no sequential dependency. While it may be true
that their connection to the Huntington Sewer District would be a mitigation measure (each is
presently served by an on-site septic system), such a connection would have no bearing on the
proposed project, as they would not utilize the same sewer line to connect to the District.

2.24 Soil Testing

Comment C-12:

“In Alternate 4, one major outbuilding, a milk barn which had been modified for a residence, is
to be relocated near one of the historic buildings and reused as a community building. A silo
and dairy barn is to be demolished along with another barn. In previous correspondence we
noted the presence of an old fuel pump on the site, implying the existence of a buried fuel tank
which would not very likely conform to standards for properly contained storage tanks. We
recommended in 1998 that this should be investigated and removed in conformance with County
Health Department requirements. We note that soil sampling and removal was accomplished as
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part of a 2005 site assessment, although the pump and presumably the tank were removed
sometime between 1998 and 2005.”

Response:

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the applicant in December 2004
included a thorough records search and field inspection of the site. That proprietary document
indicated that an underground gasoline storage tank had been present on the site in 1969, to the
northeast of the deteriorated barn. However, as noted in the comment above, the tank was
removed sometime prior to December 2004, as the Phase I ESA did not note its presence. No
documentation exists for any fuel pump present or removed.

The Phase I ESA recommends additional specific investigations in the form of a Phase II ESA,
to determine the presence and extent of potential contamination and recommend appropriate soil
remediation on the site prior to the initiation of construction. The following is the Summary and
Conclusion section of the Phase II ESA (prepared in August 2005).

This investigation was completed to address issues raised in a prior Phase [ ESA dated December 24,
2004 prepared by Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC. A sampling and analysis program was designed to
determine if any of the target areas studied as part of this investigation have impacted the
environmental quality of the subject site. The sampling and analysis plan consisted of a GPR [ground
penetrating radar] survey as well as soil/sediment quality testing using analytical test methods
consistent with expected parameters and agency soil cleanup objectives. The following presents an
evaluation of the results of this investigation.

1. The GPR survey conducted in the area of the reported gasoline tank located adjacent to the
northeast corner of the barn did not detect the presence of a tank but did show evidence of
disturbed subsurface soils which may have been the result of a former excavation. The location
of this area was found immediately north of the barns northeastern corner. No other anomalies
were identified which would indicate the presence of a tank.

2. Several semi-volatile organic compounds were detected in the sample collected adjacent to the
former gasoline tank excavation with fluoranthene, at 232 ug/kg, and benzo-a-pyrene, at 144
ug/kg, being detected above their respective TAGM recommended soil cleanup objectives of 220
ug/kg and 61 ug/kg. As aresult a spill should be reported to the NYSDEC and the impacted soils
should be excavated and disposed of at an appropriate facility.

3. There were no semi-volatile organic compounds detected in the soils that received discharges
from the sump pumps of the main house and southwestern residence which were found to exceed
their respective TAGM soil cleanup objectives. As a resuit, no further work in these areas is
recommended as it relates to discharges from these facilities.

4. Several semi-volatile organic compounds were detected in the sample collected from the bare
soils in the basement of the southwest residence. Of the compounds detected benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, chrysene, benzo(a)pyrene and
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene were all found to exceed their respective TAGM recommended soil
cleanup objectives. As a result, it is recommended that appropriate spill reporting procedures be
followed and the soils in this area should be excavated and disposed of at an appropriate facility.

Subsequently, the applicant authorized the soil remediation actions recommended above. The
following description of those actions is taken from the applicant’s December 13, 2005 letter to
the NYSDEC, notifying the Oil Spills Unit that the remediation had been completed and
requested confirmation that the remediation action were satisfactory to the NYSDEC.

NPGY
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During August of 2005 a Phase II ESA was prepared for the subject property in response to
recommendations issued in a previous Phase I ESA dated December 23, 2004 which recommended
sampling of soils in the area of a former gasoline storage tank that was located adjacent to the
northeast corner of the on-site barn as well as soils within the hole of the concrete basement floor of
the house located in the southwest corner of the property. A copy of the Phase II ESA has been
included with this letter. Results of the soil sampling detected several semi-volatile organic
compounds above their respective recommended soil cleanup objectives identified in TAGM 4046 in
samples collected from both areas.

As a result it was recommended that both areas be excavated and soils be transported to an
appropriate facility for disposal. A figure illustrating the location of each excavation is provided as
an attachment to this letter. Both areas were excavated by hand on September 22, 2005 and all
excavated material was placed on and covered with plastic pending waste characterization analysis.
An estimated 0.5 yards of soil was removed from the area of the former gasoline storage tank and
approximately 0.25 vards of soil was removed from the basement of the residence in the southwestern
corner of the property. On September 27, 2005, Brian Donovan of the NYSDEC arrived on-site and
inspected the excavated areas, was satisfied with the extent of material removed and did not request
any end point sampling.

The soils were then transferred to 55-gallon drums and shipped to General Environmental
Management of Cleveland Ohio for disposal. The drums were collected and transported to General
Environmental Management by Rapid Waste Disposal, Inc. and Piper Trucking on November 26,
2005 and delivered to the facility on November 31, 2005.

Enclosed please find the waste manifests generated for the disposal of the contaminated soil related to
the above referenced property and spill number. This information has been provided at your request
and if satisfactory we ask that the incident be closed by your department.

On December 29, 2005, the NYSDEC Oil Spills Unit classified the spill incident as closed.

2.25 Comments Related to the Proposed Sewer Connection

Comments C-19 & C-20:
These comments indicate concerns regarding the potential for connection to the Town Sewer
District, and the potential for impact if the site were to be served by on-site septic systems.

Response:

(Comment C-19) The proposed project seeks access to the Town Sewer District for treatment of
the 3,000 gpd of wastewater expected to be generated. If the District is expanded after
completion of the on-going Study, access to this service would becomes available. It is
anticipated that, as the developed portion of the property will have no frontage on Park Avenue
(where the closest existing sewer line is located, associated with the Huntington Jewish Center),
a new sewer line would be installed beneath Woodhull Road, and connect to the existing line at
the intersection of these two roadways. The cost of the project’s connection to this new main
would be borne by the applicant, while District user fees would provide the main’s installation
expense.
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(Comment C-20) The 7.07-acre subject site has an allowable sanitary flow under Article 6 of the
SCSC of 4,242 gpd; in comparison, the proposed project would generate a total of 3,000 gpd of
wastewater. Thus, the proposed project is well within its allowed sewage density if access tot he
Town sewers is not available and on-site septic systems were proposed. The plan, Alternative
4/Preferred Plan (On-Site Septic) indicates that a conforming on-site septic system can be
provided for the seven new residences and relocated milk house; the three existing residences
would continue to be served by their individual septic systems.

2.26 Smart Growth

Comment C-22:

“The Conservation Board has reviewed this project for consistency with the Principles of Smart
Growth and Livability as adopted by the Town Board. While there may be some difference of
opinion as to the practicality of an intensification of use favorably impacting open space and the
environment, we regard it to be important that, given the proximity to village businesses and
cultural opportunities, safe pedestrian movement be enhanced. The final development must
provide pedestrian walkways on all sides fronting Park Avenue and Woodhull Road, and within
the project itself.”

Response:

The plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) has been revised to indicate sidewalks
connecting the Heritage Trail to the existing sidewalk on Park Avenue, as well as new sidewalks
along Woodhull Road and within the site.

2.27 List of Permits and Approvals

Comments B-27 & C-29:

These comments note that all of the buildings on the site are considered historic, are located in
the Old Huntington Green Historic District, are not subject to Town review under its Historic
Preservation Ordinance, and, with the Town Board, that the new building design will be subject
to review by the Town Historic Preservation Commission. Accordingly, the list of agencies with
Jjurisdiction over this project on page S-34 should include the Town Historic Preservation
Commission and the Town Board.

Response:

Comment acknowledged; under Article VI, Section 198-41 of the Town Zoning Code, the Town
of Huntington Historic Preservation Commission will act as an advisory body to the Town Board
in its review and comment on the application, and must receive a positive Certificate of Approval
from the Town Board for the applicant to receive a Building Permit.

Page 2-18




Kiruv Estates
Subdivision Application
FEIS

2.28 Agreement with Town for Purchase of the Historic Structures

Comments B-28 & C-30:

“Throughout the DEIS, the applicant refers to an agreement with the Town whereby the Town
would purchase the two historic houses on Woodhull Road. While there is some expression of
interest by the Commission in pursuing such a course, there is no agreement to purchase these
buildings. Accordingly, the best venue for insuring their continued preservation is for them to be
occupied as dwellings and counted as part of the 10 unit yield for this site. These are important
historic resources — the Rolph House, although enlarged and altered, dates to the seventeenth
century and the Chichester or Skidmore House dates to the late eighteenth century and is
virtually unaltered. Therefore, the Commission recommends that covenants be placed on these
houses to prohibit additions and other inappropriate alterations above and beyond the
restrictions imposed by virtue of the Town's historic preservation code. Contrary to the
statement on pages S-1 and S-8 of the DEIS, these two houses are currently occupied and,
therefore, the plumbing systems in them are active.”

Response:

Comment acknowledged: as can be seen in the plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered),
the two existing historic homes will be incorporated into the project’s yield, and will be
renovated and re-occupied as part of the project’s 10-unit yield. The applicant would agree to
the requested covenants.

2.29 Comments Related to Taxes

Comments C-43 & C-44:

These comments question the use of townhomes as a comparable residential type to the proposed
condominium project, for purposes of tax revenue estimates. In addition, the tax revenue
estimates in the DEIS should be recalculated based on the most recent (2005/06) Town tax rates.

Response:

The information for the proposed project presented in Table 1-2 of this FEIS has been revised to
reflect an assessed value of $3,250 for the new units, in consideration of the condominium
assessment restrictions in New York State laws.

Table 1-2 of this FEIS also contains the site’s existing tax generation and allocations, as well as
the corresponding values for the proposed project. The computations have been updated to
reflect the appropriate 2005-06 tax year rates.

2.30 Comments Related to Site Design

Comments C-45 & C-46:

These SCDPW comments request pedestrian accommodations to be added to the site plan, and
note that the Town Building Department must complete its review of the project under Section
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239m of the County regulations before the SCDPW can issue its permit for roadway
improvements.

Response:

Comments acknowledged; as noted in the Response, Section 2.26, sidewalks will be provided
within the site, as well as along Woodhull Road, and the Heritage Trail extension will be
connected to the existing sidewalk along Park Avenue. The applicant understands that the Town
Building Department must first complete its review of the application under Section 239m of
NYS General Municipal Law before the SCDPW can complete its review and issue a permit for
the necessary road improvements.

2.31 Impacts to Wetlands Due to Stormwater Runoff and Groundwater Flow

Comments B-9, B-35, C-14, C-16, C-18, C-21 & D-22:
These comments express concerns regarding the potential for impacts to the quality of water in
the wetlands and pond on the site from surface and groundwater flows.

Response:

As described in the DEIS, the low-permeability material beneath the region, which includes the
site and the wetland, is not a single, continuous layer; rather, it is found in a series of subsurface
“lenses” at depths well below a depth that the proposed project would impact. In addition, the
project will not disturb those areas of the site beneath the existing wetland, so that water in the
wetland will not be able to drain away. The existing pond and wetland will be preserved and
protected; the project will not encroach within 100 feet of the established wetland line, which
conforms to the applicable requirement of the NYSDEC. With respect to water flow to these
bodies, the DEIS contains an analysis of the wetland’s surface and subsurface water flows, and
addresses the potential impacts to those flows anticipated from the proposed project. The project
includes a drainage system that will retain all runoff originating on its developed surfaces, and
not change the existing flows from those portions of the site not to be developed. Surface flow
from within the site is only a minor component of the overall flow to the wetland; due to the
site’s topography, runoff from Woodhull Road that currently enters the site does not flow to the
wetland or the pond, so that the elimination of this flow in the proposed project will not
significantly reduce overall flow to the pond/wetland area. The proposed project will develop
the site’s western half, while the wetland and pond (and the portion of the site that contributes
surface flow to these bodies) are found on the site’s eastern half. Thus, the project will not
eliminate a significant source of surface flow to the pond or wetland, and an additional pond
analysis is not necessary.

The comment regarding differences in water table elevation between the DEIS’s text and the
Water Resource/Watershed Analysis Study are noted. The values given in the Analysis Study
were inadvertently not revised when the DEIS text (Section 2.4.1 of the June 2006 DEIS) was
finalized.
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The statement regarding previous disappearances of the pond and wetland during dry periods
was anecdotally provided by the applicant.

The proposed on-site drainage system has been designed in conformance with applicable Town
requirements, and will be subject to Town review and approval. It is anticipated that this review
process will be conducted in consideration of the presence and proximity wetlands and the
potential for impact to its water budget. It should be noted that the site has operated for a long
period of time with septic systems; the proposed project will increase the volume of stormwater
recharged on the site, but will eliminate the recharge of wastewater on the site. This will only
minimally impact the volume of recharge on-site (see Table 1-1), with a significant
improvement in nitrate levels.

If the Town extends its Sewer District and associated sewer mains to serve the project, only
sanitary wastewater will be allowed to enter this system; it will not be a “combined” system,
wherein both stormwater runoff and sanitary wastewater are accommodated in one network. In
addition, the sewer pipes will not drain subsurface water from beneath the site. If an on-site
septic system is utilized, its design and installation will be subject to review and approval of the
SCDHS, which would minimize the potential for adverse impact to subsurface water quality.

Contamination of water resources can occur due to runoff from lands that carry pathogens and
dissolved inorganic matter. Input from septic systems, lawn fertilizers and pesticides and
pathogens in soils can also degrade water quality and overall ecosystem health. Studies of
contaminants deposited on developed lands carried by stormwater indicate considerable
attenuation of contaminants by maximizing the natural buffer area adjacent to the wetland
boundary. A slight expansion of the conservation area was recommend by the Town Department
of Planning and Environment staff. The applicant suggested minor revisions to this expansion,
which were approved by the Town Director of Planning & Environment on January 17, 2007. In
addition, the applicant will covenant non-disturbance/non-fertilization buffers along the man-
made pond and the low area in the site’s northern corner. These boundaries are shown on the
Site Plan. These mitigation measures are reasonable considering the lack of a detailed
supplemental pond study, the difficulty of enforcing a non-fertilization policy and anticipated
impacts from the proposed project. Other mitigation measures may also be warranted.

2.32 Comments Related to Wildlife

Comments D-18, D-19 & D-27:
These comments note that certain animal species (particularly birds) utilize the site.

Response:

During several site visits made to the subject property since 2004, various species of flora and
fauna (particularly birds) were observed by NP&V and documented within the DEIS.
Additionally, the results of a wildlife projection model were also included within the DEIS based
upon the habitats present on the subject property. The species of wildlife confirmed by residents
as having been observed on the subject property (e.g. red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, barn
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owl, screech owl, red-bellied woodpecker, scarlet tanager, oriole, warblers, white-footed mice
and raccoon) are included within the DEIS as being likely to be found on the property due to the
presence of suitable habitat on site. It is acknowledged that the wetlands and forested upland on
the property provide valuable habitat for wildlife, and are subsequently being preserved to the
maximum extent practicable. Therefore, all freshwater wetlands, all of which are within the
adjacent forested upland, shall be left untouched and within the 2.71 acres dedicated to the Town
of Huntington for preservation so that these species can continue to utilize the property for
hunting, nesting and roosting activities.

2.33 Construction Schedule

Comment D-26:

“In the DEIS document, the developer estimates the entire project time to be 6 to 9 months. This
does not seem feasible considering the complex drainage system proposed and the significant
grading that is required before construction can even begin. It is important that the impact and
disruption to this historic area be fully understood by everyone. Perhaps instituting a fine
schedule for not meeting the proposed schedule would provide the town and its residents with
either a more realistic schedule or a commitment by the developer to meet the proposed
timeline.”

Response:

The applicant stands by his estimate for the duration of the construction phase of 6 to 9 months.
The design of the proposed drainage system is well understood by engineering professionals and
so 1s not anticipated to require a significant length of time to construct. The extent and depth of
grading is not excessive and so is not expected to require a significant amount of time to
complete. Finally, only seven new homes are to be built and, despite the need to move one
structure, and rehabilitate it and two other buildings, the overall length of time necessary to
complete this portion of the construction phase is not expected to be excessive.

The applicant is not willing to agree to institute some sort of a “fine schedule” with the Town
with respect to maintaining a specified schedule for construction. The applicant notes that there
is no provision in the Town Code for such a measure.

2.34 Public Purchase of Site

Comment D-28:

“As the town did in 2003 when it purchased land to expand the Hilaire Preserve, we strongly
encourage the town to purchase these lots to preserve this lovely and historically significant
property and also protect the well-being of the Huntington residents surrounding the site.”
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Response:

Comment acknowledged; as of the date of preparation of this FEIS, the applicant has not
received an offer to purchase the site from any public or private agency, and has not been
contacted by any such agency regarding discussions to purchase the site.

2.35 Comments Related to the Current Occupants of Site

Comments D-30, D-34 & D-38:
These comments note the presence of undesirable occupants and activities on the site, and that
the site is not well-maintained.

Response:
As of mid-October 2006, three of the structures on the site are occupied; two by families and one
by a single-person household. An outparcel is also occupied, by a quartet of college students.

2.36  Neighbor Not Notified of Hearing

Comment D-32:

“We own the property at 178-180 Woodhull Rd., directly across from the Kirov [sic] parcel.
However, we never received notification of the hearing on July 26 regarding the proposed
development of the 7 acre Kirov [sic] property. First, we ask that you put our correct mailing
address on the list for future communications, and inform us if there is a need to correct it on
any other documents. Since we did not attend the hearing, we request that you add the following
comments to the official record.”

Response:

Comment acknowledged; the applicant prepared the list of hearing notification recipients based
on the tax lots in the vicinity of the site, and the names and addresses of the corresponding
property owners based on County Assessor records. As required by the Town, the notifications
were mailed to those addresses, and an Affidavit of Mailing was provided to the Town Planning
Board. The mailing address of this commentator has been revised on the list of recipients.

2.37 Absence of a Stormwater Recharge Area on the Yield Map

Comment C-9:

“Regarding yield, we question the absence of a stormwater recharge area on the yield map.
According to Table 5-1 Alternative 5, the ten home layout identical to the yield map, has
approximately the same paved area of the original Preferred Plan. Yet it shows no dedicated
use for stormwater management. We question the correctness of this assumption.”’
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Response:

A recharge basin is not required for the project, as regulated by Section A101.2 of the Town’s
“Subdivision and Site Improvement Specifications”, by which the Town Planning Board reviews
and regulates development applications. Specifically, the site is less than the 8-acre minimum
recommended by that regulation necessitating a recharge basin. Section A101.2 also notes that
sites less than 8 acres in size may warrant a recharge basin, if site circumstances are such that a
differing type of recharge system would not be appropriate. However, based on the analyses
prepared for this project, the drainage system is anticipated to operate effectively, and no
recharge basin would be required. Since a recharge basin is not required for the proposed
project, a recharge basin was not provided in the Yield Map.

2.38 Stormwater System Design

Comments B-1, B-3, C-1, C-10, C-39 through C-41 & D-33:
These comments question the efficacy of the proposed stormwater system, particularly in
consideration of the presence of clay layers beneath the site.

Response:

The drainage system described and analyzed for the proposed project in the DEIS has been
changed for the plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered). The drainage system proposed
will prevent runoff from Woodhull Road from entering the site, and will retain all runoff
generated from developed portion of the site from exiting the site. In addition, as described in
Section 1.5.12, this system is not designed to overflow to the Town drainage system on
Woodhull Road. This system will be owned and maintained by the project’s HOA. This system
is described and discussed in Section 1.3.4 of this FEIS, and is fully compliant with all
applicable Town design standards and requirements.

As shown in the plan, Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered), the recharge area will be
underlain by fill varying from two to eight feet in depth. It is expected that a portion of the
existing natural vegetation along Woodhull Road will be retained here to provide an aesthetic
buffer for observers on Woodhull Road; this buffer will be supplemented with landscape species
to further buffer this feature

Because the on-site stormwater system has been changed from a detention system to a recharge
system, an engineering analysis of the watershed is no longer necessary. As noted above, the
retention/recharge system proposed is based on storage of 6 inches of water over the impervious
and pervious areas of the site, except for the roof drainage. The roof drainage systems are
separate from the overall drainage system and are sized to store 2 inches of rainfall. These
subsystems exceed the requirements of the Town, which is 4 inches of storage; the NYSDEC
requirement of 2.7 inches of storage is for a detention system, which is no longer proposed.

The on-site stormwater system has been changed from a detention system to a recharge system,
which is significantly less complicated and maintenance-intensive than the detention system of
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the proposed project described in the DEIS. It is expected that the HOA will be able to properly
provide maintenance of this system.

As established in the DEIS (Section 2.4.1), the existing drainage problems at the intersection of
Woodhull Road and Park Avenue is not due solely to the geologic conditions of the subject site,
and would not be exacerbated by the proposed project (see Section 2.4.2 of the DEIS). The
Alternative 4/Preferred Plan (Sewered) layout now utilizes an on-site drainage system, which
will retain and recharge all runoff from the developed portion of the site within this system, so
that there would be no increased contribution from runoff escaping the site to contribute to off-
site flooding. To the contrary, the proposed drainage system is expected to reduce this area
drainage problem, by reducing the area within the subject site that will contribute runoff to off-
site areas, and will increase the capacity of the Town’s drainage system along Woodhull Road,
which would also reduce the volume of roadside runoff.
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Appendix A-1
Acceptance of DEIS

Town Planning Board

June 28, 2006
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TowN OF HUNTINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT

Frank P. Petrone, Supervisor

Anthony J. Aloisio, AICP, Director June 29. 2006 |
Phillip A. Malicki, CEP o RE@EHVED
Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC ) .
572 Walt Whitman Road ® 03 006 D

Melville, New York 11747 .
Re: Kiruv Estates (Subdivision) NELSON & POPE
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Dated June 2006

Dear Phil:

By June 28, 2006 resolution, the Draft Environmental Impact Statemnent (DEIS) for the Klruv Estates
proposed subdivision was accepted as complete for public review.

The DEIS, along with the attached copies of the Planning Board resolution, Notice of Completion and ENB
SEQRA Notice Publication Form (which shall serve as the required notice of DEIS completion), are to be
distributed to the involved/interested agencies as noted on the following page. The Department of Planning
and Environment is imposing the burden of agency mailings on your office as representatives of the
applicant. Upon mailing, please submit an affidavit to the department office for mailing verification. Please
forward nine (9) additional copies to me for distribution within Town Hall. Also, pursuant to a 2005
amendment to SEQR (Chapter 641 of the NYS Laws of 2005; “Ch. 6417, please provide a PDF file of the
DEIS so that it can be posted on the Town web site.

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. -

Very truly yours,

i

Scott Robin

Senior Environmental Analyst, for
Robert Riekert

Deputy Director

SR:sr
Encls.

cc: Paul Mandelik, Chairman, and Planning Board Members
JoAnn Raia, Town Clerk
Robert Sandberg, Planner

Town Haill ® 100 Main Street ® Huntington e NY e .11743-6991 ¢ Phone (631) 351-3196
Fax (631) 351-3257 ® e-mail: planning@town.huntington.ny.us e website: town.huntington.ny.us



PLEASE TRANSMIT THE KIRUV ESTATES DEIS DATED JUNE 2006, THE JUNE 28, 2006
PLANNING BOARD RESOLUTION, NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND THE ENB
NOTIFICATION FORM TO THE FOLLOWING:

[\ I

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

Applicant/Owner

Commissioner, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 50 Wolf Road,
Albany, New York 12233-1750

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Region I, SUNY, Building
#40, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356, Division of Environmental Permits, Attention:
Susan Ackerman, Environmental Analyst

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Region I, SUNY, Building
#40, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356, Bureau of Habitat Attn: Robert F. Marsh

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, Historic Preservation
Field Services Bureau, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 Attn:
Sloane Bullough, Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator

Suffolk County Planning Department, H. Lee Dennison Bldg., 100 Veterans Memorial
Highway, Hauppauge, New York 11788, Attention: Thomas A. Isles, AICP, Director

Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Wastewater Management Division, County
Center, Room S-238, Riverhead, New York 11901, Attention: Walter J. Hilbert, P.E., Chief
Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Office of Ecology, County Center, Riverhead,
NY 11901, Attention: Ms. Kimberly Shaw, Bureau Supervisor

Suffolk County Department of Public Works, 335 Yaphank Avenue, Yaphank, New York
11980 Attention: William Hillman, P.E., Chief Engineer

Suffolk County Water Authority, Administrative Services, 4060 Sunrise Highway, Oakdale,
New York 11769-0901 Attn: Steven T. Burns, P.E. Director of Distribution

Long Island Power Authority, 175 East Old Country Road, Hicksville, NY 11801, Attention:
Director of Government Relations

Huntington Union Free School District, 50 Tower Street, Huntington Station, New York
11746 Attention: David Grackin, Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Management
Services

Huntington Library, 338 Main Street, Huntington, NY 11743 Attn: Reference Librarian
Residents for the Preservation of Hilaire Woods, C/O Robert Ripp, 670 Park Avenue,
Huntington, New York 11743



HUNTINGTON TOWN PLANNING BOARD

MEETING OF JUNE 28, 2006

The following resolution was offered by Steven Schnittman

and seconded by Lynn Healy

WHEREAS, Kiruv Capital Corp, One Old Country Road, Carle Place, New York, 11514,
owner of fee title to land has submitted a subdivision application for the KIRUV _ESTATES
property, prepared by Nelson & Pope, Engineers & Surveyors, located on the southwest corner of
Park Avenue and Woodhuil Road in Huntington, designated as parcels 0400-073-01-038, 041.1 &
042 and 0400-097-02-107.000 on the Suffolk County Tax Map, and

WHEREAS, said preliminary application was received on May 21, 2004, for the modified
subdivision of a 7.07-acre site within a Town Historic District [Old Huntington Green] in order to
construct four groups of attached units (three of the groups would have two units and one group would
have three units for a total of 9 units), a private roadway and two stormwater impoundment/drainage
areas and three (3) existing structures, two (2) of which are designated historic would remain
(Preliminary Map dated revised, 9/1/04), and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has been established as the lead agency pursuant to
SEQRA § 617.6 for the action, and

WHEREAS, the action was classified TYPE I pursuant to 6 NYCRR PART 617 of the
State Environmental Quality Review, Section 617.4(b)(9) and based on the information provided
with the application and in the Full Environmental Assessment Form Parts I, II, and III, was issued
a POSITIVE DECLARATION by the Planning Board in a November 3, 2004 resolution, and

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a revised draft DEIS (dated June 2006), and upon
review was determined to be satisfactory with regard to its scope, content and adequacy by the Staff
of the Planning and Environment Department for the purpose of commencing the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) hearing, now therefore be it

RESOLVED, that the Planning Board of the Town of Huntington determines that the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Kiruv Estates (dated June 2006, and received on June 14,
2006) is ACCEPTABLE FOR COMMENCING PUBLIC REVIEW, and directs that a Notice
of Completion of the DEIS and Notice of Hearing and copies of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement be filed with the appropriate agencies and posted in the on-line library on the Town of
Huntington website by the Department of Planning and Environment in accordance with SEQRA 6
NYCRR 617.12, and be it further




Kiruv Estates

Resolution Finding DEIS Adequate for Public Review and to Schedule Public Hearing
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RESOLVED, that the Planning Board hereby schedules the SEQRA hearing which is the
same date as the public hearing on the preliminary application for July 26, 2006 at 7:30 p.m. at
Huntington Town Hall, 100 Main Street, Huntington, New York and establishes a public comment
period to expire August 7. 2006.

VOTE: 5 AYES:5 NQES: 0 ABSENT: 1
P. Mandelik, Chairman Not Vating

M. Sommer Aye

L.A. Santoianni Aye

A. Rosen Aye

S. Schnittman Aye

J. Devine Absent

L. Healy Aye

The resolution was thereupon declared to be duly adopted.



The ENB SEQRA Notice Pﬁu;;cation Form - Please check all that app:l_y.
Date: June 29. 2006
Deadline: Notices must be received by 6 p.m. Wednesday to appear in the following Wednesday’s ENB.

______Negative Declaration - Type ] v_Draft EIS
_ N with Public Hearing
__Conditioned Negative Declaration Generic
____ Supplemental
___ Draft Negative Declaration
____Final EIS
____Positive Declaration __Generic
with Public Scoping Session ___Supplemental
DEC Region # _ ] County: Suffolk Lead Agency: Town of Huntington Planning Board

Project Title:  Kiruv Estates [Subdivision]

Brief Project Description: The proposed action involves the subdivision of a 7.07-acre site, within a Town Historic

District [Old Huntington Green], zoned R-7 (minimum area 7.500 square feet residential) for the subsequent
construction of new sinple-family homes. The site contains NYSDEC-designated freshwater wetlands and is at the

confluence of two (2) watershed systems. The applicant’s preference (DEIS dated June 2006) is for a cluster
configuration consisting of four groups of attached units (three of the groups would have two units and one group would
have three units for a total of 9 new units) and the retention of three (3) existing structures, two (2) of which are designated
historic. Site access is proposed via a private cul-de-sac from Woodhull Road. The applicant is petitioning for inclusion in
the Huntington Sewer District 1o allow all wastewater generated by the project to be_conveyed off-site to the
Huntington Sewage Treatment Plant. The project includes 2.98 acres of conservation area to encompass the site’s

freshwater wetlands, a 0.97-acre park dedication and an extension of the Town heritage trail. Public water is to be
provided by the Suffoik County Water Authority.

Project Location (include street address/municipality): The project site is located on the southwest corner of Park

Avenue (County Road 35A) and Woodhull Road in the Town of Huntington. Suffolk County, New York
designated as parcels 0400-073-01-038, 041.1 & 042 and 0400-097-02-107.000 on the Suffolk County Tax Map.

Contact Person: Robert Riekert, Deputy Director, or Scott Robin, Senior Environmental Analyst, Department of
Planning and Environment

Address: Huntington Town Hall, Town of Huntington Planning and Environment Department, 100 Main Street,
Huntington, New York 11743

A Copy of the DEIS is posted on the Town of Huntington website in the On-line Library (Planning and
Environment Department section under Kiruv Estates):

http://town.huntington.ny.us/permit forms.cfm
Phone: {631) 351-3196 Fax: {631) 351-3257 E-Mail: PLANNING{@town.huntington.ny.us

For Draft-Negative-Deelaration/Draft EIS: Public Comment Period ends:_08/07/06
For Public Hearing/Seeping-Session: Date: 07/26/06 Time:_7:30 pm

Location: Huntington Town Hall.100 Main Street. Huntington, New York

For Conditioned Negative Declaration: In summary, conditions include: \ \ O\ ? I 0 lp
‘E’N\O\k \¢
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617.21
Appendix G
State Environmental Quality Review

Notice of Completion of Draft EIS
and
Notice of SEQR Hearing

Lead Agency: Town of Huntington Planning Board Project Number

Address: 100 Main Street, Huntington, NY 11743 Date: June 28. 2006

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to
Article 8 (State Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental Conservation Law.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been completed and accepted for the proposed
action described below. Comments on the Draft EIS are requested and will be accepted by the
contact person until 4:30pm, August 7, 2006. A public hearing on the Draft EIS will be held on
July 26, 2006 at 7:30 PM at the Town of Huntington Town Board Room, 100 Main Street,
Huntington, New York 11743,

Name of Action: Kiruv Estates (Subdivision Application)

Description of Action: The action involves the subdivision of a 7.07-acre site, within a Town
Historic District [Old Huntington Green], zoned R-7 (minimum area 7,500 square feet residential) for
the subsequent construction of new single-family homes. The site contains NYSDEC-designated
freshwater wetlands and is at the confluence of two (2) watershed systems. The applicant’s
preference (DEIS dated June 2006) is for a cluster configuration consisting of four groups of
attached units (three of the groups would have two units and one group would have three units for a total
of 9 new units) and the retention of three (3) existing structures, two (2) of which are designated historic.
Site access is proposed via a private cul-de-sac from Woodhull Road. The applicant is petitioning for
inclusion in the Huntington Sewer District to allow all wastewater generated by the project to be
conveyed off-site to the Huntington Sewage Treatment Plant. The project includes 2.98 acres of
conservation area to encompass the site’s freshwater wetlands, a 0.97-acre park dedication and an
extension of the Town heritage trail.

Location: (Include street address and the name of the municipality/county.)

The subject parcel is located on the southwest corner of Park Avenue (County Road 35A) and
Woodhull Road in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, New York designated as parcels
0400-073-01-038, 041.1 & 042 and 0400-097-02-107.000 on the Suffolk County Tax Map.



Notice of Completion of Draft EIS/Notice of Hearing Page 2

Potential Environmental Impacts:
Please refer to the EAF Parts I, I & I and the associated November 3, 2004 Planning Board
resolution.

For further information:
Contact Person: Robert Riekert, Deputy Director or Scott Robin, Senior Environmental
Analyst, Department of Planning and Environment

Address: 100 Main Street, Huntington, NY 11743
Telephone Number:  631/351-3196 - FAX # 631/351-3257

A Copy of this Notice and the Draft EIS Sent to:

Commissioner, Department of Environmental Conservation, 50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York
12233-0001 -

" Appropriate Regional Office of the Department of Environmental Conservation -- New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation, Region I, SUNY, Building #40, Stony
Brook, New York 11790-2356, Division of Environmental Permits

Office of the Chief Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be
principally located -- Supervisor Frank Petrone

Applicant/Owner
~z Kiruv Capital Corp., One Old Country Road, Carle Place, New York 11514

All other involved / interested agencies (if any):

v New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Region I, SUNY, Building
#40, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356, Bureau of Habitat Attn: Robert F. Marsh
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, Historic
Preservation Field Services Bureau, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York
12188-0189 Attn: Sloane Bullough, Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator

Town of Huntington Planning Board* ’

Town of Huntington, Office of the Town Clerk, Attn: Joanne Raia, Town Clerk

Suffolk County Planning Department, P.O. Box 6100, 100 Veterans Highway, Hauppauge,
New York 11788, Attn: Thomas Isles, AICP, Director

Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Wastewater Management Division, County
Center, Riverhead, New York 11901, Attn: Walter J. Hilbert, PE, Chief

Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Office of Ecology, County Center,
Riverhead, NY 11901, Attn: Kim Shaw, Bureau Supervisor

Suffolk County Department of Public Works, 335 Yaphank Avenue, Yaphank, New York
11980 Attn: William Hillman, P.E., Chief Engineer

Town of Huntington, Department of Waste Management, Attn: Phillip C. Nolan, Director
Town of Huntington Highway Department, Attn: William Naughton, Superintendent,

<
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Notice of Completion of Draft EIS/Notice of Hearing Page 3

A Town of Huntington Department of Engineering Services, Attn: Patricia A. DelCol,
Director

Town of Huntington, Town Assessor, Attention: Bryan Monaghan

Suffolk County Water Authority, Administrative Services, 4060 Sunrise Highway,
QOakdale, New York 11769-0901 Attn: Steven T. Burns, P.E. Director of Distribution
Huntington Union Free School District, 50 Tower Street, Huntington Station, New York
11746 Attention: David Grackin, Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Management
Services.

Long Island Power Authority, 175 East Old Country Road, Hicksville, NY 11801, Attn:
Director of Government Relations

Town of Huntington Department of Maritime Services

Town of Huntington Conservation Board

Town of Huntington Historic Preservation Commission

Town of Huntington Fire Prevention Bureau

Huntington Library, 338 Main Street, Huntington, NY 11743 Attn: Reference Librarian

|- Jesle

j<-

e e | le |

Any person who has requested a copy of the Draft EIS
N Residents for the Preservation of Hilaire Woods, C/O Robert Ripp, 670 Park Avenue,
Huntington, New York 11743

* = Copy of DEIS already provided

A copy of the Draft EIS is posted on the Town of Huntington website in the On-line library
(Planning and Environment Department section under Kiruv Estates:

http://town.huntington.ny.us/
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
& wew YORKSTATE 2 Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bernadette Castro

-~ RECEIVED

13 April 2005 o
APR 18 2005
Nelson, Pope & Voohis, LL.C

N e i 16 NELSON & POPE

FFICE OF PARg

Melville, NY 11747-2188

Dear Ms. Silva:
Re: SEQRA ,
Senior Housing project
Huntington, Suffolk County
01PR3806/ 05PRO1807

Thank you for requesting the comments of the Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP). The submitted information was reviewed in accordance with Section 14.09 of the New York
State Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Act of 1980.

As was determined in 2001, the Park Avenue Dairy Farm is listed on the State Register of Historic Places.
On 17 September 2001, Greg Donofrio from our office stated that the demolition of the Swezey Horse bamn
and the silo would be appropriate but that alternatives to demolition be considered for the Swezey Cow
Barn. Although you supplied a copy of the 5 March 2001and the 15 February 2002 structural reports, it is
not entirely clear that alternatives to demolition were completely explored. While it is true that the seven
foot height on the first floor would not meet building code, there is nothing preventing that floor from being
removed allowing for a more open space. It is noted that the east wall is tilted six inches out of plumb.
Since the wall is only eight feet high, is it possible for this to be supported and stabilized? In order for us to
continue review of the affects of this project on this structure, we will need original copies of both
structural reports (or copies with legible photographs) and any additional studies that may have been done
on this structure since March 2002. It is recommended that all alternatives be considered, including
stabilization and adaptive reuse of the Cow Barn.

The condition of the Swezey Cow Barn notwithstanding, the Milk House is also a contributing component
to the National register designation. Nothing within the structural report warrants demolition of this
structure. OPRHP recommends that a redesign of the complex avoiding at least this structure if not also the
Cow Barn (in addition to the main farmhouse) be considered.

Your letter indicates that an archaeological study was completed in March 1998. A search of our records
has not found a copy of that report and it may be that the report was never submitted for our review. In
order for the OPRHP to concur with the findings of that report, we will need to have a complete and legible
copy, including good quality images and full project maps, submitted for our review. If you can identify
that we have previously reviewed that report, please provide the project review numbers associated with
that review. Additionally, your letter indicates that the project has been revised. Please provide a current

plan for the proposed project so that we can compare any previously completed study with the current
proposal. i :

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency

!::? printed on recycled paper



We look forward to receiving the additional project information. If anyone has any questions, please call
me at (518) 237-8643, ext. 3284. Please refer to the SHPO Project Review (PR) number in any future
correspondences regarding this project.

Singerely,

oaﬂuJ%%aiwu 4N/

Elisabeth A. Bakker Johnson
Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator
(elisabeth.johnson @oprhp.state.ny.us)
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PRESENT :

PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE AND BY THE PLANNING
BOARD OF THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, HELD ON
THE 26TH DAY OF JULY, 2006 AT 7:45 P.M.,
AT TOWN HALL, 100 MAIN STREET, HUNTINGTON,
NEW YORK, IN THE MATTER OF KIRUV ESTATES,
PURSUANT TO NOTICE OF HEARING, AND BEFORE
SHEILA PARISER, R.P.R., A NOTARY PUBLIC OF

THE STATE OF NEW YORK.

PAUL MANDELIK, Chairman

JANE DEVINE, Vice-Chairman

MARILYN HEALY

AVRUM ROSEN

LORRAINE A. SANTOIANNI

STEVEN SCHNITTMAN

MITCHEL SOMMER

ANTHONY J. ALOISIO, Director of Planning

ROBERT E. REIKERT, Deputy Director of Planning

J. EDWARD GATHMAN, ESQ., Attorney for Planning Board

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MANDELIK:

ARCHER:

MANDELIK:

ARCHER :

[THE HEARING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY THE

CHAIRMAN, PAUL MANDELIK, AT 7:45 P.M.]

I will call the applicant for
Kiruv Estates.

Good evening, Mr. Chairman,
members of the Board. May I?

Yes.

My name is Keith Archer with the
law firm of Harras, Bloom & Archer; 445
Broadhollow Road. We represent the
applicant, Kiruv Capital Corporation in
this hearing on the application of
preliminary subdivision map approval on a
7.07 acre parcel of land situated on the
southeast corner of Park Avenue and
Woodhull Road in Huntington. The property
is zoned R-7.

Victor Bert of Nelson & Pope is
available should the Board have any
questions, and so is Mr. Voorhis available
to answer any questions and will make a
short presentation with your permission.

Mr. Chairman, as part of the

preliminary subdivision approval process a

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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yield study was submitted to the Planning
Department with a review by the Planning
Department staff, and a determination made
that the property yield throw off ten lots
or ten homes.

On the main plan analyzed in the
DEIS after this property was given a pos.
dec. by the Planning Board, the applicant
proposed constructing nine two-story
condominium units in clusters of two and
three attached homes and retaining the
existing two-story frame home on the site.

There are two historic homes on
the site which are along Woodhull that will
be preserved. As shown on the subdivision
plan, the section with the proposed
subdivision access to the property will be
off of Woodhull Road.

Now, in recognition that this
property is in a Town Historic District and
contains New York State DEC designated
freshwater wetlands, the DEIS prepared by
the applicant was very extensive and
analyzed all of the issues associated with

the development of this project on this

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR. ROSEN:
B-1
2.38

MR. ARCHER:

proposed site.

Please, Mr. Archer, I have to
stop you there. I don't necessarily agree
with that statement, so from the get-go --
I don't know that it has analyzed all of
this. At some point, I am going to ask you
to ask the engineer, but to me -- maybe
there are more questions to be answered in
terms of it is a complicated engineering
project, in terms of several matters.

Without getting to the
engineering, one of my preliminary
questions I have is you have an elaborate
drainage system here which is not only not
taking care of the water that is on the
site that gets collected, but it is going
to feed controlled waste into the Town
sewers, stormwater runoff.

Is that an accurate statement?

I am going to ask Mr. Bert to
answer that question, but I think the
reason I said that in terms of analyzing
the issue is because this Planning Board
did accept the DEIS and the EIS completely,

and actually reviewed it, and it is in

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR. ROSEN:

B-2
211

MR. ARCHER:

MR. ROSEN:
B-3
2.38
MR. ARCHER:
MR. ROSEN:
MR. ARCHER:
MR. ROSEN:

circulation.

Before we get to that, he can
answer that question in a minute.

What I have for you that I need
to speak to from a legal point of view, you
are going to have a homeowners association
there?

Yes, condominium development.

Right. 8o, the first thing that
jumps out at me when you have this kind of
system and it is going to be subject‘to
private ownership, even if it were down the
line, what provisions have been built in
for the long-term maintenance/repair and
operation of that? That's one of the
things.

Of the drainage system?

Of the drainage system over and
above anything else. That's one of the
issues, and that's a question for you.

I just didn't want that statement
to go unchallenged.

Okay. Do you want me to respond
to that question?

If you can.

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR.

=2

MR.

MR.

ARCHER: I am taking a little bit of a
guess, but since we are going to have a
condominium association, I would think --
but again we haven't done the plan yet --
that the drainage facilities which will
really service all of the common areas
would probably -- don't hold me to it -- be
maintained by the condominium association.

ROSEN: That was my guess, and my concern
with that is I don't know how elaborate the
drainage system is and hoﬁ expensive, and
obviously --

ARCHER: [INTERPOSING] I understand. Why
don't we let Mr. Bert answer your question
about the kind of system that is going to

be operated?

SOMMER : I have a question. [INAUDIBLE]
B4 How about the park areas? Was that the
2.2

suggestion of the Planning staff?

ARCHER: Yes. Mr. Bert confirmed it, and
that is the parkland shown on both plans --
there is an alternate plan that we are
going to get to if we do.

SOMMER : In other words, that map that you
B-5

23 have on that easel is a little different

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 7

MR. ARCHER:
MR. SOMMER:
MR. ARCHER:
MR. SOMMER:
MR. ARCHER:

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. BERT:

than the plan that we have? Is that what
you mean by alternate site?

Correct.

Can we see that map?

We are going to get to it. This
is Alternate 4 that was discussed
extensively with the Planning Department
staff. It actually has fewer units, and I
am going to get to it, but I would like
Mr. Bert to answer the question regarding
the --

[INTERPOSING] Before Mr. Bert
starts, do you have a topographical?

Sure. It was submitted as part
of the application.

Anyway, the answer is that there
is freshwater wetlands in the area that we

are seeking to preserve. On the main plan

-- and I was going to get to it -- we are
proposing conservation easements. In
Alternate 4 -- and this is all in the EIS

-- in Alternate 4 it's different, and I am
going to get to it.
Mr. Bert?

Victor Bert; Nelson & Pope,

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR. SOMMER:

MR. BERT:

Engineers; 574 Walt Whitman Road, Melville,
New York.

The actual application that was
made for Kiruv Estates, which is not the
plan that you see on the easel in front of
you, was our original proposal, which was
as a result of the meetings with the staff,
and in the scoping of the Environmental
Impact Statement, it was Alternative Number
4 in the Environmental Impact Statement,
which I think is the preferred alternative
by the staff; and, of course, the applicant
is willing to comply and build the
preferred alternative, although the actual
application that was made is slightly
different from that.

There is a ten lot yield study
that was prepared as part of the
application, and was included as part of
the DEIS.

In any event, the drainage
proposal for the application as submitted
consisted of a stormwater retention system,
the safest design of which is that the rate

of runoff on the site at the development

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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would not exceed the rate of runoff in the
predevelopment scenario. This is the type
of drainage system that is used throughout
most of the United States, but as Long
Island is somewhat unique in terms of the
geological makeup of Long Island, which is
primarily sand and gravel that we are used
to on Long Island, and particularly in the
Town of Huntington, the conventional method
of stormwater disposal either through a
storﬁwater recharge basin which is, in
essence, a large pit, or subsurface
concrete chambers, would serve the same
function to discharge stormwater back into
the groundwater.

The grades that were required in
the application and submitted resulted in a
relatively shallow depth to groundwater,
which would have precluded the use of a
conventiocnal system and, as such, we
discussed with Mr. Wolpensinger an
alternative system, which would have been
runoff after post-development would not
exceed runoff predevelopment.

As a result of numerous

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR. ROSEN:

B-6
21

\4

conversations back and forth with the
staff, it was decided that the alternative
plan, which is Alternative Number 4 which,
again, is the preferred alternative, that
the stormwater recharge basin would become
a conventional system in terms of the basic
principle of voluminous storage with
recharge back into the stormwater drainage.
So, it complies with the Town

standards in terms of groundwater recharge

and not as originally proposed with the

original application.

One of the things that I didn't
understand here, and one of my problems
with this statement is there are statements
that are made, there are certain
assumptions made that I just don't have the
engineering or the science or the backup
of.

For example, as I understand this
site, groundwater is between two-and-a-half
and three feet to meet groundwater. Now,
you have got -- part of the problem as I
understand it is that you have got not

total, you have got somewhat porous clay

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR. BERT:
MR. ROSEN:
B-7
2.1
MR. BERT:
MR. ROSEN:
B-8
2.1

/ﬁ\ substrata here that retains that water, but

it is not one of those situations where you
have a solid clay lining. There is some
leaching through it. That's the way I was
reading the statement.

That's correct.

You talk about the site being
twenty-two or twenty-three percent of the
site used -- you talked about how it would
be disturbed in this regard.

So, the rationale, as I
understand the statement is that because
there is some leaching into the site now
where the water was able to get back
through, and the groundwater is not
disturbed by that, that we can put more
development in it and disturb the site
more, and it will not affect the other
areas. That's the way I read this
statement.

I think that, generally speaking,
what you have said is correct.

We have got an issue of degrees
here. Let me, just so I understand it and

then I will let you speak -- this is my

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602
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MR.

MR.

MR.

5

3

MR.

BERT:

ROSE

=

BERT:

ROSEN:

BERT:

ROSEN:

BERT:

ROSEN:

BERT:

/A\nmin concern in looking at this.

As I understand it now, you are
talking about a conventional drainage
system, so that's going to mean a lot of --
that's going to create a lot of issues.
You are going to have a lot of shallow
leaching pools here.

A lot of leaching chambers.

Which will be below the clay?

No.

Above the clay?

Yes.

You are going to have individual
leaching pools?

The proposed alternative is to
request an extension --

[INTERPOSING] I know that. The
sewer system is a different ball of wax.

Let's say you are not going to
connect to the sewer system, okay, you are
going to be putting in ten -- nine, let's
assume -- nine new cesspools, nine new
septic tanks. Those are going to have to

go pretty deep.

\V/ Just so your recognize there are
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MR. ROSEN:
MR. BERT:
MR. ROSEN:
MR. BERT:

/N@our existing residential residences on the
property already. You are adding six
additional systems. You have two old
houses, the milk house and the --

[INTERPOSING] One of my concerns
in this report, it is very hard to get a
handle on exactly how much of that clay
layer is going to be destroyed and what the
effect is going to be from this report,
what the impact will be.

The impact of what?

The impact of by changing the
topography, by putting that clay between
the structures, the cesspool, the septic
tank, I just don't see that adequately
addressed in here.

In terms of the overall
topography with the environmental impact, I
don't get a feel for it from this report.

So, to the extent you can address that, I

would appreciate it.

To put it quite simply, if you
think of the site as a large sponge and we
are draining on that sponge, if we were to

seal off a portion of the sponge and direct
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all of that runoff to the remainder of the
sponge, the same total amount of rainfall
ends up in the sponge.

So, by developing the property,
by putting impervious surfaces, all you do
is redirect the same amount of water into
-- instead of it uniformly soaking into the
ground, let's say, it is redirected from
the paved surfaces into the catch basins
and then discharges back into that same
sponge, so the net result is there is no
difference to the hydrology of the site.

With regard to the structural
aspects of it, there is adequate burying
capacity in these soils to support all of
these gtructures.

Certainly, because of the mix --
you can see from the soil borings -- there
are a variety of clay lenses here and
there, but the end result is, whether it be
the septic system with a stormwater
drainage system, there will be a layer of
sand and gravel, well-drained sand and
gravel that will be between groundwater and

the bottom of the earth, the stormwater
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MR. ROSEN:
B-9
231

MR. BERT:

MR. ROSEN:

leaching chambers or in the event that we
have individual septic systems, that will
comply again with the requirements of the
Health Department, which is that there be a
minimum of a six foot layer of pervious
material to enable the dissipation of
effluent.

That was my concern. My biggest
concern is the effect -- I understand your
sponge analogy, but over time different
portions of the sponge may dry out
differently.

For example, I am still not sure
what the effect on the wetlands is by
having that clay lens level layer destroyed
on other portions of the property.

All of the construction will take
place at an elevation above the pond. If
we were going to be building below the
pond, then you have the potential of
somewhat draining out the pond, but
inasmuch as all the construction is in
elevation above that level, it won't have
an hydraulic impact on it.

That's all. Sorry to mess up
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your presentation.

MR. MANDELIK: Mr. Archer, would you like to

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

ARCHER:

continue, please?

Absolutely. So, as Mr. Bert
indicated and as I did a little earlier,
what we are proposing is really to shift
from the original plan, that was the main
plan, to Alternate 4. This is the
preference of the Planning staff. Things
changed on that plat.

The area that constitutes the
wetland is going to be conveyed to the Town
as opposed to, in the main plan, for
parkland as opposed to, in the main plan,
just have a conservation easement on it.

The Heritage Trail will be on
that plan from Hillaire Estates going up

towards Park Avenue.

MANDELIK: That's being dedicated to the

B-101 Town?

ARCHER :

2.2
It hasn't been. It is about 2.62

acres.

MANDELIK: That includes Heritage Trail?

ARCHER:

Heritage Trail ends on our

property line. It will be used for
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MR.

MR .

MR.

MR.

MR.

MANDELIX:

ARCHER:

MANDELIK:

B-11
24
ARCHER:

MANDELIK:

ARCHER :

MANDELIK:

parkland.

The Alternate Plan 4 proposes
seven new condominium units, structures,
retaining, of course, the two historic
structures on the property, as well as the
existing house, for a total of ten units,
two of which are the existing historic
homes, one of which is the existing house
that's to remain.

So, 1t 1is seven new.

Is that existing house the milk
house that's been referred to?

No.

The milk house is going to be
taken down?

We are going to move it. We are
actually proposing to make a community
center or something similar to that.

On the property? On the Kiruv
Estates' property?

Yes. It is not going to be
residential use.

Again, a lot of it is up to the
discretion of this Board.

Yes.
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MR. ARCHER: Okay, so both plans, of course,
preserve the historic homes, because you
can't, of course, in any way demolish
those.

In terms of the architecture of
the units, since we are in an Historic
District, the applicant is going to comply
with the Town Historic District's design
requirements, and the Town has already
spoken with the Historic Commission, and we

will carry through the overall historic

architecture.
As Mr. Bert indicated -- and I am
not going to be redundant -- the applicant

has requested permission to connect to the
sewer system; however, in the ewvent that
the applicant is not accepted into the
District, then as Mr. Bert indicated, we
would go with septic systems to be approved
by the Suffolk County Health Services.
Anyway, that's my brief
presentation, Mr. Chairman. You can ask us
to respond to questions, to comments that
are made or we can, which is the usual, I

think, method, respond within the FEIS
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MR.

MR.

MR.

MANDELIK:

ARCHER:

MANDELIK:

KARPEN:

that's going to be prepared after this
hearing.

Thank you. Any other questions
from the Board?

No questions. Thank you,

Mr. Archer.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Any members of the community wish
to speak? Please raise your hand.

Mr. Karpen, state your name and
address.

My name is Daniel Karpen. I
reside at 3 Harbor Hill Drive, Huntington,
New York.

This turtle represents how slow
traffic moves on 25A and Park Avenue in the
vicinity of the proposed site. The
applicant proposes (a), more houses. I
want to show you how much slower the
traffic will move once we get more traffic
coming, how much slower.

These were hand-carved turtles
made when I was a child in elementary
school, and this turtle took me ten years

to finish, the big one. It is a very slow
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MR. ROSEN:

MR. KARPEN:

B-12
25

B-13
2.6

B-14
2.7

process. I am showing you how slow the
traffic is going to be moving. [DISPLAYING
MULTIPLE TURTLES] It is getting slower and
slower.

When did you do your work,

Mr. Karpen?

Now we have a turtle jam at the
intersection of Park Avenue and 25A, and
these six turtles were killed in turtle
accidents in the vicinity of the proposed
project, and I doh't think that the
applicant's traffic analysis is any good
because I don't think anybody in here wants
more traffic on Park Avenue and on 25A.

The Town Board should be lead
agency as this project involves putting
more sewerage into sewerage lines, and they
need approval. The Planning Board is not
the lead agency. It should be the Town
Board.

It is my understanding that the
applicant demolished a structure on the
property several years ago. He jumped the

gun according to SEQRA. On Pages 2-4 and

\V/ 2-5, the residences were cleaned up prior
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B-15
2.8

MR. MANDELIK:

/N\to the completion of the DEIS. That's

illegal. Cleaning up hazardous waste
should have been done after the DEIS was
completed. There was no emergency in
place, no one declared an emergency and, as
such, they violated the law.

The wetlands need remapping. I
could not find in the DEIS a comparison of
the equivalent freshwater wetland map as
promulgated by the DEC with the wetland
designation that's on the site plan. This
wetland designation is not the same. Thus,
a remapping must be done in accordance with
the Environmental Conservation Law.

When that happens, the entire
clock stops. You, at the Planning Board,
should be aware -- and I know Jane Devine
is aware of the fight over the Weeks' Farm
where the Huntington Farmland Association
wanted an existing pond on the property
designated for freshwater wetlands. The
applicant, for that project, went into
court --

[INTERPOSING] Daniel, three

minutes are up.
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MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

KARPEN:

MANDELIK:

KARPEN:

B-16
2.9

MANDELIK:

KARPEN:

ROSEN:

KARPEN:

MANDELIK:

SHERIDAN:

This is a very important point I
am trying to make. The fact that there is
a lawsuit, a settlement of a lawsuit that
says the wetlands, when they have to be
mapped, the process has to stop.

All of your comments are so noted
and are being taken down by Sheila.

In addition, the maple tree that
is on the property is not in the DEIS and
is an extremely rare species in the Town of
Huntingtbn.

Thank you, Mr. Karpen. You are
out of order at this time.

This is going to take more than
three minutes to put turtles back in their
box.

If it does, it will be the last
box you bring here. That's not being very
polite to other people.

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Karpen.

Anyone else?

Good evening. Alan Sheridan; 30
Bellaire Drive, Huntington, New York. I am

an adjoining homeowner, abutting homeowner.
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MR. MANDELIX:

MR. SOMMER:

MR. SHERIDAN:

Before I start, I would like to
suggest, for my benefit as well as for
other community members, you know I
reviewed the plans. It is like a shell
game. There were so many from so many
different years. I think it would benefit
the whole room if Number 4 were shown or
passed around. I do remember general
things about it. I don't know 1if all my
comments will pertain to it; however, I
feel it would benefit everyone.

Hold on a second, Mr. Sheridan.

Mr. Archer, would you be so kind
as to pass that around? I think that's a
fair request being there are double
alternates and not everyone understood the
alternate you were talking about.

By the way -- share something.
Please put something in writing to us. We
will consider it before we make a decision,
so if you can go home and think of
something or hear something, or you do
something you want us to know, please send
it to the Planning Department.

Thank you. First of all, having
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B-17
2.10

B-18
2.10

reviewed all the plans, I understand there
is consideration with respect to wetlands
and that is appropriate. However, the
abutting landowners' rights must also be
respected. In almost all of these plans --
my property is directly behind -- in one of
the plans is a road abutting my property
line. There is nothing in the EIS that
talks about whether there is going to be a
lamppost. If there is going to be a
lamppost right in my backyard, I think I am
entitled to know about that, and that is an
extreme disturbance, and the setbacks
should be appropriate.

If they are building a private
home, under the Building Code that
currently exists, there would have to be a
setback of at least twenty-five feet. I
don't see that in the plans here. I am not
sure whether, in Number 4, that is it.

The rights of the existing
homeowners have to be respected, and there
has to be a berm or certain protection.

I have thirty or forty feet of

\V/undeveloped property behind my house which
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MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

SOMMER :

SHERIDAN:

ROSEN:

SHERIDAN:

B-19
25

B-20
2.11

ROSEN :

SHERIDAN:

I intentionally kept. I want to make sure
that is going to be respected.

Can you just point to the map as
to where your house is located?

[INTERPOSING] My name is not on
it. It has a March, 1934 date.

You are on the trapezoid shape?
It will come in the middle of the cul-de-
sac.

I believe the traffic estimates
are grossly underestimated. Most homes
have two plus cars today. The traffic
study does not include deliveries, school
buses, garbage picking up.

Another question. 1Is it going to
be private pickup or part of the Town? It
is not clear to me whether it is going to
be a public or private road.

It is proposed to be a private
road.

Would that be private garbage
pickup as well?

I believe it is also premature to
approve this project until there is a

result from the application to the Sewer
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MR. MANDELIK:

MR. SHERIDAN:

B-21
2.1

MR. MANDELIK:

MS. KEPPLER:

District with respect to the extension
thereof. The cesspools will be a major,
major problem on this site, and frankly, I
am not an engineer, but I have serious
questions about --

[INTERPOSING] Can you finish up?

My last point.

A serious question. If you build
uphill, the water is not going to run
downhill from a cesspool? I am not an
engineer, but you know, apples have fallen
on my head. I know how gravity works.

Thank you very much.

Thank you for your statement.

Good evening. I am Loretta
Keppler, and my family and I have lived at
414 Park Avenue in Huntington since 1975.

Thank you for giving me this
opportunity to speak tonight. I am here to
ask the Town Planning Board to connect
three historic houses on Park Avenue to the
Sewer District. These three houses are
north of the proposed construction and
predate almost all buildings in the Village

of Huntington. They are 424, 420 and 414.
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They are three very well-known houses.

I would like not to see our
houses skipped over when newer buildings
are being considered for inclusion in the
Sewer District. The sewer line runs down
Park Avenue in front of our houses, and a
connection at this time will also alleviate
sewerage problems we face when excessive
rains occur resulting in a higher
watertable.

The amount of water that we would
add to the existing system, the sewerage
system, really would not even register
significantly. In my house, I only have
two people, myself and my son. Our
situation, resulting from seasonal ponding,
inadequate highway drainage, is beyond a
family's ability to connect. We need the
Town's help.

I have spoken in front of the
Town Board. They have a record of our
situation. These houses are fragile, and
we are here first, as was our request for
the inclusion, and as a personal

observation, I have lived in my house for
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MR.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MANDELIK:

SCHNITTMAN :

KEPPLER:

SCHNITTMAN :

thirty-one years and if you want to ask
anybody about groundwater levels, Amy
Gardner and I can go in my yard almost
every day of the year, even in the winter,
and I can tell you right now because we
haven't had rain for maybe a week, there is
still water in the ground where I live.

The optimum number is four
inches. When it rains four inches in one
day, believe me, there is water everywhere,
especially where I am.

I can give you many indications
of where the seasonal ponds are, and all
about groundwater levels. They are very
high in that area.

Thank you very much. I have
already submitted most of this in writing.

Yes, we have received it.

We have no involvement in the
sewers.

I understand that, but just in
case there is an indication that this may
go forward and you have agreed to put a
sewer line extension --

[INTERPOSING] We don't do that.
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MR. KEPPLER:

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. RIPP:

MS. GEISLER:

MR. PCORTER:
MR. SOMMER:
MR. RIPP:

They go somewhere else for that.

I understand that.

Yesg?

The three of us are together. My
name is Rob Ripp. I am one of the founding
members of Residents for the Preservation
of Hillaire Woods.

Lynn Geisler, and I am also
cofounder of the Huntington Trails
Association.

Charles Porter; 63 Sammis Street
in Huntington.

Rob Ripp and I coauthored the
Open Space Acquisition Proposal for this
site four years ago.

Hold it one second.

That is why we are here today.

We have, as interested parties, received a
copy of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement last week, which we have
reviewed. We have provided you with our
comments on that DEIS. Our comments relate
to the environmental sensitivity to
developing this property, as well as to the

historic sensitivity to developing this
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property, and what we see in the two maps
that they have presented; one, that is the
basis for this presentation and Alternative
4,

We would like to, if we could
this evening, go through a number of points
as they relate to both plans so you can
understand our view of the plans as they
have been presented to the Board, and as
they are reflected here in the DEIS.

First, let me tell you we would
also like -- first, this is a presentation
given to the Planning Board back in 2002,
which established the Heritage Trail. It
was also given to the Town Board. So,
folks that aren't familiar with it, that's
here. That really established a basis for
the Heritage Trail and the preservation of
not just this parcel, but the greater
Hillaire Woods, which involves the
properties on Park Avenue, on the west side
of Park Avenue, you will see outlined on
the map there. A map is provided for you
in both of these documents here, and what

we have done to actually -- what the Town
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MR. GATHMAN:

MR. RIPP:

has done to acquire most of these
woodlands, which is over fifty acres.

We began with the parcel that you
see outlined in red in 2001. That was
slated for development. That was acquired
by the Town.

Following that, there were four
subsequent lots up at Clearview Place.
Those were acquired by the Town. In
addition, the Gottensinger piece, a one-
acre piece that is behind 595 Park Avenue,
that was -- has it been or will be acquired
by the Town.

That was done.

So, those ten acres have been
preserved.

The other continuous acres, which
are shown on the map, are owned by Suffolk
County and the Town. So, there is a
continuous link until you get to the dairy
site, which we call the Park Avenue Dairy
site, and then across from the dairy site,
across Woodhull Road is the Huntington
School District. Twenty-four acres over

there of woodlands, which is considered
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B-22
2.13

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. RIPP:

part of Hillaire Woods.

This is the most important
development site in Huntington Village as
we see it for several reasons.

Number one, the environmental
sensitivity is here, because to the north,
the property to the west, the property is
bordered by significant steep slopes, and
to the south, because of the wetland issue.

So, basically, there is a small
plot in the middle where the existing barn
and silo could be minimally developed with
consideration to the disturbance of the
wetlands.

Our concern is the effect of the
construction on the hillside.

On Page 10, you indicate
Alternative 4 is preferred.

Alternative 4 is preferred to the
one that they have proposed, the plan that
they proposed which, quite honestly,
balances some of the conservation issues.
It was our intention, and we had made
application to the Open Space Committee,

and for those that don't know, Charles,
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myself and Lynn made application to
purchase the property. The seller was not
willing to sell this property to the Town.

Subsequently, they have proposed
these development alternatives. What we
would like to do is have some input into
this development if it happens. We will
address the first one and Alternate 4.

In the first proposal, 2.9 acres
of conservation area are proposed for the
wetlands and the woodlands. This does not
protect the most heavily and steeply wooded
area of the site.

You will see on Page 4, the area
that we know as the amphitheater, which is
behind the silo and the barn, that is a
steep incline. As you go out from the
gilo, it is flat, and there is a very steep
incline there, as you will see from the
first photo on the left.

On the right, you will see it
loocking down towards the barn. In Plan 1,
that plan contains two units of housing.
Number 9 and Number 10, that area, we are

assuming that would have to be level
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because the cul-de-sac is there, level and
cleared to put those units there. So, that
hillside behind the silo would actually be
flattened and destroyed.

Please correct us if we are
wrong.

If it is not right, please have
the applicant correct us.

So, we assume it is right. That
is the area we feel is most sensitive in
terms of development. In addition to that,
and you will see on Page 5 some of the
photographs of the environment behind the
barn, and the silo that would have to be
destroyed.

We are very familiar with the
site because we have walked it extensively
in prior years past.

Any relation to, on Page 6, you
will see a dairy barn and no cows.
Obviously, the removal of the dairy barn
and the milk house is a significant issue.
New York State, in fact, asked for an
adaptive use of this property. If they were

to do that, they would have to use that
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B-23
2.12

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. RIPP:

property to develop houses on. We won't
comment on that.

What we will comment on is this;
the flat portion and the most easy portion
to develop. In terms of the silo, itself,
we feel that there should be an opportunity
if you look on Page 8, the silo here, to be
preserved. The silo could be preserved as
an historic artifact and lends itself to
the development, itself, and to the
charaéter of the Town. We travel all over
the world to go see ruins. So why not have
one in our Town to see this when it is a
rarity? This is beautiful. It is quite a
sight. There is potential there for that
to be restored.

Can you wrap up, please?

Sure. In terms of the Alternate
Number 4 -- we believe there is an
opportunity for that to be preserved. We
will not comment on the dairy barn, itself,
because that may be better left to the
Historic Preservation Commission and other
people to comment on that.

With regard to the fact that more
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B-24
2.13

than half the property of the 3.95 acres
will be preserved, well, that is admirable.
In Plan Number 1, it does go into that
hillside. When you look at Alternative 4,
they take those two units, 9 and 10, and
they move them to the north somewhat away
from that hillside, away from the silo. So
it looks like less of that hillside will be
disturbed.

In Alternative 4, there will be
only four hundred feet of retaining wall
versus eight hundred feet in Alternative 1.
It is still, though, if you look at the
topography map, it still shows the silo
would be destroyed, the barn will be
destroyed and they will be putting a house
where that amphitheater is, and we would
assume there is still a retaining wall,
although not as deep into the woods.

If they can move away from that
in Alternative 4 and retain that unit, that
should protect that hillside, and that area
will not be developed, and less retaining

wall, and that house or that unit might be

\V/éccommodated elsewhere on the flat part of
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MR. MANDELIK:

MR. SCHNITTMAN:

MS. GEISLER:

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. PORTER:

B-25
212

/P@he property on Woodhull Road.

Thank vyou.

Is there anything that you would
add that is not covered in your report?

I would just like to say that, as
a representative of the Huntington Trails
Association, I have led hikes down that
way, and everybody has been overwhelmed by
the silo and the natural beauty of the
property, and to destroy it, it is to
destroy forever, and it should be kept in
mind before knocking out that slope.

The questions you are raising, I
think that is an excellent presentation.

One other point. At the corner
of Woodhull and Park, there is a
Revolutionary War British Camp, and in
neither plan is it proposed to give the
Town ability to work out some plans, and
there may be some interesting things there.

Just to say, this is such a
unique site in the Town. My preference
would be to see it not developed, but since

this plan is before you, that's what we

\V/ tried to do with the open space application
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MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MS.

RIPP:
B-26
2.14

MANDELIK:

BOLTON:

/A\four years ago, but since the plan is

before you, reluctantly I have to say that
Alternate 4 is better, but we still have
problems and questions about that plan.

Also, we also request the pond be
included in the conservation area which is
in Alternate 1, but not in Alternate 4.

That is Page 10.

In addition, we have applications
for you as well, which outline the historic
structures and the potential usage of the
property.

Thank you very much. Very well
presented. [APPLAUSE]

Charla Bolton; Huntington
Historic Preservation Commission.

Good evening, Mr. Chairman and
members of the Planning Board. 1In the
interest of time, I am going to read my
statement and we will be submitting it
formally in writing tomorrow to the
Planning Department and the Planning Board.

At its regular meeting on July
24, 2006, the Historic Preservation

Commission reviewed the alternative site
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plan submitted with the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

If the site is to be developed,
the Commission finds that Alternative 4
would have the least adverse impact on the
site. I say this with a great deal of
caution, however. It is suffice to say
that the site remains, probably, the most
environmentally fragile site in the
Huntington locale, and that includes the
historic environment, as well as the
natural environment.

The Commission prefers the scheme
that does not have the cul-de-sac.
Clustered homes in the middle of the site
to create a Village atmosphere minimizes
the intrusion on natural areas. It keeps
the disturbance as far as possible from the
tannery site on the corner of Park Avenue
and Woodhull Road, minimizes the use of
retaining walls and preserves the historic
and residential character of the
neighborhood.

Alternative 4 comes closest to

meeting these goals as it preserves the
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B-27
2.27

B-28
2.28

streetscapes, limits the number of new
dwellings and promotes the preservation of
existing historic dwellings, including the
relocation and preservation of the milk
house.

Contrary to statements in the
DEIS, all the buildings on the site are
considered architecturally significant and
are located within the 0ld Huntington Green
Historic District and not subject to this
Town's historic preservation regulations
under Article VI in the Zoning Code.

The design of the new buildings
would also be subject to the Historic
Preservation Commission and the Town Board;
accordingly, the list of agencies'
jurisdiction over this project on Page SS34
should include Historic Preservation
Commission and the Town Board.

Throughout the DEIS, the
applicant refers to an agreement with the
Town whereby the Town would purchase the
property on Woodhull Road. While there is

some expression of interest by the

\V/Commission in pursuing this, there is no
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B-29
2.15

B-30
2.12

/A\agreement to purchase these buildings.

Accordingly, the best venue to
continue their preservation is for them to
be occupied and counted as part of the ten-
unit yield to this site. These are
important historic resources.

The Rolf House, although it dates
to the seventeenth century, and the
Chichester and Skidmore House, both of
which are fronting on Woodhull Road date to
the late eighteenth century and is
virtually unaltered; therefore, the
Commission recommends that covenants be
placed on these houses for alterations
above and beyond restrictions imposed by
virtue of the Town Historic Preservation
Code.

Contrary to statements on SS1 and
SS8, these two houses are currently
occupied and, therefore, the plumbing
systems in them are active.

The new houses should be sited
and designed to look as though they are
part of the historic evolution. The

stormwater leaching fields should be kept
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B-31
2.16

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. ROSEN:

B-32
24

/ﬂ\as far as possible from the corner of Park

Avenue and Woodhull Road, which is an
important archeological site because it is
the location of a rare colonial industrial
site, the tannery, as well as a
strategically located Hessian encampment
during the American Revolution.

This site should be fully
investigated, documented and preserved
prior to any disturbance provided by
development of the site.

The Commission also recommends
that the Heritage Trail should split at the
site to allow one trail to Park Avenue and
another to Hillaire Woods. We would
appreciate the opportunity to be heard by
the Planning Board, and we would hope that
our comments will be taken into
consideration in drafting the final plan.

Thank you.

We thank you.

I have one question for you. 1In
terms of the silo and the dairy barn, has

the Commission considered when matters have

\V/come before it in terms of should there be
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MS. BOLTON:

/A\discussions here as to these buildings and
incorporating those structures into the
houses?

I mean, there are barn
conversions done all over the nation. I,
myself, had to knock down a house in order
to build a barn. Is that something that

the Historic Commission would take under

advisement?
I think it is a good observation,
and I think in an ideal world that

certainly could be included and adaptably

used as new housing on the site. However,
I understand -- and I, personally, have
been on the site -- perhaps it has been

over three or four years since I have seen
the condition of the milk barn and the silo
-- and I think the condition may be quite
perilous at this point. It is an
opportunity that, perhaps, presents itself
and something that might be explored with
the applicant.

We, certainly, if there was an
effort to do that, we obviously would

support 1it.

MODERN SHORTHAND REPORTING AGENCY

(631) 421-1602




10

11

12

13

14

15

i6

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 44

The part of the dairy farm
evolution of the site --

MR. ROSEN: [INTERPOSING] Thank you.

MR. MANDELIK: What about the amphitheater?
Would you be in favor of preserving that as
an historic artifact?

MS. BOLTON: I'm sorry, I am not really
familiar with that. I apologize. I
thought that was a natural sort of
embankment.

MR. RIPP: It is a natural embankment around
the site.

MS. BOLTON: I am not familiar with the
structure, per se. I would like to add
that having been on the site and having
experienced some of it, shall I say the
fragileness of the site, obviously the most
desirable outcome would be no change in
development. You know, I question whether
what is proposed even under Alternative 4
is physically possible given the conditions

on the site.

Thank you.
MR. MANDELIK: Come on down.
B-33
MS. GRIMM: 217 Hi. My name is Cynthia Grimm. I
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/ﬁ\;ive in Huntington Station, and speaking as

a member of the Comprehensive Plan Advisory
Committee, I would like to say to the
public that this plan by Kiruv Estates
absolutely does not coincide with the
wishes of the Committee, which were based
on the planning sessions of the Town
citizens.

Our Committee has spent the last
ten months developing a Comprehensive
Master Plan, the main focus of which was to
preserve open space, provide affordable
housing for our citizens and their
children, reduce traffic flow and preserve
historic resources.

By definition, this development
flies in the face of all of those plans. I
had hoped the Town of Huntington, in seeing
the need for a Master Plan, would issue a
complete moratorium on all new construction
and development, since there are so few
open parcels of land left. Once built,
there is no going back. Nothing should be
built until the Master Plan is approved.

Doing so lets me think our work was then
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B-34
2.19

B-35
231

B-36
2.18

done in vain.

As Mr. Mandelik was, in fact, the
Chairman of that Committee I, at least, had
hoped that he would recognize which
proposals would jeopardize the good
intentions of our Master Plan which, by
design, are the intentions of our citizens.

If this plan gets approval, then
that does nct seem tc be the case.

This property, beyond being part
of an Historic District>with a charming
dirt rut road, is also incredibly
environmentally sensitive. Preserving half
the acreage for open space only
necessitates clear cutting even more trees
to allow for the construction, the fact
that the swampy land would not have been
buildable anyway notwithstanding.

And please do not think that we
can continue to build near our wetlands and
not expect for drainage issues to develop.

The other major aspect of our
plan was the need for average, affordable

housing. Affordable in this Town should be

\V/no more, at its maximum. Of eighty percent
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B-37
2.17

/Nbf the average house price, which currently

is an astronomical four hundred ninety-five
thousand dollars, and far closer to sixty
percent for the average working family with
children to afford, I thought we had
reached a consensus on the Committee that
Huntington is obviously in no way lacking
overpriced homes. Unless these nine homes
will all be priced at sixty to eighty
percent of the median home price, or in the
three hundred thouéand dollar range, that
is yet another aspect which goes against
our Master Plan.

As mentioned in the Master Plan,
the goal for Huntington is to redevelop
areas of obsolescence into revitalized
areas rather than destroy our own natural
resources for the greed of developers.

I ask the Planning Board to
please reconsider this very sensitive area
for development.

The eight hundred plus page DEIS
report, in itself, shows that there are
more reasons not to build on this site than

there are to build on it, especially not
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MR. MANDELIK:

MS. STUDRURI:

B-38
2.15

for a mere nine homes.

This is not a good enough public
use to justify ruining a vital wetland
area, with plants and animals that help to
filter our very drinking water. ©Not for
nine homes.

Yes, ma'am?

Good evening. My name is Cynthia
Studruri. I live at 8 Glendon Court in
Huntington.

My property is off North Woodhull
Road, which is off of Park Avenue.

Speaking in terms of development
of this property, this is the second
petition for such a development of cluster
homes, which I was happy to hear the
petitioner actually called them
condominiums tonight because I have been
trying to do research upon research to find
out what cluster homes are, and they
basically are condominiums.

I do not see how condominiums can
fit into the aesthetic structure and

architecture of the historic Village area.

\V/I honestly don't. They will take away from
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B-39
21

/A\the aesthetics of this area, which is so

beautiful, in addition to taking away from
the aesthetics of the area and the Historic
District.

My husband and I have, and
neighbors have dealt with prolonged issues
of drainage in our court as well. Our
court was development in, I believe it was,
the late seventies and it was filled in,
and we have a one vat cesspool that's
coﬁstantly filled. We own a five bedroom
home, three bath home, that will never be
able to be used to its potential.

With two people living in the
house, we are constantly pumping out our
cesspools. When it rains, we have to watch
how much laundry we can do. We have
actually taken steps to add in a drywell so
that we can do laundry. We have taken
every step we possibly can to alleviate our
drainage issues, and we pleaded with the
Town to be included into the Sewer
District, and it is my opinion that we need

to take care of the residents that are

\Q/ currently paying taxes and that are in
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B-40
2.1

N\

\4

desperate need of being included into the
Sewer District.

Although we try to keep up on it,
during heavy, torrential unexpected
downpours, we have had an overflow of our
cesspool, and that is environmentally
hazardous. We can't be allowing such
things to happen in this day and age.

We have a creek running alongside
of our house, and the drainage issues are
just -- we can't repair them on our own.
So, before we bring new people into the
Sewer District, I really believe that we
should be dealing with the residents that
are currently having problems in this area;
and I have been hearing it all night long,
the watertable is extremely high.

In lieu of being incorporated
into the Sewer District, this development,
if they were to put cesspools in, I am
expecting that they would only be putting
in one cesspool ring as we have, and they
won't be able to use their potential of
their residences.

In addition to that, when I took
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MR.

MS.

MS.

MR.

MANDELIK:

STUDRURTI:

MANDELIK:

STUDRURI:

MANDELIK:

/A\a brief look at the plans, the development
does appear to be on the hillside, and I am
assuming that numerous mature trees would
have to be taken down in order to go
forward with development.

Well, it is my understanding that
trees aid in the, you know, keeping up the
groundwater when it does rain. If we are
taking away from that, is there potential
for more problems on that site?

And in addition, although the
rain is going to be the same, you are going

to be adding water from human usage,

whether it be showers, car washing.

Can you please finish up?

That's my comment.

Just one thing. Condominiums
don't necessarily mean what you said
before.

What is the difference? Can you
please explain that to me?

Clustering essentially -- let me
say you have five acres and you have one
acre zoning, you can cluster those homes

within a two-acre package, and then you
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MS. STUDRURI:

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. ROSEN:

MR. METCALF:

have three acres of open land. It is
bunching together, in a way.

But as far as the architecture of
the buildings, themselves, they are still
condominiums.

That can be open to discussion.

The answer to that question,
because it is in the Historic District, it
is going to have to be the same as the
Historic District. The Historic Commission
would have control over it.

Ladies and gentlemen of the
Board, my name is Rex Metcalf. I live at
424 Park Avenue, Huntington, and I am an
adjacent neighbor of the subject parcel,
and also a member of the Historic
Preservation Commission of the Town of
Huntington.

So, two topics I would like to
touch on. Obviously, water is a big topic
here. As the oldest house in Town and
having a porous foundation of stone with no
mortar, I know better than any of the
neighbors what it is like dealing with the

high watertable there, and hopefully, the
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Town Board will look favorably upon us when
they look at expanding the Sewage District.

Another topic is whether or not
it is fully understood what the
archeological area consists of on that
north end, the corner of Woodhull and Park.

Starting about ten feet north of
the Chichester House, the little red house
on Woodhull, coming down to Park Avenue and
including the two houses which are not part
of this subdivision that front on Park
Avenue, that area consists of the tannery
site. When the Historic District was
proposed in 1970, there is an Overlay
National Registered District there as well,
and the Department of Interior was doing
cartwheels thinking they would be able to
excavate that industrial site.

I believe only one other tannery
has been found in Massachusetts, and this
is an early tannery site that occupied that
whole area, the work shed for the two
houses that front on Park Avenue and
counting that were areas of the leaching

field and below down to the corners. There
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is a small round vat that has been
identified on the map, but there is also a
larger oblong vat that's closer to Park
Avenue somewhere there.

There was a lot of fill there.
Mrs. Levy owned the property, and those
things, when you do a shovel test -- which
is what the Phase I tests are, they dig two
feet and tell you they couldn't find
anything. Well, that's because you have
four to six feet of £ill around there. The
artifacts are down below that. This is an
area to be preserved from excavation.

The tannery operation was
operated from 1740 to 1840 there. During
the revolution there was a street of log
cabins that had stone chimneys, and they
were alone in the street facing each other
on that meadow there, and there were two
additional cuts on my side of the street.
One was on my property, and one was on the
Kissam property now owned by the Historical
Society. Those were occupied by the guards
defending the southern approach to the

supplies.
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MR. MANDELIK:

MR. METCALF:

MR. MANDELIX:

MR. METCALF:

B-41
2.12

Please finish up.

The other main approach to the
Village Green was the 01d First Church,
which was fortified, the church opposite
Huntington Hospital, which was fortified,
and they built a new fort at Fort Hill that
overlooked the traffic light at Fort Hill
there, that was fortified, and that was
indeed the most impressive fort in
Huntington.

Mr. Metcalf, please wrap up.

This group of huts was the land
approach defense, and it was occupied for
about five years. They were burned by the
soldiers in March of 1783. So, those
remains are still there. The site has been
relatively undisturbed during this time.

Prior to the tannery, it was used
as pasture land from 1670. That gives you
some background on what that archeological
context entails. It is not one little
thing on the map here. That whole area
there is a context that needs to be

discovered, and the Department of Interior

\v/was quite interested in knowing what that
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/T%ite holds.

Thank you. [APPLAUSE]
MR. MANDELIK: Thank you, Mr. Metcalf.
MS. VITTERS: My name is Elaine Vitters. I live
in Huntington.
Mr. Chairman and members of the

Planning Commission, I was not planning to
B42
2.20

speak tonight, but I feel as though some of
the people that have spoken, they should
hear what I have to say. Perhaps, the
people that are here tonight may or may not
be aware of the fact that a prior
application was made for this parcel, and
they were interested in developing this
parcel with one hundred twenty units, and
the applicant, to the best of my knowledge,
has been working for many years, almost six
years, to comply with the needs, the
wishes, the interest of the Heritage Trail,
to comply with the needs and interests of
the Historical Society, to comply with the
Steep Slope Ordinance so that we will be in
compliance and to comply with all of the

local, Federal and State wetland

\v/requirements.
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I, too, have lived in Huntington
for thirty-three years, and I live around
the corner from the proposed development,
and if anyone would think that the
applicant would be in disregard or
disrespect of the historical needs of this
area, the wetlands, of the archeological
aspects of this area and for the dignity of
the Town, I think the people who have been
here listening to the opposition should
hear a little bit about where the applicant
is coming from.

The plans were worked and
reworked with members of the Town, the
Historical Committee, the Historical Trail
Committee and, in fact, it is my
understanding that the original development
was reflected in the 1996 Town of
Huntington tax yield, and that the
applicant, himself, was trying to reflect a
1996 tax proposed yield that the Town,
itself, had drafted; and so, going from one
hundred twenty units, which was in total

disregard of the fragility of this parcel,

\v/the applicant has reduced it down to a
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MR.

MS.

MANDELIK:

KENNEDY :

/ﬁ\‘potential of nine with more than two plus

acres dedicated to the Town, with complete
awareness and regard for the Town's
Heritage Trail, the steep slope and the
wetlands.

I just thought it was important
to have a balanced statement made on behalf
of the applicant.

Thank you very much.

Thank yoﬁ, Ms. Vitters.
[APPLAUSE]

Mary Kennedy.

My name is Mary Kennedy. I live
at 549 Park Avenue in Huntington.

I have to disagree with some of
the issues Mrs. Vitters has mentioned.

Kiruv Capital -- they are
different names -- and I would like to know
how far they are going to go.

I have been prosecuted for eight
years trying to subdivide and sell my
property. I had a meeting with George
Hoffman, Pat Reiss and the Town of
Huntington in 1999. It was to do with

selling my property. Because I was being
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prosecuted at the time, I didn't quite
understand and the resolution was going to
be from George Hoffman and Pat Reiss,
"Mary, sell your property. You are going
to be a very rich woman. This proposal
will never, ever again be offered.”

I didn't understand what they
were saying. I said, "No, I am not selling
it. This is my home, my property."

I later found out that a
developer, which was then Kiruv Capital,
that they had been turned down, but there
was a person by the name of J. Vitters, who
I found out from the ZBA attormney,

Mr. Abbate -- he was also the attorney for
the developer, and I know this to be true
because on my court date, in front of Judge
Stephen Hackeling, this case, Kiruv
Capital, was on the calendar for that date.
They were being prosecuted for violation of
their SEQRA, DEC and interfering with the
wetlands, and also of building a cottage, a
two-bedroom cottage out of a concrete
building. They were fined five hundred

dollars and pleaded guilty, and that was
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it.

My case came up two years later,
which my attorneys didn't bring my C.O.
forward, and eventually that was proved
that I did have a C.0. I was found guilty
and.fined five thousand dollars. I am just
talking about big, powerful people, of how
lenient my Town has been, and I am a widow
struggling to pay attorneys, being
prosecuted, and I would honestly say I am
going a little off-track because I am not
feeling good tonight, but I have come to
study and see this plan, got it off the
Internet, and it shows where Kiruv is and
out of all the properties on Park Avenue.
Mine is printed out with a circle, just
like the gray-out for Kiruv.

I would like the panel to find
out, before you approve anything, and ask
Kiruv Capital -- and they have several
different names now -- under Gottesman
Property, between that property there is
the Hillaire Company, the Kiruv property,
Kiruv Capital, and then there is the Town

of Huntington and the County property, the
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MR. MANDELIK:

MS. KENNEDY:

MR. MANDELIK:

MS. KENNEDY:

MR. MANDELIK:

sump, and I am right next to that, north of
the sump.

Can you finish up?

Now, Kiruv owns the property on
the other side of the sump, and I would
l1ike to know when they are going to start
developing to continue, because that has
been their total goal in the past eight or
nine years of my harassment with the Town,
to get me out, and from Mr. Abbate's own
lips, he said I would never get my permits
and my C.0.'s back; they were gone, and
they will keep prosecuting me because they
were going to build seven houses on my
property.

Thank you, Mrs. Kennedy.

I know I sound jumbled tonight,
put I am not feeling well. This is the
history and the Town knows it. I wish
these people go build wherever they want
and leave me alone.

There is a whole list of it, and
I will be making plans when I get somebody
to help me, but Kiruv, leave me alone.

I suggest you submit that, too.
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MR. BELSKY:

B-43
2.21

V

Good evening, Chairman and
members of the Board. My name is Robin
Belsky. I live at 580 Park Avenue.

I want to say it right up front.
I lived in Huntington over thirty years,
brought up my five children. Some of them
got married and they are now in the City
desperate for affordable housing. They
would move to Huntington in a minute. To
see this go through would be wonderful to
have affordable, upscale housing in our
Village, which we certainly need.

If you look around, there are
very few houses of high quality that are
for sale right now. You can buy a house
that needs a huge amount of work, or you
can't afford the recent housing that went
up.

I am very, very much in favor of
seeing this land finally secured and to
know what's going up. One hundred twenty
units is mind-boggling to think that the
Village would have to look like that. To
have something that seems like the plan is

in accordance with the Historical District
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MR. MANDELIK:

MS. GROSS:

B-44
221

/T\is exactly what this Town needs.

Thank you.

Thank you.

Good evening. Edith Gross. I
live at 45 Harriet Lane. I have been in

Huntington for a few years, and I moved to
Huntington because it is such a charming,
such a beautiful community.

Two years ago, I bought -- I
guess I bought a beat-up, old run-down
house, and I think I fixed it up and really
made it very beautiful. You are welcome to
come by it, 45 Harriet Lane.

I think this idea of building
seven new houses and leaving the three
structures there, the historical
properties, I think that sounds very good
and I think it would beautify our community
tremendously.

I think that although most, a lot
of Huntington is very beautiful, there are
gsome things that could use improvement to
enhance its beauty, and I think, looking at

these plans and hearing the original plans

\V/ and then the new plans, I think this sounds
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MR. MANDELIK:

MR. DOWE:

B-45
221

MR. MANDELIK:

Ms. PERINE:

B-46
21

/A\very reasonable. I think giving the 2.26
acres to the Town seems very generous. I
would like it to move ahead.

I am not an engineer, but I trust

that you will have the plans looked at, and

it sounds very good to me.

Thank you.

Thank you.

Anyone else that wishes to speak?

Doug Dowe. Pretty good plan.
There are eight houses there. They did a
good job here. It is very nice and it
would be a good improvement to the
community, and I think the engineers know

what they are doing as far as drainage

goes.

So, I trust them.

Thank you.

My name is Terry Perine. I live
on Park Avenue. I purchased my home seven

years ago, and it is a charming, historic
home built in 1850.
I love my home, and I had rats

when I first moved in. I took care of all

\V/ that. I beautified my home, and I have

-
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MR.

MS.

MS.

B-47
2.10

ROSEN:

PERINE:

ROSEN:

PERINE:

MANDELIK:

/A\ water in my basement, boggy water all

around my house, and I can't imagine
anything that's going to make it worse, and
I think this new plan will.

In my yard, in the back, there
are beautiful woods. I don't want to see
that destroyed. I don't want to see a
development with lights on in the back at
night so I feel like I am living near a
wall. I want my personal feelings to be
considered, and all my neighbors'.

I love Huntington. I love my
home. We will be destroyed if something
comes in to destroy our life. I think
money has a lot to do with this, and please
consider our hearts and our homes.

Thank you.

Where is your house?

Right on Park Avenue, right
pehind where they are planning to build.

Adjacent to the property?

Yes. It is 501 Park Avenue.

I am speaking from my heart. I
just don't want to see this area destroyed.

Thank you, Mrs. Perine.
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MS. BURGESS:

MR. SOMMER:

MS. BURGESS:

B-48
2.10

B-49
2.5

My name is Claire Burgess. I
l1ive and own a home at 8 Warrenton Court,
and my backyard faces Park Avenue.

From my yard to Park Avenue I see
nothing but trees. Now I have had, in my
backyard, raccoons, possums, even turtles,
rabbits.

Hold on a second.

I have some beautiful birds
because of all the trees. From my backyard
to Pérk Avenue you see nothing but trees.

Now, I have lived in Huntington
for about thirty-five years, and I have
seen nothing but all these trees being
destroyed, more and more houses going up.
This is not the Huntington that I came to
live in.

We purchased our homes because we
loved the area. Huntington was a special
place, but it no longer is with the housing
that's going on.

The other concern I have is an
access to Woodhull. If you have driven

down Woodhull lately, you know what it is

\Vﬂike, especially during the rush hour. To
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MR. MANDELIK:

MR. HERBERT:

/ﬁ\get to Woodhull I go down Chevy Chase. It

has become very dangerous, and now we are
going to have an access oOr even two places
where ten families are going to come from a
road into Woodhull.

You know, I looked at that road,
and for years I thought it was a little
place where it was somebody's driveway. I
don't think that road even has a street
name; but Huntington is changing over the
years, and I don't think we should really
allow it to go downhill the way it has been
lately.

I live on a cul-de-sac where we
have one-family homes. We are very close
knit group. I have wonderful neighbors,
but now you are going into, more or less,
like apartments. This is not the
Huntington I moved into thirty-£five years
ago, and I would like to keep it the way it
is. I thank you.

Thank you, Mrs. Burgess.

Good evening. My name is
Herbert. I reside at 425 Park Avenue,

which is on the southwest corner off the
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B-50
2.5

B-51
2.1

area we are talking about. I am the little
house at the bottom of he hill, and I know
everything was already said that needs to
be said here. I would like to just stress
the traffic problem is horrendous. It will
be just increasing. I am watching
accidents on this particular corner at
least once a week, sometimes more.

The water problem is the biggest
problem there is. I have a cesspool that I
can't even control. I can't even get a new
cesspool because I am being told that the
groundwater is three feet deep, and all the
companies that I interviewed and tried to
price must be at least eight or ten, no one
would want to do it. So, it is a big
problem.

When we have, which we have maybe
twice or three times a year, we have huge
rain downfalls, my yard totally becomes a
lake and I am totally against this because
I believe it will make this situation even
worse than it is now.

That's all I have to say. Thank

you.
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MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MANDELIK:

VOORHIS:

MANDELIK:

VOORHIS:

MANDELIK:

ARCHER:

VOORHIS:

Thank you, Mr. Herbert.

Anyone else that wishes to speak?

Good evening. I am here
representing the applicant. If I can just
make a few closing remarks?

Not at this time. We are still
waiting to see if anyone else wants to
speak.

Thank you.

Tf no one wishes to speak, then
we will call the applicant back.

Anyone else in the community that
wishes to speak?

There being no one else from the
community, let's call the applicant back.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Voorhis from
Nelson, Pope & Voorhis. Thelr group
prepared the DEIS, and he would like to
speak about one or two issues regarding the
cesspools. The rest of it will be
discussed in the DEIS.

Charles Voorhis, Nelson, Pope &
Voorhis with offices at 572 Walt Whitman
Road in Melville.

I just want to indicate that I
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heard a lot of good comments tonight on
things that we certainly are aware of. We
will be assisting the Planning Board and
staff in the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement, and we will
address all substantive comments in
writing.

Just a couple of things that
really speak to the design of the project;
specifically, the freshwater wetlands.

I wanted to indicate that we did
meet on the site with the Planning staff
from the Town of Huntington, as well as
staff from the Environmental Conservation
to accurately review the wetlands. In fact,
the staff went even further and asked the
DEC to look at the yield map and, in fact,
it was determined that the yield map would
conform to DEC setback reguirements.

In addition to that, we met with
the DEC about the existing disturbance and
structures that are already within the
adjacent wetland area that we are seeking
to proﬁect. I think both plans, the

proposed as well as Alternative 4, do
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respect the wetland, and we will seek a DEC
permit once the project is complete, and
they are fully aware of the project and, in
essence, have predetermined the setbacks
that would have to be adhered to in the
natural areas, as well as disturbed areas,
because of the benefit of the structures,
sanitary systems, drywells from that area.

I wanted to mention that so the
Board had a full understanding. We are
fully aware of the State, based on Parts 2
and 3 of the Environmental Assessment Form
that the staff prepared.

You have done a wonderful job on
that. Of course, the environmental process
needs to run the full course of public
involvement and the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.

The property is zoned R-4. I
didn't hear that mentioned here tonight,
but it is in the documentation. The yield
plans conform to the Steep Slope Ordinance
and the R-7 Zone, and one of our efforts
really, in the final stages of the DEIS

review for acceptance, was to prepare
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MR. ROSEN:

MR. VOORHIS:

MR. ROSEN:

MR. VOORHIS:

MR. SOMMER:

Alternative 4, and that was carefully
conceived with the assistance of the Town
Planning staff in a manner that we felt
would address many of the environmental
resources.

From the standpoint of
preservation, the proposed project plan
retains fifty-six percent of the natural
woodland on the site, that includes the
wetland and the forest area.

You know, I have to stop you
right now. You are making a presentation
which the Board will not have a chance to
respond to.

These are facts in the DEIS,

You say something like that. How
much, regardless of that, how much of the
property was untouchable under any
circumstances, about fifty percent as well.
I don't think that's a fair analysis.

Okay. That concludes my remarks,
and I thank you.

I have a question for you. The
drainage, what rainfall amounts have you

allowed for in Alternative 47
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MR.

MR.

VOORHIS:

BERT:

VOCRHIS:

ROSEN:

B-52
2.4

I will ask Mr. Bert from Nelson &
Pope to answer that question.

[INDICATING 6]

Six inch storage.

In terms of comments, I also
remember seeing here, I read it awhile ago,
in other areas the full archeological
concept that I think is there and, the
other thing in terms of other alternatives,
I request it be included. You are still
clustering a group of three or four
buildings here. I am interested to see, in
Alternative 4, you will be addressing what
the stages will be in terms of space,
complete cluster, without them being
separated out, and the last one would be
the idea of seeing what you could do to
incorporate the existing buildings into
your plans, especially the silo and the
milk barn.

I have seen it done beautifully
in other places. I can tell you there are
places where silos are built into the

design, and it may be something that may be

\V/cost effective, and that should be
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B-53

2.7

MR. MANDELIK:

MR. ALOISIO:

MR. MANDELIK:

/T\addressed.

The other thing, I beg to
disagree with one of the other members, I
think I came on the Board 2002, and it was
one of the first applications I reviewed,
and I remember clearly Stop Work Orders
being issued because there were violations
in terms of SEQRA on the site.

So, I think there are issues in
the history of what has been going on the
DEIS and what all the results have been.

I think some of the structures
are in bad repair now, and I could be
wrong, were damaged in that time period.

I think that is something that
should come before the public.

Any other members of the Board
have any comments?

Mr. Aloisio, how long do they
have to file comments?

August 7th I believe.

August 7th is the final date to
receive comments on the DEIS if anyone
wishes to do so.

Thank you.
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MR. VOORHIS: Is the hearing closed at this
time?
MR. MANDELIK: I am closing it right now.
I declare this public hearing
closed.
Thank you very much.
[WHEREUPON THIS HEARING WAS CLOSED AT 9:20
P.M.]

olo
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)
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK)
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CERTIFICATION

sSs:

I, SHEILA PARISER, R.P.R., a Notary Public in and for

the State of New York, do hereby certify:

THAT this is a true and accurate record of the

Hearing held on the 26th day of July, 2006, before

the Planning Board of the Town of Huntington, in

the matter of Kiruv Plat, as reported by me and

transcribed

under my direction.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this

3rd day of August, 2006.

SHEILA PARISER, R.P.R.
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT

Frank P. Petrone, Supervisor
Anthony J. Aloisio, AICP, Director

‘September 5, 2006

Mr. Phillip Malicki v R E@ E \\//E D

Nelson & Pope " SEP 08 2006 'VE

: "NELSOR's POPE

Melville, New York 11747
Re:  Kiruv Estates - Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)

Dear Mr., Malicki:

The applicant is hereby requested to prepare the draft FEIS for the proposed Kiruv Estates
subdivision. Enclosed please find copies of comments and materials received by the Planning Board
on the preliminary map and Draft EIS for the project. The draft FEIS should consider all these
comments as well as the following:

1. At the July 26, 2006 public hearing the Town was notified for the first time that Alternative 4
would become the applicant’s preferred plan. The primary issues for structuring this change | C-1
shall be provided. The DEIS will need to be revised accordingly in all respects to the same level 238
of detail as the previous preferred plan, particularly Appendix C. Currently this appendix details
a stormwater detention system. Details on the proposed precast concrete. leaching chambers
shown in Alternative 4 will need to be included. Similarly, an additional alternative shall be
provided that maintains the same layout and stormwater system shown for Alternative 4, but
incorporates sanitary disposal via on-site septic systems.

2. As requested in Town of Huntington engineering comments, dated 8/2/06, additional soils o)
investigation into good leaching material shall be preformed. An more in-depth analysis shall be
provided regarding the potential for proposed individual subsurface septic systems to| 2.1
malfunction and hydraulically cross connect with the stormwater system in the event the project
does not connect to the Huntington Sewage Treatment Plant. '

In response to comments made at the public hearing, Department staff developed an alternative that
maximized conservation design. The design depicted a shorter cul-de-sac and building footprints at
approximately half the size shown in Alternative 4. An 8/30/06 meeting was held with the applicant,
Jay Viders and representatives from Nelson, Pope and Voorhis, Charles J. Voorhis, CEP, AICP and
Victor Bert, P.E to discuss the proposal. The applicant indicated the alternative clearly did not meet
his goals and objectives and would not provide functional parking. Due to the number, diversity and
overlap of constraints on the site, staff noted that it was nearly impossible to produce a conventional
Town Hall e 100 Main Street e Huntington ¢ NY e 11743-6991 e Phone (631) 351-3196
Fax (631) 351-3257 ¢ e-mail: planning@town.huntington.ny.us e website: town.huntington.ny.us
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Kiruv Estates — Draft FEIS
Page 2 of 3
September 5, 2006

cluster design without resulting in a resource-consumptive layout. Consequently, the applicant
agreed that Alternative 4 would be refined in the FEIS for further reducing impacts.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 351-3196.

Very truly yours,

e %&

Scott Robin

Senior Environmental Analyst
for

Robert Riekert

Deputy Director

Enclosures:

1. Verbatim minutes from the 7/26/06 public hearing

2. Memorandum from Lynn Healy, Planning Board Member, dated 8/4/06

3. Memorandum from R. Riekert, Deputy Director, Town of Huntington, Planning & Environment,
dated 8/7/06

4. Letter from the Historic Preservation Commission, dated 7/26/06

5. Memorandum from P. A. Wolpensinger & R. J. Nielsen, Town of Huntington, Engineering,
dated 8/2/06

6. Memorandum from William Naughton, Town of Huntington, Superintendent of Highways,
dated 8/4/08

7. Memorandum from Town of Huntington, Environmental Waste Management, dated 8/8/06 with
attachment from H2M Group, dated 8/7/06

8. Memorandum from Bryan J. Monaghan, Town Assessor, dated 7/18/06

9. E-mail from Paul Bosch, Deputy Director, Town of Huntington, Dept. of Parks and Recreation,
dated 8/11/06

10. Letter from Town of Huntington Conservation Board, dated 8/7/06

11. Letter from M. Paul Campagnola, Suffolk County Public Works, dated 7/14/06

12. Written comments submitted at 7/26/06 public hearing from the Residents for the Preservation
of Hilaire Woods

13. E-mail from Cynthia A. Scudieri, dated 8/7/06

14. E-mail from Robert Grunder & Sue Nestor, dated 8/5/06

15. E-mail from Lisa H. Gulino, dated 8/5/06

16. Letter from Stephanie Madoff & Tim Phillips, dated 8/6/06

17. E-Mail from Paul Bikoff, dated 8/7/06

18. E-mail from Paul A. Bikoff, dated 8/13/06

19. Letter from John L. Smith, dated 8/1/06

20. Letter from Loretta G. Kepler, dated 7/10/06

21. E-mail from Richard Schaub, Ph.D., dated 8/1/06
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22. E-mail from Richard Schaub, PhD., dated 8/2/06

23. E-mail from Bonney Schaub, dated 8/3/06

24. Letter from Glenn and Diane Ichel, dated 7/31/06

25. E-mail from Maryann Wholey Mavrogian, dated 8/3/06

26. Letter from Ted Goldstein and Carole Goldfarb, dated received 8/3/06
27. Letter from Rose-Marie Johnson, dated 8/5/06

28. Letter from Mary Kennedy, dated 8/7/06

29. Letter from Lorraine Shallow & Barbara, dated received 8/7/06

30. Letter from Victoria Gulino, dated 7/31/06

31. Letter from Lisa H. Gulino, dated 8/1/06

32. Letter from Lorraine Shallow & Barbara Inglis, dated received 8/7/06

cc: Anthony J. Aloisio, Director, AICP
Paul Mandelik, Chairman, and Planning Board Members
Patricia DelCol, Director, Engineering Services
Robert Sandberg, Planner
Richard Nielsen, Assistant Civil Engineer
Craig Tumer, Planner
Robert C. Hughes, Town Historian
Jay Viders, Esq.
Keith Archer, Esq.
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TO: Anthony J. Aloisio, Director, Huntington Planning Dept.
FROM: Lynn Healy, Planning Board Member M%
RE: Kiruv Estates DEIS

DATE: August 4, 2006

I am most in favor of the Alternative 4 plan as outlined in the DEIS for Kiruv Estates. It
is commendable that the least amount of land is disturbed, that the Heritage Trail is
donated to the Town and that there is a large conservation area left intact. It is also
commendable that three of the existing buildings (four if you include the milk house) will
be “recycled.” It is also wise to have the entrance off of Woodhull Road further from
Park Avenue as the traffic can really back up there at peak hours.

However this property is made up of extremely environmentally sensitive land. I think it
would be prudent to site Unit 10 more within the cluster thus saving trees and slopes and

eliminating the need for retaining walls in that area. Perhaps Unit 10 could go where it is
planned for the milk house to be moved to and the milk house could be moved just a few

yards west of its present location. Or, in the alternative, perhaps Unit 10 could be located
just west of where the milk house is now and the milk house could be situated where it is
proposed to go.

- There is, however, an Altemnative 6. This would be a combination of the Proposed Plan
and Alternative 4.

1. Leave all units as in the Proposed Plan except 9 and 10 which would be

moved to the two existing homes on Woodhull Road as in Alternative 4.

2. Leave the cul-de-sac as in the Proposed Plan but move the milk house
as in Alternative 4.

3. Make the conservation area as in Alternative 4, or as much like it as
possible.

Alternative 6 would thus save the ampitheatre and would also “recycle” the same
buildings as in Alternative 4. o
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

FRANK P. PETRONE, Supervisor

100 MAIN STREET, HUNTINGTON, N.Y. 11743-8991

CONSERVATION BOARD MV / August 7, 2006
631-351-3308 0 . / 1

Mr. Paul Mandelik, Chair . J
Town of Huntington Planning Board : ﬁ

100 Main Street 6
Huntington, New York 11743

Re: Kiruv Estates DEIS M' 07 znns
TOWN OUF HUNTINGTON
L ;
Dear Mr. Mandelik: EPMW%NMENT ING

The Huntington Conservation Board has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment dated June 2006 submitted for the proposed subdivision application. The parcel is located adja-
cent to Open Space Index parcel NW- 25 which incorporates the Village Green and Huntington School
District Woodhull Elementary School property, the Town Village Green Park, and is within the Town
Village Green Historic District.

To summarize our comments and conclusions:

1- The DEIS materials presented for new Preferred Plan (Alternate 4 in the DEIS) must be provided in
greater detail, and should incorporate other adjacent lands of the applicant.

2- We questioned the absence of a dedicated stormwater management area in the Yield Map.
3- The stormwater management proposal for the new Preferred Plan requires more detail and input
from the Town Engineer’s staff and, additionally, must address issues of site aesthetics and storm

overflow impact to lower areas, and possible encouragement of mosquito breeding.

4- The Conservation Board believes other alternatives moving and/or reconfiguring units further away
from. and requiring less clearing of, the steep slopes should be considered.

5- We believe the pond and wetland ecosystem requires significant pianning, and baseline data gath-
ering.

6- We point out several inconsistencies within the discussions of wetlands and onsite hydrogeology.

7- We favor altemnative plans which retain the extension of the Heritage Trail
through a dedicated area incomporating the wetlands.

As pointed out in the DEIS, a surface water runoff watershed incorporating
the subject parcel also contains part of this OSI. The property is also north of
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OSI NW-26, in which, most significantly, lies Hilaire Woods, recently acquired jointly by the County and
the Town as parkiand. Perched water seeps are found at the northeast boundary of this OSI, running
behind a number of homes west of Park Avenue and leading towards the regulated wetlands on the
subject site. The existence of deep glacial stream deposits, having an axis running along Park Avenue
from Huntington Harbor to a point well south of the subject site were documented by the US Depart-
ment of Agriculture in the early 1800's.

The parcel is zoned R-7, for 7500 square foot single family lots, and is designated as SCTM #s 0400-
073- 1-38, 41.1 and 42, and SCTM# 0400-097-02-107, totaling 7.07 acres. As stated in the DEIS, the
applicant's preferred plan re-subdivides the property into two lots, one for the purpose of constructing
nine attached single family dwelling units clustered in four buildings and retaining one existing structure,
a two story home redesignated as unit #3. Two additional, historic structures are proposed for sale to
the Town on a 0.97 acre park dedication fronting Woodhull Road. The application also proposes the
continuation of the Heritage Trail that begins in Hilaire Woods through an easement on the southemn
boundary of the property and onto the proposed park dedication. The new residential project would be
accessed via a new private road off Woodhull Road. The existing access drive from Park Avenue and
two existing bamns are proposed for removal. In the DEIS preferred plan disposition of the existing cot- ]
tage, formerly a one-story frame shed which was converted to a residence late in the 1990s, is unclear.
The text of the DEIS states it would be removed, but removal is not designated on the Preliminary Map.|

C-6
24

At the July 29, 2006 Pianning Board meeting the applicant stated that they wished to present what was
submitted in the DEIS as Alternate #4 as a new Preferred Plan. This was a somewhat unusual venue | ~ -
and time to make such a revision. Therefore, we recommend that the Planning Board advise the appli-

cant to revise and amplify its new Preferred Plan with as much detail as that shown in the DEIS for the 2.3
withdrawn preferred proposal: namely a Road Improvement Plan and Landscape Plan. We also note
that evaluation of all alternative plans was somewhat more difficult due to the use of different scales
(i.e. 1" = 40 for alternative drainage and grading plans, 1" =50’ for the “original” Preferred Plan.) For
example, an untrained eye might lead to a conclusion that proposed building footprints in the alternate
plans were larger than those of the original Preferred Plan.

In the following comments, we will use the terms “original Preferred Plan” and “Alternate 4" to designate
comments about what is now, respectively, the withdrawn plan and the new Preferred Plan. Many of
the comments relate to deficiencies and inadequacies in the DEIS itself.

The Conservation Board notes that two other adjoining parcels, designated as SCTM #s 0400-073-1-
39 and 40, and totaling about 0.4 acres, each having an existing residential structure, were included in
prior applications that we have reviewed submitted from 1998 to date. If the current applicant still owns C-8
or controls these parcels, we believe that they should be formally incorporated into the site plan review | 2.23
process so as not to limit any alternatives which could be considered to mitigate impacts under
SEQRA. It is important to consider that if the applicant pursues future plans for these two adjacent
parcels, one could argue that failure to discuss them in this DEIS would constitute “segmentation” as
defined in SEQRA. We note that the previous applications, incorporating these two lots, would have
included these lots in proposed connections to the Huntington Sewer District. In addition to their poten-
tial value in allowing additional yield and overall site use alternatives to be considered, the connection
of these structures to public sewers would be a positive benefit to the quality of the wetland as well as
providing the two existing residential structures with reliable sewage disposal.

to Table 5-1 Alternative 5, the ten home layout identical to the yield map, has approximately the same 2.37

Lend

Regarding yield, we question the absence of a stormwater recharge area on the yield map. According \l/C-9
[ -
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paved area of the original Preferred Plan. Yet it shows no dedicated use for stormwater management/]\
We question the correctness of this assumption.

Alternate 4 has several important differences from the original Preferred Plan. The park dedication to
the Town now consists of 2.62 contiguous acres, incorporating much of the designated wetland, al-
though not the pond itself. Two historic buildings become two residential units. An existing milk house,
currently a residence, is relocated and becomes a community building. Remaining units to be built are
reconfigured and repositioned somewhat. A proposed cul de sac is eliminated and the entry road be-
comes narrower than in the original Preferred Plan.

In the original Preferred Plan the parcel's northwestern tip is designated for an underground stormwa-
ter impoundment, with a second smaller underground drainage and recharge structure designated just
south of the proposed entrance way, off Woodhull Road. In Alternate 4 a 12,350 square foot area, sited
to the north of one of the historic buildings (designated as #1) and parallel to Woodhull Road, would

be utilized for 177 precast drainage chambers for stormwater control, leaving the northem tip of the
property without further disturbance. This tip, at the intersection of Park Avenue and Woodhull Road,

is one of the lowest portions of the site. It is usually wet for sustained periods of time after heavy rains.
The 12/24/98 EAF Part lI&lll, created for a previous change of zone proposal, notes filling in this trian-
gular area in the prior decade. Possible historical significance of this area has been mentioned in the
past. Several comments at the July hearing also addressed this point. We wish to express our concerns
regarding the stormwater management proposal under Alternate 4. The stormwater proposal should
receive close town engineering review for compliance with Town code and standards, as well as its C-10
technical feasibility. This review should aiso consider the site aesthetics of the raised grades and its 2.38
visual impact when viewed from Woodhull Road. Additionally, the likelihood of overflow into lower por-
tions of the site at times of peak sustained rainfall should be objectively discussed. We also note that
the below ground structures, if they do not drain well, could retain some stagnant or perched water and
encourage mosquito breeding.

Nearly half of the property is densely vegetated and 30% of the site consists of steep slopes greater
than 15%. In the original Preferred Plan some of the steep slopes were included in a 0.97 acre area
proposed for park dedication; in Alternate 4 a cut into the southern siope now would extend to Wood-
hull Road, for an emergency access. The need for this access, which is only shown in Alternate 4,
should be explained. In Alternate 4, significant cuts are to be made into the steep slope on the south
end( jand retaining walls would be needed to bring road access
to units 8, 9 and 10, for the emergency access way, and to allow the construction of units 6, 7 and 10 2.13
into the slopes. A retaining wall as high as 14’ is required to facilitate these structures created by the
cuts. Regrading will result in clearing existing wooded areas on the hillside paraliel to this 400’ length.
Table 5-1 (Comparison of Alternatives) implies that Alternate 4 will permit more successional forest to
be preserved (3.1 acres in the original Preferred versus 4.42 acres in Alternate 4.) However this is one
area where the difference in scales of the two site plans make it difficult to evaluate where this forest
retention will occur. The Altemate 4 configuration aiso appears to eliminate the original Preferred Plan’s
150’ long retaining wall. On page 5-8, in discussing Alternate 4, the DEIS states that “this alternative
assumes that connection to the Huntington Sewer District occurs. As a result, the need to provide for
effective drainage system operation necessitates locating the new units in the higher elevations found
in the southwestern portion of the property and placing the drainage recharge field in the lower northern
portion of the property.” We request an explanation of this statement, as it implies a relationship be-
tween the provision of sanitary sewers and the moving from a stormwater surge storage system in the
original Preferred Alternate to a recharge system in Alternate 4, and in turn forces the need to move the
units into the slope in order to create enough room for the drainage system in Alternate 4. Both plans v

3

C-11
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provide seven units from a point opposite the northernmost of the two historic homes on Woodhull
Road. The Conservation Board believes that other alternatives that move units and the road further
away from, and requiring less clearing of, the steep slopes should be evaluated, including alternatives
bringing units closer or attaching more than two units to a single structure.

in our prior inspection reports, we noted that the property generally slopes downward to the east,
towards the pond and wetlands. Large trees form a significant canopy and the diverse growth provides
habitat to birds and small mammals. Waterfow! have been observed nesting. Maples predominate this
area and much of the wetland. Both proposals disturb much of the woodland in the steeply sioped por-
tions and many large trees including large pines are designated for removal by the placement of the
four buildings.

In Alternate 4, one major outbuilding, a milk barn which had been modified for a residence, is to be
relocated near one of the historic buildings and reused as a community building. A silo and dairy barn is C-12
to be demolished along with another barn. in previous correspondence we noted the presence of an oid

fuel pump on the site, implying the existence of a buried fuel tank which would not very likely conform | 2.24
to standards for properly contained storage tanks. We recommended in 1998 that this should be inves-
tigated and removed in conformance with County Health Department requirements. We note that soil
sampling and removal was accomplished as part of a 2005 site assessment, although the pump and
presumably the tank were removed sometime between 1998 and 2005.

Two of the residences off Woodhull Road are of historic and architectural significance, and their reten- | C-13
tion as two of the ten residences in Alternate 4 and maintenance via covenants is noted. The view of | 5 10
the pond and the largest of the residences is a Park Avenue vista familiar to many town residents and

is considered an important feature of the historic district.

The dominant natural feature of the property is unquestionably the large pond found on the eastern
portion of the property, which, with associated State Designated Wetlands, is listed as comprising 0.8
acres of this site. The pond and associated wetlands are part of a greater wetland system found gen-
erally paraliel to Park Avenue, with a stream running across the Village Green leading to Heckscher
Park pond. A structural pond overflow to the road drainage system feeds the unnamed stream that
runs across the Village Green. Thus, several significant freshwater features are interrelated. Although
the pond elevation is controlled by a weir overflow to the underground road drainage system, soils on
portions of the site do not drain readily, a fact that may be of significance to the hydrology of the pond.
Local spring conditions indicate that intervening clay or other semi-permeable soils, some at elevations
above the permanent water table, are present. The low permeability soils may intercept the surface,
notably in an area of intermittent trickling on Woodhull Road not far from the proposed project entrance
on that road. We note that Alternate 4 keeps the proposed attached dwellings away from the 75'/100’
foot State-designated freshwater wetland setback.

This application is the first to describe the site’s pond as a “man-made” feature. Whatever the genesis
of the pond, its long persistence in the landscape makes it an important feature of the local ecology.
Whether a man-made structure of not, it aimost certainly was a natural wetland feature of some kind.

We repeat our prior recommendation that significant planning must be done to preserve the pond, in-

cluding intensive sampling to establish baseline water quality and to attempt to determine the extent of C-14
the less permeable subsurface sediments that form the effective watershed of this pond wetland sys- 2.31
tem. Changes to runoff and drainage will affect the volume of water discharging to the pond as well as

the quality of the discharges. The possibility that such changes may affect the quality or fiow of other

o4
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interrelated water features in the town parkiand must be considered. We repeat a position that we hav!\

taken in our prior reports on this site: retaining an undeveloped buffer of some subjective size will not
ensure the pond's health. We caution that the perched water forming part of this watershed system be-
haves very differently from a watershed formed solely as true exposed groundwater. For one, perched
systems are more dramatically affected by changes in recharge in the contributing area. The develop-
ment's increase in impervious areas is substantial, and because of deficiencies in evaluating the extent

and nature of the subsurface conditions that create this wetland, one cannot adequately predict the
impact of the proposed runoff from these areas on the wetiand.

However, we would also point out that the standards of the Suffolk County Health Department for onsite
sanitary waste disposal require that the cesspool and the area designated for future “overflow” pools
must be demonstrated to be greater than 100 feet from wetlands. The Alternate 4 configuration appears
to be very constrained in the placement of utilities and the maintenance of water mains, water service
lines, and dry wells for roof drains. We are highly supportive of extension of the Huntington Sewer
District in this area, in consideration of existing homes which are experiencing significant hardship with
malfunctioning sanitary systems, and, under the circumstances, we are not supportive of any develop-
ment project on this site that excludes sewering. It is suggested that use of injection test wells at the
sites of critical subsurface structures may allow for soil percolation and dyeftracer studies to develop
information on soil suitability and flow contribution to the pond/wetland complex.

At this point, we wish to point out inconsistencies in the report on the subject of the wetlands and local
hydrogeology. In Section 2.4, page 2-9, the DEIS states (paragraph 4 ): “Review of the 2000 USGS wa-
ter table map indicates that the upper surface of the groundwater table in the area lies at approximately
40 feet above mean sea level. This generally corresponds with water table elevations identified in on-
site boring logs which identifies groundwater at an elevation of approximately 45 feet above msl in the
northern end of the property.” The paragraph continues on to state that based on the borings “as well
as property elevations that range from 49 to 114 feet above msl it is estimated that the water table lies
at depths ranging from 4 to 69 feet bgs at the site.” Appendix D, “Water Resource/ Watershed Analysis
Study” has the same three prior paragraphs, but the fourth paragraph reads: (page 6) “Review of the
2000 USGS water table map indicates that the upper surface of the groundwater table in the area lies
at approximately 28 feet above mean sea level. This is substantially below water table elevations identi-
fied in onsite boring logs which identify groundwater at an elevation of approximately 45 feet above msl
in the northern end of the property. This indicates that the water identified in these borings is “perched”
as will be discussed herein. This paragraph continues on to state that based on the borings “as well as
property elevations that range from 48 to 120 feet above msil it is estimated that the water table lies at
depths ranging from 20 to 92 feet bgs at the site.” The issues of groundwater elevation and the suit-
ability of soil drainage conditions associated with a possibly extensive perched water watershed are so
critical to the discussion of the wetland and the design of stormwater and roof drainage systems that we
feel that it is critical that these most basic inconsistencies between these two report sections (shown in
bold italics above) must be clarified.

Although additional soils data has been provided since the 1998 proposal, inconsistencies from one
boring to another, the lack of significant well-drained material and preponderance of silty and clayey
materials, coupled with conflicting identifications of the true water tabie, is troubling. We note that the
1998 borings failed to report using standard soil classifications.

Page 2-11 also makes the following statement about the ponds and wetlands without attribution: “these
areas have been noted to drain and dry out during prolonged dry periods.” In 25 years of informal ob-

C-15
21

C-16
2.31

C-17
21

C-18

servations, covering periods of significant variations in the height of the regional water table in the \/'31
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mid-1990s, we have never observed the pond to dry out, and would be interested in seeing any authorl-/l\
tative observation to the contrary.

If public sewers are not provided, there will be a significant increase in the quantity of sewage to be C-19
generated onsite, an additional 300 gallons per day per residential unit, 3000 galions total. The ap- -
plicant intends to connect to the Huntington Sewer District, which discharges to Huntington Harbor. 2.25
However, to our understanding the sewer line on Park Avenue at Woodhull Road is privately owned by

the nearby religious center. A subcontracted connection should not be permitted. This issue must be
addressed as the project is outside the Sewer District.

In the past we have advised the town of our conclusion that the absence of a comprehensive plan for
addressing the sewering of high-density residential areas in the town is a serious deficiency. It should
be recognized that the applicant’s connection to the town sewer district would facilitate conformity to
the sewage disposal density standards of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code. The Huntington 201 study
conciuded that sewering couid be avoided by proper adherence to the non-structural sewering aitema- [C-20
tive of strictly following the county's Groundwater Management Zone sewage fiow density criteria. The 295
current occupancy of four residences on this 7-acre site, allowing no sewage flow density credit for the
pond, is within the sewage flow requirements for this County Groundwater Management Zone.

This is likely a factor in the apparent health of the pond and associated wetland. The DEIS implies that
the Suffolk Health Department sewage flow criteria, which should result in a groundwater impact of less
than 10 mg/L nitrate, would not adversely impact the pond. This County standard is designed to provide
minimal protection to the regional groundwater resource for the purpose of protecting drinking water
quality, and does not speak to the potential for adverse impact to fresh water wetlands in close proxim-
ity. While sanitary sewer connection may partially mitigate some water quality impact to the freshwater
wetland system, reasonable impact charges for inclusion in the district should be considered in such
cases.

in our last report on this site, we supported the Planning Department staff recommendation that a
Positive Declaration for this application was appropriate. The Conservation Board concluded that the
potential environmental impacts of this proposal were enough to warrant a Full Environmental impact
Statement pursuant to SEQRA. We recommended that a detailed study of the pond system and the
stormwater issues were needed in order to evaluate alternative mitigation measures. The merits of al-
ternative site uses, conforming to the Health Department criteria, as well as the potential benefits of an | C-21
expansion of the sewer district are identified by our Board as important issues to be resolved. 231
We do not consider that the applicant has given adequate study to the wetlands, aithough the additional
soils and significant inconsistencies in the water table elevation findings strongly suggest to us that the
wetlands may be part of an extensive perched or semi-perched system of great complexity, and much
of the site may be underlain with soils which significant limitations in leaching capacity. Until resolution
of these issues, with additional data gathering on soils, stormwater design input from town engineering
staff, and a favorable decision from the Town Board regarding extension of the Sewer District, we do
not recommend approval of the proposal as presented.

The Conservation Board has reviewed this project for consistency with the Principles of Smart Growth

and Livability as adopted by the Town Board. While there may be some difference of opinion as to the | C-22
practicality of an intensification of use favorably impacting open space and the environment, we regard | 7 2¢
it to be important that, given the proximity to village businesses and cultural opportunities, safe pedes-

trian movement be enhanced. The final development must provide pedestrian walkways on all sides

"
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fronting Park Avenue and Woodhull Road, and within the project itse. 4\

The Conservation Board has been supportive of the Huntington Village Heritage Trail, and we are in

favor of alternative site plans that retain the Heritage Trail extension through a dedicated wetiand area,
as proposed in Alternate 4.

C-23
2.21

Should the Planning Board determine that the data gathered in this Draft Impact Statement is not yet
complete, we advise that additional alternates be considered which eliminate disturbance to the steep
slopes, bring units in closer proximity to each other, and further minimize impervious area. Nitrogen
impacts, and clearing of woodlands should be further restricted beyond what has been proposed.

These findings were accepted and this report approved by unanimous vote of the Conservation Board
following its 7/25 /06 discussion and review .

Very truly yours,
Ty Ay
Joy S. Squires EE‘M&

Chairperson

cc: Supervisor Petrone
Members of the Town Board
Anthony Aloisio, Director, Department of Planning and Environment



To:

From:

Date:

Re:

Town of Huntington
Department of Planning and Environment
Memorandum

Scott Robin
Robert Riekert

August 7, 2006

Kiruv Estates

The following comments were received from Loraine Santoianni with respect to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Kiruv Estates. She felt that Rob Rips did
an excellent job at the public hearing with his presentation.

1.

While the no build option is the most desirable due to the fact that the
property is severely limited by historic, environmental and drainage
constraints, it is felt that option #4 would be the preferable option of the
building plans. This is due to the fact that a large area would be preserved as
open space and because a portion of the heritage trail would be preserved.

If it is not possible to have sewer hookups and the developer is required to
install cesspools, there should be provisions made for a storm water retention
system designed for a 6” rainfall.

An effort should be made to expand the archaeological assessment of the site
insofar as the preliminary tests are felt to be inadequate. Fill that was added to
the site over the years have made it difficult or impossible to have a fair
preliminary archaeological assessment, as any artifacts would have been
buried further below the level analyzed.

An effort should be made to preserve the silo, if possible, through some sort of
protection. The applicant should be required to investigate the feasibility of
incorporating the silo structure into the design of a future residence that would
preserve the rural and historic character of the site.
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\/ subject to the Town’s historic preservation code. The design of the new buildings piéHd:
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- TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

FRANK P. PETRONE, Supervisor

To:  Paul Mandelik, Planning Board
From: The Historic‘Preservation Commission FC //
Date: July 26, 2006

Re: Kiruv Estates
Park Avenue Dairy Site

At its regular monthly meeting on July 24, 2006, the Historic Preservation
Commission reviewed the alternative site plans submitted with the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. If the site is to be developed, the Commission finds that Alternative 4
would have the least adverse impact on the historic district. Nonetheless, it should be
remembered that this is one of the most environmentally and historically fragile sites in
Huntington.

The Commission prefers a scheme that does not have a Cul-de-Sac; clusters
homes in the middle of the site to create a village atmosphere; minimizes the intrusion on
natural areas, keeps disturbance as far as possible from the tannery site at the comer of
Park Avenue and Woodhull Road, minimizes the use of retaining walls and preserves the
historic and residential character of the neighborhood. Alternative 4 comes closest to

"meeting these goals as it preserves the streetscape, limits the number of new dwellings

and promotes the preservation of existing important historic dwellings, including the
relocation and preservation of the milk house. M
DIRECTOR | KLl
It should be noted that contrary to statements in the DEIS, all of the buildin BB UTY DIR -

the site are historic, are located in the Old Huntington Green Historic District and &




also be subject to approval by the Commission. Accordingly, the list of agencies with A

jurisdiction over this project on page S-34 should include the Historic Preservation
Commission and the Town Board.

Throughout the DEIS, the applicant refers to an agreement with the Town
whereby the Town would purchase the two historic houses on Woodhull Road. While
there was some expression of interest by the Commission in pursuing such a course, there
is no agreement to purchase these buildings. Accordingly, the best venue for insuring
their continued preservation is for them to be occupied as dwellings and counted as part
of the 10 unit yield for this site. These are important historic resources—the Rolph
House, although enlarged and altered, dates to the seventeenth century and the Chichester
or Skidmore House dates to the late eighteenth century and is virtually unaltered.
Therefore, the Commission recommends that covenants be placed on these houses to
prohibit additions and other inappropriate alterations above and beyond the restrictions
imposed by virtue of the Town’s historic preservation code. Contrary to the statement on
pages S-1 and S-8 of the DEIS, these two houses are currently occupied and, therefore,
the plumbing systems in them are active.

The new houses should be sited and designed to look as if they are part of the
historic evolution of the neighborhood.

The storm water leaching field should be kept as far as possible from the corner of
Park Avenue and Woodhul Road, which is an important archeological site because it was
the location of a rare colonial industrial site (the Tannery) as well as a strategically
located Hessian encampment during the American Revolution. This site should be fully
investigated, documented and preserved prior to any disturbance caused by development
of the site. In addition, special care should be taken to ensure the drainage is sufficient
and does not exacerbate an already difficult situation for the historic homes on the site as
well as those along Park Avenue. Impervious surfaces should be kept to a minimum.

The Commission also recommends that the heritage trail should split at the site to
allow a branch to Park Avenue and another to Woodhull Road as originally envisioned.
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
DEPARTMENT of PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT
And

DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING SERVICES
Inter-Office Memorandum

Date: August 2, 2006

To:  Scott Robin, Sr. Environmental Analyst

From: Peter A. Wolpensinger, Civil Engineer ?AIO 72
Richard J. Nielsen, Assistant Civil Engineeré/‘/707v

Re: Kiriv Estates — June 2006 DEIS Review

The review of the June 2006 DEIS reveals that the following shall be addressed:

2.1 C-34 | 1.) Additional soils investigation into good leaching material shall be preformed.
2.1 C-35 | 2.) Diffusion wells ( 2 min.) shall be provided for the drainage system.
2.1 C-36 | 3.) In the event of the denial for connection to the Huntington Sewer District include an

alternative plan showing onsite sanitary disposal system and storm water <l system.

2.1C-37 4.) Demonstrate that there will not be cross contamination between the sanitary and drainage

systems.

CC: P. DelCol
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Scott Robin

From: Paul Bosch

Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 10:35 AM

To: Scott Robin

Cc: Don Mckay

Subject: Kiruv Estate Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

| reviewed parts of the June 2006 DEIS (Volumes 1 & 2) that you sent to us. In looking over the Kiruv Estates Grading and
Drainage Alternative Plans we recommend Alternative #4 and that the existing Pond that fronts Park Avenue, remain with
Unit #3 (as per Alternative #4plan) to maintain by the property owner and not the Town. Park property to be deeded to us
shall be fenced off with Black Vinyl as per General Services requirements and the proposed Heritage Trail Extension shall
be maintained by General Services and Heritage Trail Volunteers etc.

Regards,
Paul Bosch
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON HIGHWAY OFFICE

Inter-Office Memorandum

August 4, 20063

To: Scott Robin S
Senior Environmental Analyst

From: William Naughton =
Superintendent of Highways 23

Subject: Kiruv Estates Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

We are in receipt of the referenced and offer the following comments:

While we agree the proposed drainage improvements must provide relief for the existing
systems, we are concermed with the design and implementation of the proposed
underground stormwater detention system.

The methodology used in the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Technical Release 55 — Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds (TR-55) is too general to
apply to area which has unusual soil characteristics. TR-55 is a simplified procedure to
calculate stormwater runoff and was developed for use acrogs the country with limited
parameters that do pot account for the atypical soil conditions found at [hlS sitc that
significantly impact runoff and groundwater.

C-39
2.38

We understand the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation | ¢_49
(NYSDEC) set criteria for sizing stormwater management systems as detention of the
post-development one-year, 24-hour storm event, which is 2.7 inches. However, the 2.38
Highway Office requires minimum storage for a 4 inch rainfall event. This standard is
based on experience within the Town of Huntington and is especially important at this
Jocation, given the history of flooding in the area, the overburdened existing drainage
systems and perched water due to the soil types within the site.

The report states the Home Owners’ Association (HOA) will maintain “all permanent] C-41
stormwater management controls and drainage structures”. The magnitude and technical ] 2 38
knowledge required to maintain such an elaborate system appears to be too great for the
Town of Huntington given our lack of experience with such an underground infiltration
system and certainly beyond the scope of a Home Owner’s Association.

f””n‘x‘gscm
;.bgi DIRECIER.
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
ENVIRONMENTAL WASTE MANAGEMENT
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

To: Scott Robin, Planning

From: Josephine Jahier, Interim Director
Environmental Waste Management

Date: 08 August 2006
Re: Kiruv Estates

Here is our consultuants, H2M, review of Kiruv Estates.

Anything further, please let us know.

JT.vk
Enclosure
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H2MCROUD axX

Holzmacher, McLendon & Murrell, P.C.
H2M Construction Management, inc.

H2M Associates, Inc. 575 Broad Holiow Road, Melville, New York 11747
H2M Labs, Inc. Ph: {631) 756-8000 @ Fax: (631) 6944122 @ www.h2m.com
TO: _Josephine Jahier FROM:_Steven Hearl, P.E, Ext. 1510
COMPANY: Dept. of Environmental Waste Mamt. RE: Huntington Sewer District — DEIS for
150 .
DATE: _August 7. 2006 TIME: Kiruv Estates
FAX: _831.351.3330 NO. PAGES (including cover sheet):_1

Call us immediately if you do not receive ali pages

[J urgent Review ] As Requested [(CJReply [ ] Keep or Discard
COMMENTS:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) for the Kiruv Estates
subdivision concerning the impact to the Huntington Sewer District (HSD). The document
notes that the applicant is petitioning for inclusion in the Huntington Sewer District. As noted in
prior correspondence, the parcels are not within the boundaries of the HSD and are more than
1,300 feet from the nearest boundary of the HSD. The project proposes to connect to the
sewer for the out-of-District connection for the Huntington Hebrew Center on Park Avenue,
Since the development is not within the HSD, the design flow for the HSD treatment plant does =
not include the wastewater flow from these out of district parcels. =

The DEIS notes the ongoing Sewer Capacity Usage Study. The Sewer Capacity Usage
Study has not yet been finalized. Consequently, the allocation of potential capacity that may
be available has not yet been determined. Based on past policy, out-of-District connecfions
have been given a lower priority compared to in-district connections. -

Page S-8 indicates “If it is not possible to connect to this system, the applicant wauld
develop the project utilizing on-site septic systems until such time that the study is complete
and access to public sewers is available.” Please note that there is a possibility that use of the
public sewer may not become available to this proposed out-of-District project as implied by
the DEIS. The DEIS includes a discussion of the use of on-site systems for wastewater
disposal as an alternative to the proposed sewer connection.

If the Town allows the proposed connection, the developer should be responsible for| C-42
paying sewer impact fees and engineering costs by the District Engineer associated with 2.1
reviewing and observing the installation of the conveyance system. These costs have not yet
been determined.

Please note the comment period for the DEIS ends today.

XAHNSD (Huntington Sewer District) - 10550\HNSDO650-Retainerkiruv080706.doc DIRECTOR

DEPUTY DIR

ASST. DIRECTOR

CONFIDENTIALITY: This communication, including attachments, is for the exclusive use of the addressee(s) and may contain
proprietary, confidential or priviieged information. if you are not the intended recipient, any use, copying, GSCIOSUR i —
distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon this information is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intentled recipient,

please notify the sender immediately and delete this communication and destroy all copies. " o
Y Y AGENDA

| ADDED STARTER
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

Assessor’s Office

Memorandum

Tuly 18, 2006

To: Scott Robin, Senior Environmental Analyst
From: Bryan J. Monaghan, Town Assessor ?{ dh——-
Re: Kiruv Estates DEIS
As per your request, please note the following property tax related
comments regarding the above:
The projected future tax revenue in this DEIS seems to be “based on tax
bills for a comparable development of townhomes in the R-7 zoning district (on
Southdown Court)” (page S-23). C-43
2.29
However, in the DEIS, the Kiruv Estates development is referred to as a
“condominium” (page S-3), while the Southdown Court properties are
“townhomes”.
Due to condominium assessment restrictions in New York State laws, the
projected future tax revenues in the DEIS could be reduced by fifty percent or
more.
Of minor note, the tax generation and distribution tables 3-1 & 3-3 (pages C-44
3-11 & 3-14) could be updated to reflect the most recent tax year of 2005/06. -
And on said tables, the refuse district amount of $370.37 is a flat charge and
should not be added into the total tax rate (605.905 is actually 235.535 for
2004/05). DIRECTOR [
DEPUTY DIE
DR I LSBT L}%M /
BIM:tg AGENDA
& TVENTST O A BRIRR
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Kiruv Estates
Subdivision Application
: DEIS

Overall Site Layout

The project site is irregularly shaped, with Woodhull Road running north-south along the
western property boundary and Park Avenue running north-south along the eastern property
boundary. Site access is proposed via a single cul-de-sac access from Woodhull Road and all
required parking pursuant to the Town Code will be provided with off-street parking in the form
of driveways and garages for the proposed residences. The site’s single access roadway will be
located at approximately the mid-point of the western property boundary. A small land
dedication at the intersection of Park Avenue and Woodhull Road will be provided, to enable an
increase in the radius of this intersection. All of the proposed structures and the single-family
residence that is to remain will be accessible from the single access point. In order to reduce the
site elevation and to provide suitable access road grades and building sites, a two-tiered retaining
wall is proposed around the cul-de-sac to the building that houses Units #9 and #10, and a single-
tiered retaining wall extends northwards from Unit # 4 for a distance of about 130 feet.

The proposed use does not require a zone change of the existing R-7 zoning; the proposed
project involves a Subdivision application for the construction of nine (9) attached umits. A
Yield Map was prepared by the Applicant in the summer of 2004 and was revised in August of
2005; it was reviewed by the NYSDEC (due to the presence of NYS-designated wetlands), and
found to be feasible. Subsequently, in response to Town comments on the lot encompassing the
cottage, the Yield Map was revised (in December 2005) to result in a 10-lot plan which conforms
to Town requiremerits for sites in the R-7 district where steep slopes are present. As this revision
is not in proximity to the wetlands boundary and would not change the clearing envelope or site
design, it is not anticipated that the prior NYSDEC review would be compromised by the current
Yield Map. The Yield Map shows 10 lots; of which 9 are new and one that would accommodate
the existing dwelling to be retained. New York State Town Law, Section 281 empowers the
Town Planning Board to allow a residential project to be “clustered” on lots of less than 7,500
SF in the R-7 district, in order to provide, among other goals, the preservation and/or protection
of significant features or characteristics of a site. This is achieved by permanently prohibiting
development in the area intended to be protected; the landowner, however, is allowed to develop
the same number of lots as would be possible absent this preservation, but on smaller lots
clustered in such a way as to avoid impact to the protection areas of the site. In this way, both
_ the Town (representing the public) and the landowner achieve their goals: the valuable asset is
permanently preserved and protected, and the landowner retains his ability to develop the
number of lots determined from a feasible yield plan which conforms to zoning. The Yield Map
was prepared in conformance with the Town’s Steep Slope Ordinance (Article X, Sections 198-
60 through 64); the map depicts the three allowable lots within the portion of the site where
slopes in excess of 25% are located. The portion of the site which is not subject to this ordinance
would provide seven additional lots. The Yield Map also includes a public parkland dedication
accessible via Town-standard internal roadway; this parkland is also contiguous to other public

lands.

It should be noted that the proposed new units would be individually owned, with the remainder
€ property -mclu common areas and roadways to be owned and maintained by a
condominium homeowners dssociation (HOA). The project’s internal roads will not be built to

ﬁ’gﬁé%‘ e - Page S-3
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Kirnv Estates
Subdivision Application
DEIS

interior of the property, leaving naturally vegetated buffers, approximately 150 feet in width, to
be retained along the eastern property line and on the southwestern comner of the site. Retention
.of the vegetation in these areas will minimize the potential for adverse impacts for outside
observers by minimizing the increase in visibility of the project. During the majority of the year
(ie., spring, summer and autumn, when trees are in leaf), the depth of the buffers, combined with
the thickness of the vegetation and the mix of taller trees and understory will result in a minimal

opportunity to discern the buildings.

Due to the conservation design of the project, the vegetation on the northern tip of the property
and adjacent to the proposed cul-de-sac will be cleared to accommodate the cluster development
and drainage retention features. In areas where vegetation will be cleared, a minimum of
approximately 25 feet of landscaped buffer will be provided to screen the site from traffic and

prevent impact on the adjacent properties.

In -general, the impact of the project on the visual resources of the site will be to slightly increase
the visibility of the buildings proposed, primarily from the west. Viewers closer to the site to the
north, east and south will experience lesser degrees of impact, as the thickness and density of
vegetation retained within the sites in these directions is greater than for the western buffer areas,

which are currently less natural.

The project will also enhance the historic character of the area by use of landscaping,
architectural designs and building materials complementary to the prevailing architecture of the
district. While no architectural plans have been prepared, the applicant will ensure that the
design will include architectural treatment and building materials having colors and textures
consistent with the period exemplified by the Old Town Green Historic District.

Community Services

Socio-Economics
Development of the Sed project will result in a significant increase e amount of tax
revenue gener. om the subject parcel, to be distributed to the various taxinpNurisdictions.

The additjerfd] taxes generated will help offset the additional expenses incurred by the various

future conditions (from $1,690 to $500), thereby reducing the total assessment to $4,900. The
resulting tax revenue for this home is expected to be about $11,912 per year. Based on tax bills
f_o'r' a comparable development of fownhomes in the R-7 zoning distsict (on Southdown Court), it
estimated that the tax revenue generated b ) swill be approximately $13,325
T1s expected that the project will result in an increase o approximately $115,06

The ‘proposed project will also result in generation of mumerous, temporary jobs during the
construction phase of the project, with subsequent secondary job generation following

. .'E N '
%/pg TWI; ‘ Page S-23



Kiruv Estates
Subdivision Application
DEIS

development due to increased demand for local services (i.e. landscaping, clearing, maintenance,

etc.). Consumer spending will have a “ripple” effect, providing additional economic benefit to
providers of goods and services within the local area during and following comstruction. The
project will also provide a permanent land use for the site that is viable and has a high probability

of success through full utilization.

Schools
The proposed project is expected to result in 5 school-aged children, based on a multiplier of

0.35 school-aged children in each of the nine new 3-bedroom attached units and 1.12 school-
aged children in the existing 4-bedroom home to be retained. These multipliers are based on 2
study prepared for Western Suffolk BOCES by the Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers
University. Based upon the estimate that 3 school-aged children live in the existing homes on

serFp—threPropOsed develOpIneIT wekkl sccount for an increase of only 375t ts to the
Tistrict. It is important to note that the increased school taxes will more than pay for the
students; expenditures necessitated by the project will total $73,875/year; but the project will

_ generate $85,694/year in school district taxes.

The HuntnElon—UPSD=reoponse—iotia indieates—drm=tE=TSTICL 1S obligated to provide
educational services to all students in the district. However, as the increase in enrollment is only
3 stdents, and the project will more than pay for the students resident on the site, it is not
anticipated that there will be any adverse impacts on the Huntington UESD.

Police Protection i

The response Jetter from the SCPD states that the proposed project « _should have a negligible
impact upon this sector. » In addition, the project will increase SCPD allocations to
approximately $16,377/year, which would defray at least a portion of the increased costs to the

department to provide services to the site, if needed.

Fire Protection _
In consideration of the residential nature of the project, it is not anticipated that additional or

specialized training or staffing of the Huntington Fire District will be necessary.

. Construction of the new homes will conform to applicable Tequirements of the NYS Fire and
Building Codes. Firefsmoke detectors will be installed as required in new homes to render early
warning of any fire incidents until professional assistance arrives. It is expected that the
proposed project will generate approximately $3,614 in anmual tax revenue to the fire district,
defraying a portion of the increased costs to the department to provide emergency services to the

site.

Ambulances and Hospitals . C

There is a hospital and ambulance service provider in the immediate area of the project site. The
proposed project will result in a minimal (28 capita) increase in population in the immediate
vicinity. The proposed project will generate additional monies to the Town general tax districts,
which should help offset any additional demand for social services. As a result, no significant
impacts to healthcare facilities or ambulance service providers are anticipated. '

3 }3_ s
BETRCRY
Y Page S-24
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pb

3.3 Community Services

of - Zw
3.3.1 Existing Conditions } Wﬂb

Socio-Economics

ammary of the tax rates and taxes for the projeét site based on the

s (2004-05) obtaided from the Town of Huntington. All taxes are calculated
cluntien-amd-mdividual tax rates, with the exception of the refuse district,

which is a factor of the number of units.

Table 3-2
TAX GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION
Existing Conditions

School District - Huntington 157.523 10,69
Library District - Huntington 13.356 507
County, General . 1.021 69
County, NYS-Mandated 1.909 130
County, Real Property Tax Law 1.814 123
County Police 30.105 2,044
Town/Pt. 0.148 621
Highway - 9.405 639
Lighting District - Town-wide " 0.974 66
Open Space Bonds, I & I 1.331 90
Fire Department - Huntington 6.643 __ 451
Refuse District ~370.37__° 741
Ambulance District - Huntington | 2.306 157
Total 605965 16,734

Schools .
The project site is located within the Huntington Union Free School District (UFSD; Figure 12).

A letter was sent to the Superintendent’s office (Appendix J) to request specific information
regarding the availability of bus service to the site, the name of the elementary school that would
be attended by students living at this Jocation and current costs associated with educating pupils
in the district. The response letter indicates that students on the site would attend the following:

Washington Primary School (grades K-3) o

Whitson Road, Huntington (approximately 2.1 miles to the south-southeast)
Huntington Intermediate School (grades 4-6) ' .

Lowndes Avenue, Huntington Station (approximately 1.4 miles to the south-southwest)
Finley Middle School (grades 7 & 8)  ° . :
Greenlawn Road, Huntington (approximately 0.6 miles to the east-northeast)
Huntington High School (grades (9-12) -

Oakwood and McKay Roads, Huntington (approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest)

Page 24
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" - Figure 14). All non-hazardous solid waste generated in this district is taken to the Town of

: .- Huntington’s Resource Recovery Facility. This facility handled approximately 316,000 tons of

17" solid waste in 2004, with a maximum allowable throughput of 350,400 tons per year (NYSDEC,

-’ " Division of Solid and Hazardous Materials website). The waste is then separated and sent to
“i.-. several facilities. The landfill component (ash) is sent to the Brookhaven and Babylon facilities;

"¢ the incinerator component is sent to the Northport facility. The recyclable component is sold and
+ sent to multiple sources, currently being the OMNI facility in Westbury (Appendix J).

. 332 Anticipated Impacts

"Socio-Economics ‘
Development of the proposed project will result in a significant increase in the amount of tax
revenue generated from the subject parcel, to be distributed lous taxing jurisdictions.
"The additional taxes tated will help offset the additional expenses incurre € various
* jurisdictions ed by an increase in service requirements from the proposed project.
A7 the projected future tax revenue generated as 4 result of the proposed project, the 1
ent for the existing home (which is now situated on a large lot) was reduced to reflect the
e conditions (from $1,690 to $500), thereby reducing the total assessment to $4,900. The

“ fresulting tax revenue for this home is expected to be about $11,912 per year. Based on tax bills
. | for a comparable development of townhomes in the R-7 zoning district (on Southdown Court), it
“is estimated that the tax revenue generated by the nine new homes will be approximately $13,325
each per year. Table 3-3 provides a breakdown of the estimated tax revenue to be generate;
L ¢ project. Based on this analysis, it is expected that the project will resul in an_j ase of
ppreximately $115,063 per year. '

The proposed project will also result in generation of numerous, temporary jobs during the
construction phase of the project, with subsequent secondary Jjob generation following
~development due to increased demand for local services (i.e. landscaping, clearing, maintenance,
~etc.). Consumer spending will have a “rtipple” effect, providing additional economic benefit to
- providers of goods and services within the local area during and following construction. The
- project will aiso provide a permanent land use for the site that is viable and has a high probability
of success through full utilization.

Schools :

-Thé‘ proposed project is expected to result in 5 school-aged children, based on a multiplier of
0.35 school-aged children in each of the nine new 3-bedroom attached units and 1.12 school-
aged.children in the existing 4-bedroom home to be retained. These multipliers are based on a
study prepared for Western Suffolk BOCES by the Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers
‘University. Based upon the estimate that 3 school-aged children live in the existing homes on
the property, the proposed development would account for an increase of only 3 students to the
district. It is important to note that the increased school taxes will more than pay for the these 5
students; expenditures necessitated by the project will total $73,875/year, but the project will -
generate $85,694/year in school district taxes. '
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

RICHARD J. LAVALLE, P.E. CHARLES J. BARTHA, P.E. LESLIE A. MITCHEL
CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
July 14, 2006
Town of Huntington
Department of Planning & Environment
100 Main St.

Huntington, N. Y. 11743
Attn: Anthony J. Aloisio, Director

Re: CR 35, Park Avenue
Kiruv Estates “DE]S”
SCTM#0400-073-01-038, 041.1 & 042 and 0400-097-02-107

Dear Mr. Aloisio:

We are in receipt of the DEIS for the above. Be advised that certain pedestrian accommodations will be required to be | C-45
installed by this developer at the signalized intersection of CR 35, Park Avenue and Woodhull Road. Pedestrian signals 2.30
and associated crosswalks will be required to be installed under a highway work permit from this Department. :

Before a permit is issued by this Department for these improvements, documentation pursuant to Section 239F of the New | C-46
York State General Municipal Law must be forwarded to us from the Town Building Department for our review and 2.30
comments. :

If you have any questions, kindly contact this office at 852-4100.

Very truly yours,

William Hillman, P.E.
Chief Engineer

Sy A

Du’ector of Highway Plamung & Permits

WH:MPC:In

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER '

335 YAPHANK AVENUE || YAPHANK, N.Y. 1 1980 n
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APPENDIX D

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
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tal Impact Statement June 2006
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Comments to Kiruv Estates Subd

Prepared by Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC
from Residents for the Preservation of Hilaire Woods — Planning Board Meeting 7.26.06

East side of Dairy and Silo
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Cynthia A. Scudieri
8 Glendon Court
Huntington, New York 11743

Telephone (631) 271-4260

August 7, 2006

Huntington Town Hall Via: E-Mail 2
Attn. Robert Riekert, Deputy Director Planning@Town.Huntington.ny.us

Dept. of Planning and Environment a3
100 Main Street -
Huntington, NY 11743-6991 -

-
—

Re: Kiruv Estates =
Public Hearing on preliminary application for subdivision and
development of “Cluster” homes

Dear Mr. Riekert:

In furtherance of the July 26 public hearing and the many comments made by
residents in opposition to the above proposed development, | would like to once again
bring to your attention my individual concerns. First of all, although it was explained to
me at the hearing what “cluster” homes are and how they can be useful in preserving
open space, | continue to believe this particular type of housing development may have
adverse effects to the overall nature and beauty of the Huntington Historic (Oid Village
Green) District. Through my independent research, | have found that there is very little
information that sets “cluster” homes apart from townhouses and condominiums. If this
type of development is allowed to proceed, other developers, such as the Sunny Pond
Estates, will seek to use the little open space in this area to develop similar housing.
This is not the type of housing that has been indicative of the Huntington historic district
in the past. Contrary to the applicant's DEIS which states “similar high quality housing
already exists,” there is no development of this nature in the “historic district” to my
knowledge. Since it is the Planning Board’s Mission to “provide support for planning and
land-use decisions that enhances the character of the community, preserves the quality of life
and maintains the health safety and well-being of the people in the Town of Huntington,” it is
my sincere hope that the Planning Board will take into consideration the adverse effects
any such construction will have on our quality of life by detracting from the aesthetics
and character of the Huntington Historic District in question. As a life long resident of
Huntington, | would like to see its rural characteristics preserved and not transformed

into an urban community.
Furthermore, as | stated at the hearing, there are many residents who

for many years in attempting to alleviate these problems. The town has acknyyie i
our problems, but has indicated that the sewer treatment facility is running at fiflcr. TRECTOR

capacity. Under no circumstances should new construction be allowed into thetinéop

>
AGENDA
T iy STW_'_L,A



ark Avenue when we have an acknowledged need for this service. | personally, as
well as | am sure many residents in this surrounding area, have gone through great
expense in preserving my family’s quality of life with regard to the problems caused by
the water levels in the area. The town needs to address current residents’ problems
and look at the potential new drainage problems caused by any new development in
this low lying area. The developer may have solutions for drainage on the Kiruv Estates
site, but what problems are the development potentially going to cause surrounding
residents. This area will be required to handie potential additional water usage of nine
families. This, along with the removal of many mature trees on the hillside in
preparation of developing the land, may be enough to exacerbate our existing problems.

| look forward to hearing of the board’s decision. Thank you for your time and
attention to this matter.

Respectfully,

Cynthia A. Scudieri

Cynthia A. Scudieri

Page 14
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Chris Gallagher

From: cynthia scudieri [skidrow@optonline.net]

Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 6:15 PM

To: PLANNING

Subject: Re: Kiruv Estates Subdivision Application and DEIS
Importance: High

kiruv.ltr.doc

Please see attached letter with regard to the above matter.
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Chris Gallagher

From: ZULUBOB@aol.com

Sent: Saturday, August 05, 2006 4:45 PM
To: PLANNING

Subject: Kiruv Estates proposal from Kiruv Capital Corporation

Dear Mr. Riekert and Mr. Robin,

Please accept this response to the Kiruv Estates proposal. Unfortunately, we missed the public hearing on July
26.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Robert Grunder
J. Sue Nestor

14 50

by

608N L-
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Mr. Robert Riekert
Deputy Directory
Department of Planning and Environment

Mr. Scott Robin
Senior Environmental Analyst
Department of Planning and Environment

Huntington Town Hall
100 Main Street
Huntington, NY 11743

ATTN: Town of Huntington Planning and Environment Department
ATTN: Environment Open Space and Park Fund Review Advisory (EOSPA) Committee

Y

RE: Kiruv Capital Corporation proposal for Kiruv Estates ?»
SCTM 0400073.0001.00038.000 =
SCTM 0400073.0001.00039.000 A=Y
SCTM 0400073.0001.00040.000 - Ar
SCTM 0400073.0001.00041.001 = 5
SCTM 0400073.0001.00042.000 @ =z

SCTM 0400097.0002.00107.000

Go
HRHD
THAH

Dear Messrs. Riekert, Robin, o

It is quite apparent that the proposed destruction of this historic site by the Kiruv Capital
Corporation for the construction of four (4) groups of attached units is in complete disregard
of the historic nature of the property in the historic center of Huntington. The loss of yet
another historic landmark only brings the approach of urban sprawl that much closer. As
residents of Huntington with a home on Woodhull Road for many years, my family has

D-12} enjoyed the benefits that the Old Town Green Historic District has to offer. We never

2.12

thought that there was a grand plan to be an urban part of Queens. Only the wealthy
enclaves in Nassau County have survived the developer onslaught. Is Huntington to be
next? Why does the esthetic appeal of an under-utilized property, that is a natural gem that
would be coveted if it were in a wealthy enclave, instill a sense of foreboding amidst those
who must develop any fallow land at all costs? Must we get rid of it? Can't we value it?
Can't we make it a desirable jewel of Huntington? A unique location, the intersection of Park
Avenue and Woodhull Road, with historic buildings on all four (4) corners, not to mention the
Huntington Armory, would be a natural setting as a gateway to Huntington Oid Town Green

Historic District, in conjunction with the Huntington Historical Society, which is also on the
intersection of Park Avenue and North Woodhuill.

The historic dairy barn and silo, along with the rental cottage, should be restored, either
as elements of an historic landmark or as part of a Huntington park in conjunction with the

Huntington Heritage Trail, which has also been struggling to survive its incubation. |QgRRATSR
site is destroyed, it will be lost not only to the Long Island community, but to future

I
generations as well. We have an historic opportunity to preserve a piece of Old H }3 Lg‘lm?m
which future generations will enjoy and who will be thankful that the Town of Huntingt ..gg@ima

forethought to preserve this important connection to the history of Long Island.

AGENDA

ADDED STARTER
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Woodhull Road has seen an increase in traffic as the population Huntington has increased in
recent years. It has become more and more a through route to the railroad station. There D-13
was a time when no heavy trucking was allowed on Woodhull Road, which has never been
repealed, as far as this resident is aware, though no one would know it. Woodhull Road is 2.5
only a two (2) lane road, and with all the traffic, seems to have become a major
thoroughfare of a major city. Adding more homes at the intersection of Park Avenue is even
more preposterous. The traffic jams on Park Avenue are notorious as it is, and the traffic on
Woodhull Road has continued to increase. With increased number of trucks, schoo! buses
for the Woodhull Middle School, and add to that the town bus route, have had a negative
effect on the quality of life for the residents of Woodhull Road. Our road access to
Huntington village is either via Park Avenue or Spring Street, on which we've endured ever
increasing bottlenecks. Even Spring Street has become subject to extensive traffic
congestion. Widening these roads is not an option. Adding a new subdivision and a new
access road will only make things worse. The addition of yet another access road (Kiruv
Court) on Woodhull Road only 300 feet from the intersection of Woodhull and Park, will
additionally result in Kiruv Estates residential vehicles slowing for turns to enter the
subdivision. This will present an additional traffic hazard as well.

During heavy storms, there is always major flooding at the intersection of Park Avenue and D-14
Woodhull Road due to the gradient of Woodhull Road. The addition of another subdivision, 2.1
which will bring an increase in water runoff, will only make things worse.

Now is the time for the Huntington Planning Board and EOSPA to reverse this travesty and
stand up for the interests of historic preservation. Had we not been away on vacation, we
would have attended the Town Hall hearing on July 26, 20086, to voice our concerns.

Sincerely,
oY
<
Robert Grunder ;';f z
J.
Sue Nestor

125 Woodhull Road

Huntington, NY 11743

DIRECTOR

DEPUTY DIR

ASST. DIRECTOR

AGENDA

ADBED STARTER
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Chris Gallagher

From: Lisa Gulino [igulino1@optonline.net]

Sent: Saturday, August 05, 2006 8:29 AM

To: PLANNING

Subject: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp.

To: Huntington Town Planning Board
Chairman: Paul Mandelik

Members: Steven Schnittman, Mitchel Sommer, Lorraine Santoianni, Avrum Rosen, Lynn Healy, Jane.
Devine

Re: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp.

August 1, 2006
Dear Planning Board Chairman and members:

| attended the Huntington Town Board meeting on July 26, 2006 with particular interest in hearing about the
subdivision application of Kiruv Capital Corp. (One Old Country Road, Carle Place, NY 11514) who want to
deveiop the property at the southwest corner of Woodhull Road and Park Avenue in Huntington, designated as
parcels 0400-073-41-038, 041.1, 042 and 0400-097-02-107.00 on the Suffolk County tax map.

I will not easily forget the pleas of the neighboring historical homeowners who are continually beieaguered by
flooding due to the high water table. | have heard more than one environmental presentation at Town Hall in the
past few years which has explained the environmental sensitivity of this property, its importance as wetlands and
the high risk that development would pose to its neighbors.

I'm extremely disappointed that development of this fragile property is again on the table. Environmental concems D-13
coupled with the unparalleled rich historical value of this property (i.e., so many undisturbed historical elementsin}{ 2.1
one parcel of land, on a corner property that compiements three other historical corners) make it a no-brainer that
this property should be preserved and restored as the treasure that it is. The four corners of Woodhull Road and
Park Avenue are one of the most beautiful aspects of our town, a shiniing tribute to our history. When Hillaire
Woods advocates made an impressive presentation about the Heritage Trail proposal a few years ago, | hoped
that some positive action by the town might be taken.

It is essential that we protect this sensitive property and support the tireless and generous owners of the historical
homes surrounding it. These homes provide charm and educational value to our community, and are a reason
many of us chose to live here. It would be unconscionable to aliow Kiruv Estates to develop this property with
such a high risk of endangering its neighbors. It would also be unjust to provide them connection to the town's
sewer system when it has so long been denied to these other homeowners.

| hope you will carefully consider all the issues and choose in the best interest of Huntington - a place so unique
on Long Island. What little we would gain from this development, how much we wouid lose!

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Lisa H. Gutino

:Isusnt\ilr\{g(t):n‘jul\lllYR?T%B | DIRECTOR [ 1
DEPUTY DIR

ASST. DIRECTOR

—

AGENDA

| ADPED STARTER
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Stephanie Madoff & Tim Phillips
182 Woodhull Rd.
Huntington, NY 11743
Tel. 631.470.3510

Huntington Town Board

100 Main Street

Huntington, NY 11743

Attn: Mark Cuthbertson, Susan Berland, Stuart Besen, Glenda Jackson

Re: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp.
August 6, 2006

Dear Huntington Town Board,

As homeowners of 182 Woodhull Road, we are extremely interested in the outcome of
the proposed subdivision application for Kiruv Capital Corporation (One Old Country
Road, Carle Place, NY 11514). This proposed subdivision is for development of the
southwest corner of Woodhull Road and Park Avenue in Huntington, designated as
parcels 0400-073-41-038, 041.1, 042 and 0400-097-02-107.00 on the Suffolk County tax

map. It is our position that this application should be denied for environmental and
historical reasons.

For environmental reasons, we believe the freshwater wetlands on this property could be
atrisk. Additionally, the proposed subdivision and development could put undue stress
on the property’s high water table adversely impacting neighboring properties with

flooding. This is an ecologically important and sensitive property and conservation is
critical.

In addition to the negative environmental impact this subdivision poses, the property also
has great historical significance to the Town of Huntington. The four corners of
Woodhull Road and Park Avenue are among the most beautiful and historically
significant parts of Huntington and should without question be historically preserved.

As homeowners and concerned neighbors, we feel it is essential that we protect this
ecologically important and historically valuable property. It would be unconscionable to
allow Kiruv Estates to subdivide and develop this property which could threaten the

property’s freshwater wetlands, pose potential flood risks to neighbors and devalue its
historical significance.

We appeal to your integrity and responsibility, as an elected official, to choose in the best
interest of Huntington and deny this application of subdivision.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Madoff & Tim Phillips

D-16
2.1

D-17
2.12
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EAHQQ!@ MAIL Print - Close Window
ate: 7 Aug 2006 14:15:59 -0000

'o'mV: MAILER-.I;AEMOI\FIA@aId‘er.iﬁ\}i‘sio.n.net

): pbikd%f@yahbé.com | |

sbject: failure notice

This is the gmail-send program at alder.invision.net.
m afraid I wasn't able to deliver your message to the following
dresses.
is is a permanent error; I've given up. Sorry it didn't work out.

kwingateRtown.huntington.ny.us'>:
rry, I couldn't find any host named town.huntington.ny.us'. (#5.1.2)

- Below this line 1s a copy of the message.

turn-Path: <pbikoff@yahoc.com>

ceived: (gmail 19658 invoked by uid 152); 7 Aug 2006 14:15:58 -0000
ceived: from unknown (HELO INV-HOST-WEBl) (69.18.156.9)

by mail.invision.net with SMTP; 7 Aug 2006 14:15:58 -0000
ssage—-ID: <19750153.1154960352312.JavaMail.SYSTEM@INV-HOST~WEB1>
te: Mon, 7 Aug 2006 10:19:12 -0400 (EDT)

om: pbikoff@vyahoo.com

: 'kwingate@town.huntington.ny.us'

bject: TownOfHungtion - Contact Form

me-Version: 1.0

ntent-Type: text/plain; charset=UTF-8

ntent-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Mailer: ColdFusion MX Application Server

Contact Type: Site Comments
Title: Paul Mandelik, Chairman
Description:

Paul - I just read about the plans to develop land on Woodhull Road
st west of Park Avenue by Kiruv Estates. I read in the Long Islander

at ,"...In a previous interviw, Mandelik praised Kiruv Corporation

‘oposal to preserve more than half of the space it has set its sights D-18
." This causes me much concern. Instead of praise, they deserve

ndemnation and a strong "NO." I live along Hilaire Woods, and the read-tailed 2.32

wks, and the family of 4 great-horned owls, and the field mice, and

e praying mantis,, and the red-bellied woodpecker. We're not talking
out hundred's of thousands of remaining acres leftover after their
velopment. EVERY square inch matters. The developers are out of control
d have been for some time...they are only concerned with building and
‘ofit. Who should "GIVE A HOOT"? ANYBODY WHO LOVES HUNTINGTON!!!!!-

ANK YOU! - paul (516) 456 - 9123

mail: pbikoff@vyahoo.com

Contact Information

Salutation: Mr.
First Name: Paul
Last Name: Bikoff

Business/Organization:



hoo! Mail - pbikoffi@yahoo.com

Address:

City:

State:

Other:

Zip: 11743
Phone:

E~-mail:

14 Bartlett Place
Huntington
NY

5164569123
pbikoff@yahoo.com

Page 22
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FROM THE DESK OF

PAUL A. BIKOFF

DATE: 8/13/06

(631)  385-3330

FAX: (631) 385-8902

mail: pbikoff@yahoo.com

Chairman Paul Mandelik

Planning Board/ Town of Huntington
100 Main Street

Huntington, N.Y. 11743

Re: Kiruv Estates
Dear Paul -

I live at the far end of Hilaire Woods and the Preserve.

D-19 The four great horned owls that live there told me

2.32 they would: .

’ 1) Like the Town to deny any permits/ approvals

2) Have the Town acquire the land

3) Failing that, INSIST that the SILO be
restored and preserved. Let the prospective
buyers pay more, and let Kiruv make less, but
KEEP THE SILO!!!

Who gives a HOOT & A HOLLER?!

WE DO!!!

AN

Ul

r,ggi—r an
DEPYUTY DIR
ASSY DIREDTOR

i
SXn

AGENDA
ADDED STARTER
* HUNTINGTON,JR¥ 1Y 7Z; -

MAILING ADDRESS: ;,
P.O. BOX 2209 - HALESITE, NY 11743 - .
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Date:

To:

From:

July 10,2006

Huntington Town Planning Board
Paul Mandelik, Chairman

Town of Huntington

100 Main Street

Huntington Long Island, New York
11743-6991

Loretta G. Kepler

414 Park Avenue
Huntington, NY 11743-3751
(631) 271-4628

Regarding: Sewer hookup on Park Avenue

Dear Sirs & Ladies,

Page 26

Thank you for sending me the notice of a hearing for the subdivision of the Kiruv

Estates property which will be held on July26th, 2006. At this time I would like to

remind the Planning Board of a recommendation that was made by the Huntington Town
Board that included my house and the other two historic houses, (those of the Metcalf's
and the Reed's homes) to be included in this proposed project for the Huntington Sewer

District line. I have included copies of a letter from the Town Board regarding this

matter, and a letter that I sent to the members of the Town Board in April, describing the
drainage situation on our end of Park Avenue.

Sincerely,

Loretta G. Kepler

G bd
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Stuart Besen

From: Schaub [brschaub@optonline.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 4:58 PM
To: mccutherbertson@town.huntington.ny.us; Susan Berland; Stuart Besen; Glenda Jackson

Dear Board Members,

At the July 28 town meeting, two spokespeople for the Kiruv Estates subdivision stated that they are building D-21
“affordable housing for their children” and pian a “community center” on the site.

People who currently live on the site have been told that a “religious school” is going to be built where the barn .12

silo currently is.

This is a town historic site. Has the town approved this? What is going on?

i live nearby in a town landmark house and want to see Huntington’s historical uniqueness preserved. Thank you
for considering this.

Sincerely,
Richard Schaub, Ph.D.
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Chris Gallagher

From: Schaub [brschaub@optonline.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 10:46 AM
To: Susan Berland

Cec: Stuart Besen; Glenda Jackson; PLANNING; jon.cooper@co.suffolk.ny.us o ?E
on R
T =
= /%=
S Iy
Re: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp. oy Eg@
<M
—rm—
> <
August 3, 2006 = Zz=O
f— —3
-e Dz
Dear Huntington Town Board Member, 3 :g
-
—(

On July 26, 2006 I attended the Huntington Town Board meeting addressing the Kiruv Capita
Corporation subdivision and development of the property on the southwest corner of Woodhul
Road and Park Avenue (parcels 0400-073-41-038, 041.1, 042 and 0400-097-02-107.00 on the

Suffolk County tax map).

A number of people at the meeting expressed their concerns about the issue of the effect of
construction on the fragile wetlands that this property contains. Specifically, there were
concemns about the drainage in an area that is already vulnerable to flooding. Houses in the
area are already affected by the underground springs that run through this area. I spoke with
a person who rented one of the historic houses on this property and this person described

231| digging a hole in his back yard and after digging down less than two feet had to stop because
water from the spring was spurting up to the surface. At the meeting, one of the developers
addressed this concern by using an analogy to a sponge, saying if one part of a sponge is
blocked off the remaining part of the sponge absorbs the liquid. In response to this, I would
say that I have never had a sponge with an unlimited capacity to absorb liquid, so this makes

no sense at all .

D-22

So what we are dealing with is a fragile underground spring that is part of one of Huntington’s
few remaining lovely, bucolic and historically significant corners, surrounded by many other
historic landmarks. If the town expands the sewer district to accommodate this development
we will be diverting this spring into the sewer system thereby burdening the sewer system
with this now polluted spring water that is now going where? Into the bay? Into an already
overtaxed processing system? This is a spring, not “just” household waste. If there is no
sewer access, the septic system will be leaching this household waste back into the stream
and it will be showing up where - in the lovely stream in the Village Green? In Hecksher Park?

The environmental concerns regarding wetlands and open space are significant eppugRIPOR

bring this project to a halt. But, as a long time Huntington resident I hope the el BkR

community blending natural beauty, rich culture, a charming town center with wopdertar

2| entrusted with the protection of this town, one that is nationally recognized as a E&wm‘mﬁ

shops and restaurants that draws visitors from all over as well as a wonderful plage-te-five-and

\/taise a family, would allow this rich historic site to be destroyed. Once this is deétAl %E?héqu

ADDED STARTER |




Page 29

no going back. Any opportunity for archeological and historical research is lost. As for the
existing historical houses on the property that are supposedly being “preserved” by the current

owners, it is readily apparent that they are deteriorating, neglected and being rented to
transients with no investment in their care.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Bonney Schaub
2 Murray Court
Huntington, New York 11743
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\}“ark Avenue during the winter. Installing such a large and complex water collection syptem with
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July 31, 2006

Glenn and Diane Ichel
27 Bellaire Drive
Huntington, NY 11743
(631) 673-8359

Mr. Paul Mandelik, Chairman

Town of Huntington

Planning and Environment Department
100 Main Street

Huntington, NY 11743

Re: Kiruv Estates DEIS and Development Plan

Dear Chairman Mandelik,

We are writing this letter to express our reasons for being thoroughly opposed to the Kiruv
Estates development plan presented in the DEIS. Our property is Lot # 0400-97-2-17 which
directly abuts the southwest corner of this development project. We attended the public hearing
and wanted to share our concerns in writing.

We are opposed to both the Preliminary Plan and Alternate Plan #4 which based on the hearing,
appears to be the plan under consideration. The Preliminary Plan shows a narrow clearing and
grading area for extension of the Heritage Trail. In this area there are 3 enormous and beautiful
trees, one is the size of 5 large trees and must be 200-250 years old. These trees are also partially
on our property lot. This area noted on the attached close-up of the plan map does not connect to
where the trail currently exists on the Old Huntington Green town property. If the purpose of the
trail is to enable one to enjoy the beauty of the woods, it would seem that cutting down such
significant trees to create a trail is both contradictory and obscene.

As was discussed at the public hearing, the land on which this project is proposed is some of the
most environmentally fragile land in the town. During heavy rains we personally witness the
rivers of water which flow down the steep hillside and feel for the water drainage problems the
residents of Park Avenue are experiencing. Removal of the many trees on this hillside and
development of this property will surely exacerbate this problem into possibly an intolerable
situation. I am an engineer and am extremely concerned regarding how water issues are being
addressed in the DEIS. The concrete stormwater detention and leaching chambers will likely not
be effective and fail due to the high water table in the area. Additionally, we would like to know
who would maintain and pay for costs associated with this system once development is i!)]m lete

and it is left in the hands of a few homeowners? Individual cesspools would also advers ;.‘ - _
effect the drainage problems in the area. We have owned our property for the last 4 72 yw
understand that previously the high water table created icy road conditions on Woodhul] BSBEeBIEECTOR

Y . 4
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so many environmental and engineering aspects involved, could result in a catastrophic simation,/\

one which may be irreparable.

In the DEIS document, the developer estimates the entire project time to be 6 to 9 months. This
does not seem feasible considering the complex drainage system proposed and the significant
grading that is required before construction can even begin. It is important that the impact and
disruption to this historic area be fully understood by everyone. Perhaps instituting a fine
schedule for not meeting the proposed schedule would provide the town and its residents with
either a more realistic schedule or a commitment by the developer to meet the proposed timeline.

Another negative aspect of this development project is the effect it will have on the current
residents of the property and it’s visitors. The woods behind our house are pristine and beautiful.
During the 4 ' years we have been here we’ve spotted some fascinating and diverse wildlife.
There is a pair of red-tailed hawks which frequents our backyard and the adjoining area daily.
They perch, hunt (successfully) and even have an established flight path through the trees. We
have heard the mournful whinny of Screech Owls and last year heard the screams of Barn Owls,
the gurgling sounds they make to one another and most importantly the hissing sounds their
young make when begging for food. It should be noted that barn owls do not live in trees but
rather in pre-existing man-made structures. Finally, and most incredibly last December we saw a
Great Horned Owil sitting in a tree behind our property. It called for it’s mate. Another Great
Horned Owl responded from deep in the woods. We saw this huge and awe-inspiring bird take
off and fly in that direction.

In addition to these incredible sightings, we’ve also seen Raccoons, Scarlet Tanagers, Baltimore
Orioles, warblers of all sorts and even cats. All our neighbors share stories about the wildlife
they’ve seen and heard. We respect these woods. Please consider this and the importance of
these few acres for so many species.

As the town did in 2003 when it purchased land to expand the Hilaire Preserve, we strongly
encourage the town to purchase these lots to preserve this lovely and historically significant
property and also protect the well-being of the Huntington residents surrounding the site.

Sincerely,

J A TAN

Glenn and Diane Ichel
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Chris Gallagher
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From: John Mavrogian [jmavrogi@optonline.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 10:48 AM

To:

gjackson@town.untington.ny.us; PLANNING

Please find attached my letter concerning the Kiruv Estates subdivision application.

Maryann Wholey Mavrogian
168 Woodhull Rd.
Huntington, NY 11743
(631)427-5753

23 :zi ﬁd i,:__ ﬂl-:; i

AN ‘ROLORILKAH -0 EIRES
INIHLYVS30 DKWY T

(3A1303Y

jon.cooper@co.suffolk.ny.us; mcutherbertson@town.huntington.ny.us; Susan Berland; Stuart Besen;
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August 3, 2006

Re: Kirov Capital Corp. Subdivision Application
To Whom It May Concern:

Having attended the Planning Board meeting on July 26", 2006 regarding the above
development proposal, I am compelled to express my concerns and reservations. I left the
meeting with more questions and unease than when I entered. The applicant doesn’t have sound D-29
answers to waste and water table concerns and makes many claims and assumptions that are in 2.1
fact undetermined. The following are my original concerns before attending the meeting:

Since Kiruv Capital Corp. has taken ownership of the property, [ have witnessed an otherwise
charming and historic area of Huntington evolve into what looks like a backwater along
Woodhull Road. The rental property at 171 Woodhull Road, owned by Kiruv Capital is D-30
occupied by what I suspect are illegal aliens. They get picked up and dropped off by various
landscapers each morning or walk to the day workers post at Depot Rd. At the 177 Woodhull | 2.35
Road address, also a rental property, the police have arrived on numerous occasions to break up
drunken brawls between the tenant and other undesirables on the front lawn. On two occasions
these fights resulted in parties being hospitalized. In addition, the tenant has allowed vagrants to
occupy the house. When police investigated, it resulted in an arrest for drug possession with the
intent to sell. This explains the cars pulling up and leaving minutes later at all times of day and
night. Yet with all of these events, the tenant still resides there. The plan submitted to the town
states these properties as vacant. The least of all concerns, is the constant debris that litters the
property. At one time this included a refrigerator and washing machine left outside against the
house in full view from the street. There is a history of citations issued by the town for other
structures on the property that have gone unanswered to date.

It appears the commitment to the integrity of this historic property and neighborhood is surpassed
by that of enrichment. What will it be going forward? This begs the question, why should the
board entertain variances when there is already a demonstrated disregard for the property and

neighborhood? Why should we allow access to sewers to a new comer, of this record, when D-31
there are longstanding, committed homeowners that have requested this “privilege” for years? 2.1
This just does not add up.

I thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Maryann Wholey Mavrogian

DIRECTOR

DEPUTY DIR

ASST. DIRECTOR
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Ted Goldstein

Carole Goldfarb

15 Wheatley Rd.

Old Westbury, NY 11568

Town of Huntington Planning Board
100 Main Street
Huntington, NY 11743

To the Planning Board:
Re: Kirov property on Woodhull Road

We own the property at 178-180 Woodhull Rd., directly across from the Kirov parcel.
However, we never received notification of the hearing on July 26 regarding the proposed
development of the 7 acre Kirov property. First, we ask that you put our correct mailing
address (above) on the list for future communications, and inform us if there is a need to
correct it on any other documents. Since we did not attend the hearing, we request that
you add the following comments to the official record.

For many years, Woodhull Road has flooded periodically, causing unsafe and unpleasant
conditions. Actions taken to correct this situation have not remedied it satisfactorily.
Until the property owners assume this responsibility, we would be loathe to give them
permission to move ahead on other matters.

Currently, there have been public disturbances at the houses on the property, and the
grounds have been unkempt and poorly maintained. It is not in keeping with the
surrounding residential community. We wonder if this is a sign of future abdication of
responsibility to the community. Furthermore, the historic buildings on the property have
not been adequately stabilized and maintained, indicating an attitude of neglect and lack
of caring.

We also ask that the eis take into consideration the fact that septic system contents, lawn
chemical and pesticides would drain into the pond in Heckscher Park with toxic results
endangering fish, birds, and possibly, children.

Thank you for the opportunity to express oour thoughts on this matter.
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497 Park Ave.
Huntington, NY 11743
August 5, 2006
Huntington Town Planning Board
Huntington Town Hall
Huntington, NY 11743
Dear Sirs,

I was unable to attend the meeting on July 26 because I was on vacation. Like all of
my neighbors I am concerned about the proposed building on the boggy land behind my
property. The water table is already very high. The first year I was here, ca. 9 years
ago, a spring spontaneously erupted between my property and my neighbors which she
assumed was from the cess pool. After the cess pool drainagc was attcmptced and it was

discovered nearly empty we realized it was a spring. The water table is very high here

Losnsan oftha haao

Stcause ofthe bog,  The landseapers leave deep ruts in the soil when they attempt to
mow my lawn in back of the stream. If you allow the proposed building I and my
neighbors will be drowned out. Please stop this project!

Sincerely,

Rl e

Rose-Marie Johnson

D-36

2.1
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December 2, 1999

To Whom It May Concern:

I Roseann K. Bifulco daughter of Mar)'r Kennedy 549 Park Avenue Huntington, NY 11743 would like to
state the following conversation that occurred between myself (Roseann K.Bifulco) and Mr. Thomas
. Abbate P.C and member of the Town of Huntington zoning board.

. —— e —— - . ————

In May 1999 Mr. Thomas Abbate and I saw one another in the elevator of my place of work. I recognized
him as one member of the zoning board of the Town of Huntington. I then said to him why did that man
approach the podium at the Town Zoning Board (ZBA) meeting and question what my mother and I were
hiding and why we need the horses on our property at 549 Park Avenue Huntington, NY.

Mr. Thomas Abbate’s response was “do not pay attention to him we do not listen to that kind of talk. Mr. .
Abbate then proceeded to ask me why my mother and I would not sell the property, he showed an explicit
interest in setting up a meeting with a developer to purchase our property. Mr. Abbate made it clear that he
had someone interested in our property and at that point he invited me into his office to discuss this further.
He showed me blueprints of property deals that he is working on. He advised me that that my mother’s
lawyer (David Allman) approached him in his personal interest (Mr. Abbate) for us to sell the property to
the developer. Mr. Abbate proposed to me that if there were sewers on the Park Avenue we could get more
lots on the property and as a result more money if we sold the property. He also went on to say that we will
never get the cottage approved so our only other alternative would be to sell the property. Iresponded that
if they will not approve it for my mother how will the “Zoning” be accomplished if a another developer
buys the property. His response was “he has people that will know how to get around the town in regard to

—— the zoning”. Mr. Abbate attempted to call my mother when I was there but then stopped because he then ___
said this is a conflict of interest as his position of Zoning Board member.

When I returned from work I told my mother of the above conversation I had with Mr. Abbate and she was
shocked that this was being discussed with out her knowledge or consent while this was under litigation
with the Town of Huntington and ZBA. Since this time my mother’s health has deteriorated due to the
stress of this situation. My mother always had faith and trust in the Town of Huntington and she believed
the Town was there for the people. This is a true statement.

The above statement was originally made by me on December 2, 1999 and was notarized at that time.

Sincerely,

o e Gl - |

-Roseann K. Bifulco

State of New York oo C T T

County of Nassau

On this 26 day of September, 2002, before me personally came Roseann K. Bifulco to me known to be the
person described in and who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that she executed the
same. i

JOHN L'PHILLIPS
NOTARY PUBLIC, State of New York
NO. 01PHE360580 ’
Quakified in Nassau County
Commission Expires June 30, 2006
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STATE OF NEW YORK
DISTRICT COURT: COUNTY OF SUFFOLK L aad Cm"’y
DISTRICT : TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
THIRD b o 3-C 9 Dt
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK HUTO NO. : thao
’ ORY INSTRUMENT
ACCUSATOR N
AGAINST- ( ) Violation Z BA,
(¥X) Misdemeanor
KIRUV CAPITAL CORP o A 776N,
T, © H
DEFENDANT - C
X My o~
STATE OF NEW YORK )
)} SS: ‘ M o
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK ) ?5; e
The undersigned, STEPHEN PARKER, ORDINANCE INSPECTOR of the Town of Huntington, County of “7
Suffolk, State of New York, being duly sworn, says that on DECEMBER 27, 2002 , at about 10:40AM at 471 '

PARK AVE, HUNTINGTON, NEW YORK 11743 in the Town of Hunn'ngton, State of New York, the
defendant KIRUV CAPITAL CORP of 49-A DUNLOP ROAD. HUNTINGTON, NY commirted the
following violation of the Code of the Town of Huntington in that (s)he did commit the offense of

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY - CERTIFICATE REQUIRED

in violation of Chapter 87 Section 87-25, Paragraph A of the CODE OF THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON in that:

IN THAT, I OBSERVED ON DECEMBER 27, 2001 THAT THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT(S)
KIRUV CAPITAL CORP, AT THE ABOVE DESCRIBED LOCATION, 471 PARK AVE, HUNTINGTON,
NY 11743, AKA SECTION-LOT-BLOCK 0400-73-1-41.001 IN AN R- ZONE DID MAINTAIN AND/OR
ALLOWED THERE TO BE MAINTAINED THE CONVERSION OF A ONE STORY SHED LOCATED
ON THE PROPERTY INTO A DWELLING WITH HABITABLE SPACE ONE KITCHEN (STOVE,
KITCHEN SINK, DISH WASHER), TWO BEDROOM ARFAS AND ALSO ALLOWED THERE TO BE
ERECTED ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE FORMER ONE STORY SHED A DECK AND STAIRS
APPROX: 4°X10’ FOR WHICH A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND/OR A CERTIFICATE OF
PERMITTED USE HAS NOT BEEN ISSUED. THE DEFENDANT FAILED TO OBTAIN A
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND/OR A CERTIFICATE OF PERMITTED USE FOR THE
CONVERSION OF THE ONE STORY SHED INTO HABITABLE SPACE. AFTER SEARCHING THE
RECORDS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING SERVICES OF THE TOWN OF
HUNTINGTON, THE AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR KEEPING SUCH RECORDS, THE RESULTS OF
WHICH DID NOT REVEAL ANY CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND/OR A CERTIFICATE OF
PERMITTED USE FOR THE CONVERSION OF THE ONE STORY SHED INTO HABITABLE SPACE
AT THE ABOVE REFERENCED LOCATION. A SUMMONS ISSUED DUE TO THE FAILURE OF THE
DEFENDANT TO OBTAIN A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND/OR A CERTIFICATE OF
PERMITTED USE FOR THE CONVERSION OF THE GARAGE AREA INTO HABITABLE SPACE N
VIOLATION OF THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON CODE.

THIS INFORMATION IS BASED ON THE PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE OF STEPHEN PARKER.
DATED: JANUARY 10, 2002

SCTM #0400-73-1-41.001

FALSE STATEMENTS MADE HEREIN ARE PUNISHABLE AS A CLASS “A” MISDEMEAN {7
PURSUANT TO SECTION 210.45 OF THE PENAL LAW OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK. o,
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Complainant

100 Main Strest
Huntington, New York 11743
(631)351-3167
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Developer Fined For

Not Having Permits

ed. from page 7)

led notice of violations of that,
said. As a result, on January 8,
\ses were issued against Kiruv
Corporation and Jay Viders, a
1 of that company. The sum-
could carry a fine of up to $1,000
months in prison.
files show that the Town Board
en permission for demolition of
\ctures, but actual permits had
- been issued by its Building
nent. In early January, a memo
untington Historic Preservation
ssion to Supervisor Frank
s office urged the town board
nsider on at least some of the
tion permits. I particular, an
v'barn was found to be “a rela-
rare and architecturally signifi-
atact example of an early 20th
; concrete block dairy barn.”
um, known was the Swezey Cow
; still standing, said one neighbor
sroperty.
commission sent a letter to Ned
feld, president of the Carle Place-
Kiruv Corporation on December
: letter called the area “one of the
important historic sites in the
* and noied the commission “has
ed work taking place on the Park
e Dairy Site that has not been
1t to the Commission for review.”
Jmmission’s review is required
i the property is within a desig-
historic district.
wv’s Jay Viders, reached by phone
>ffice, declined to comment on the
onses or what the corporation was
ng on building on the site.
yever, another group was more
villing- to speak on its plans for the

Ty v

2

-8

’L"‘_ Residents for the Preservation of
Hilaire Woods made a recent’ presenta-
tionlto the town board outlining a plan
for fhe Huntington Heritage Trail. The
progosal cuts through the Kiruv proper-
ty and encompasses a total of 50 acres of
woodlands.

The trail would start at the Kiruv
Estafes, head back across Woodhull
Road, behind the Cinema Arts Cenize,
slicing across Woodhull Schoo! property
owngd by the Huntington UFSD, go

_along Spring Road, then back down into

Hilaire Woods and run parallel to Park
Avex&xe back to the Kiruv property.

The group — formed to support the
towrt and- county’s acquisition of
Hilage. Woads -— has heen wporking on
the ‘goncept since last summer, said
founding member Robert Ripp.
Already the town has taken steps

. towasd acquiring a chunk of property,

possibly for the frail, from local devel-
oper Walter Morris.

Ripo said his group, mainly a collec-
tion of local property owners, has met
with 4 number of people that own prop-
erty along their proposed trail, and got-
ten many positive responses. They've
also received encouraging reactions
from the Town Board, Ripp said.

To complete the trail as they envision
it, the:town would need to acquire four
lots afj the top of Hilaire Drive, an ease-
mentfg;to cross Clearfield Place into
Hilaire Woods, another two easements
from Suffolk County and one from the
schook:district, and — ideally, the prop-
erty awned by Kiruv Capital.

“Everyone is looking at this thing as a
benefit to the entire community,” Ripp
said.

The completed trail would take walk-
ers through a significant porticn of one

- e wal Limbmuet m mwmmn
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Shallow/Inglis
139 Woodhull Rd
Huntington, NY 11743

Huntington Town Planning Board
100 Main St.

Huntington, NY

Paul Mandelik, Chairman

Dear Mr. Mandelik, Chairman:

We live at 139 Woodhull Rd and our concerns as neighbors to Kiruv
Estates are as follows:

1. . The Woodhull-Park Ave drainage system is already dysfunctional.
Cluster development on a relatively small parcel of land would only add to p_37
the flooding and backup on these two streets. In addition, at the Town
Planning Meeting of July 26, we learned that there are long time
Huntington residents who have been denied town sewer hookups. These
people have been living with backups and drainage problems for years. It
is only fair that these residents be given consideration before any new
applicants.

2.1

2. Living adjacent to the proposed Kiruv Estates, we have noticed that | D-38
there are several male occupants of a dwelling on this parcel which is 2.35
listed as vacant on town records. This situation and several
inconsistencies in the applicant's proposal puts the veracity of his
statements in question.

3. While we recognize the need for affordable housing in Huntington we
are also aware that our town is presently rife with cluster development i.e. | -39
condos and townhouses. In our immediate vicinity on Spring Rd, Delaware | 715
and High View there are numerous occupants on small parcels of property
which only adds to the already overburdened town drainage and sewage
facilities, not to mention parking and traffic conditions. We therefore
believe variances in zoning regulations are not consistent with keeping [\
Huntington environmentally sound and population friendly. s

[DEECTOR |
v - - | DEPUTY DIR
AT, DIRECTOR

ey AGENDA ,
| ADDED STARTER /
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It is our hope that the Town Board as well as the Planning
Committee will weigh all of the objections to the proposed subdivisions

of Kiruv Estates presented by the community and deny the application for
this development.

Sincerely,
Lorraine Shallow

Barbara Inglis
Co-Owners @ 139 Woodhull

% . OAO J’Vl jua'

foecee. S
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Mark Cuthbertson
100 Main St.
Huntington, NY 11743

Re: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp.
July 31, 2006
Dear Mr. Cuthbertson:

I attended the Huntington Town Board meeting on July 26, 2006 with particular interest in
hearing about the subdivision application of Kiruv Capital Corp. (One Old Country Road, Carle
Place, NY 11514) who want to develop the property at the southwest comer of Woodhull Road
and Park Avenue in Huntington, designated as parcels 0400-073-41-038, 041.1, 042 and 0400-
097-02-107.00 on the Suffolk County tax map.

I will not easily forget the pleas of the neighboring historical homeowners who are continually
beleaguered by flooding due to the high water table. I have heard more than one environmental
presentation at Town Hall in the past few years that has explained the environmental sensitivity

of this property, its importance as wetlands and the high risk that development would pose to its
neighbors.

I'm extremely disappointed that development of this fragile property is again on the table. N
Environmental concerns coupled with the unparalleled rich historical value of this property (ie.,, = -
so many undisturbed historical elements in one parcel of land, on a comer property that 1D-40
complements three other historical corners) make it a no-brainer that this property should be T
preserved and restored as the treasure that it is. The four comers of Woodhull Road and Park 121

Avenue are one of the most beautiful aspects of our town, a shining tribute to our history. When 7}
Hillaire Woods advocates made an impressive presentation on the Heritage Trail a few years ago, |
I hoped that some positive action by the town might be taken.

It is essential that we protect this sensitive property and support the tireless and generous owners
of the historical homes surrounding it. These homes provide charm and educational value to our
community, and are a reason many of us chose to live here. It would be unconscionable to allow
Kiruv Estates to develop this property with such a high risk of endangering its neighbors. It
would also be unjust to provide them connection to the town’s sewer system when it has so long
been denied to these other homeowners.

I appeal to your integrity and responsibility, as an elected official, to choose in the best interest of
Huntington - a place so unique on Long Island. What little we would gain from this development,
how much we would lose!

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Victoria Gulino

37 Youngs Hill Rd. e T
Huntington, NY 11743 "l&ozbg'f‘lo?
(631) 456-2560 Y DIR

e M
[, DIREOYOR.
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Mark Cuthbertson

From: Lisa Gulino [Ilgulinol @optonline.net] \gZ/
Sent:  Wednesday, August 02, 2006 9:50 PM b

To: Mark Cuthbertson \) Q
Subject: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp. \( N\

AN
Mark Cuthbertson
Elected member of Huntington Town Board
100 Main Street, Huntington, NY 11743

Re: Subdivision Application of Kiruv Capital Corp.
August 1, 2006

Dear Mr. Cuthbertson:

I attended the Huntington Town Board meeting on July' 26, 2006 with particular interest in
hearing about the subdivision application of Kiruv Cgpital Corp. (One Old Country Road,
Carle Place, NY 11514) who want to develop the pyoperty at the southwest corner of
Woodhull Road and Park Avenue in Huntington, designated as parcels 0400-073-41-038,
041.1, 042 and 0400-097-02-107.00 on the Suffolk County tax map.

I will not easily forget the pleas of the neighboring historical homeowners who are
continually beleaguered by flooding due to the high water table. I have heard more than one -
environmental presentation at Town Hall in the past few years which has explained the- -

environmental sensitivity of this property, its importance as wetlands and the high risk that
development would pose to its neighbors. -

I’m extremely disappointed that development of this fragile property is again on the table.
Environmental concemns coupled with the unparalleled rich historical value of this property
(i.e., so many undisturbed historical elements in one parcel of land, on a corner property that
complements three other historical corners) make it a no-brainer that this property should be
preserved and restored as the treasure that it is. The four corners of Woodhull Road and Park
Avenue are one of the most beautiful aspects of our town, a shining tribute to our history.
When Hillaire Woods advocates made an impressive presentation about the Heritage Trail
proposal a few years ago, I hoped that some positive action by the town might be taken.

It is essential that we protect this sensitive property and support the tireless gnd generous W
owners of the historical homes surrounding it. These homes provide charm ancwﬁdi
value to our community, and are a reason many of us chose to live here. It wou o TV
unconscionable to allow Kiruv Estates to develop this property with such a hig.ﬂ@&%‘i = =
endangering its neighbors. It would also be unjust to provide them connection ‘%ﬁ’g@
sewer system when it has so long been denied to these other homeowners. . —A

AGENDA
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I appeal to your integrity and responsibility as an elected official to choose in the best

interest of Huntington - a place so unique on Long Island. What little we would gain from
this development, how much we would lose!

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Lisa H. Gulino
186 Woodhull Road
Huntington, NY 11743
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Subdivision Application
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Existing Conditions




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

NAME OF PROJECT Kiruv Property
DATA INPUT FIELD Existing Conditions/Alternative 1 SHEET 1

A |Site Recharge Parameters Value | Units B _|Nitrogen Budget Parameters Value | Units

1 |Area of Site 7.07 |acres 1 _[Persons per Dwelling 0.00 _ |persons
2 {Precipitation Rate 42.82 {inches 2 [Nitrogen per Person per Year 10.0  |lbs

3 {Acreage of Lawn 1.77 |acres 3 [Sanitary Nitrogen Leaching Rate 50 percent
4 {Fraction of Land in Lawn 0.250 |{fraction 4 |Area of Land Fertilized 1 0.00 jacres

5 {Evapotranspiration from Lawn 24.20 {inches 5 _|Fertilizer Application Rate 1 2.30  {lbs/1000 sq ft
6 {Runoff from Lawn 0.90 |inches 6 |Fertilizer Nitrogen Leaching Rate | 14 percent
7 1Acreage of Impervious 0.26 |acres 7 |Area of Land Fertilized 2 0.00 {acres

8 {Fraction of Land Impervious 0.037 _|{fraction 8 |Fertilizer Application Rate 2 0.00 [ibs/1000 sq ft
9 {Evaporation from Impervious 4.28 |inches 9 |Fertilizer Nitrogen Leaching Rate 2 14 percerit
10 |Runoff from Impervious 0.00 [inches 10 {Pet Waste Application Rate 0.00 llbs/pet
11 jAcreage of Unvegetated 0.12 |acres 11 {Pet Waste Nitrogen Leaching Rate 0 percent
12 {Fraction of Land Unvegetated 0.017 [fraction 12 {Area of Land Irrigated 1.77 |acres
13 |Evapotrans. from Unvegetated 24.20 [inches 13 Irrigation Rate 5.50 [inches
14 |Runoff from Unvegetated 0.89 linches 14 {Irrigation Nitrogen Leaching Rate 15 percent
15 |Acreage of Water 0.27  ]acres 15 [Nitrogen in Precipitation 1.00  [mg/1
16 |Fraction of Site in Water 0.038 |{fraction 16 |Precipitation Nitrogen Leaching Rate 15 percent
17 |Evaporation from Water 30.00 [inches 17 [Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00  {mg/i
18 |Makeup Water (if applicable) 0.00 [inches 18 [Nitrogen in Commercial/STP Flow 40.00 |mg/l
19 |Acreage of Natural Area 4.65 |acres
20 |Fraction of Land Natural 0.658 {fraction C |Comments
21 [Evapotrans. from Natural Area 24.20 linches 1) Please refer to user manual for data input instructions.
22 |Runoff from Natural Area 0.30 linches 2) Sanitary based on Suffolk County design flow
23 [Acreage of Other Area 0.00 jacres rate (300 gallons/day/dwelling).
24 |Fraction of Land Other Area 0.000 fraction
25 |Evapotrans. from Other Area 24.20 {inches
26 {Runoff from Other Area 0.90 |inches
27 {Acreage of Land Irrigated 1.77 |acres
28 {Fraction of Land Irrigated 0.250 [fraction
29 {Irrigation Rate 5.50 |inches
30 [Number of Dwellings 10 units
31 {Water Use per Dwelling 0 gal/day
32 |Wastewater Design Flow 1,200 [gal/day
33 |Commercial /STP Design Flow 0 gai/day




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

SITE RECHARGE COMPUTATIONS Existing Conditions/Alternative 1 SHEET 2
A|Lawn Area Recharge Value Units B| Impervious Area Recharge Value Units
1 {A = Fraction of Land in Lawn 0.250 fraction 1|A = Fraction of Land in Impervious 0.037 fraction
2 [P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 4.28 inches
4 |Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches 41Q = Runoff Rate 0.00 inches
SIR() = P-(E + Q) 17.72 inches SIR() =P-(E + Q) 38.54 inches
6|R(L) =R() xA 4.44 inches 6{R(I) = R() x A 1.42 inches
C|Unvegetated Area Recharge D| Water Area Loss
1{A = Fraction of Land Unveg. 0.017 fraction 1{A = Fraction of Site in Water 0.038 fraction
2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2|P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evaporation Rate 30.00 inches
4 1Q = Runoff Rate 0.89 inches 410Q = Runoff Rate 0.00 inches
5iRu) =P-(E + Q) 17.73 inches 5|M = Makeup Water 0.00 inches
6 R(U) = R(u) x A 0.30 inches 6|R(w) = {P-(E+Q)}-M 12.82 inches
7IR(W) = R(w) x A 0.49 inches
FE{Natural Area Recharge F| Other Area Recharge
1]A = Fraction of Land in Natural 0.658 fraction 1]A = Praction of Land in Other 0.000 fraction
2 {P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2|P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches
41Q = Runoff Rate 0.30 inches 4 |Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches
5{R(n) =P-(E + Q) 18.32 inches 5{R(0) =P-(E + Q) 17.72 inches
6{R(N) = R(n) x A 12.05 inches 6{R(0) = R(0) x A 0.00 inches
G| Irrigation Recharge H\| Wastewater Recharge
1 |A = Fraction of Land Irrigated 0.250 fraction 1 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 1,200 gal/day
2 {1 = Irrigation Rate 5.50 inches 2 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 58,560.60  lcu ft/yr
3 |E = Evaptranspiration Rate 3.11 inches 3|A = Area of Site 307,969 sq ft
41Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches 41R(ww) = WDF/A 0.19 feet
S5{R(irr) =1-(E + Q) 1.49 inches 5|{R(WW) = Wastewater Recharge 2.28 inches
6 |[R(IRR) = R(irr) x A 0.37 inches

Total Site Recharge

IR(L) + R + RU) + R(W) + R(N) + R(O) + R(IRR) + R(WW)

RO
R(




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

SITE NITROGEN BUDGET Existing Conditions/Alternative 1 SHEET 3

A | Sanitary Nitrogen-Residential Vaiue Ultits Bj Pet Waste Nitrogen Value Units

1 |Number of Dwellings 4 units 1]AR = Application Rate 0.00 Ibs/pet

2 {Persons per Dwelling 3.25 capita 2 |Human Population 0 capita

3 |P = Population 13.00 capita 3 |Pets = 17 percent of capita 0 pets

4 [N = Nitrogen per person 10 lbs 4 [N(p) = AR x pets 0.00 Ibs

5|LR = Leaching Rate 50 percent 5|LR = Leaching Rate 0 percent

6IN(S) = PxNxLR 65.00 Ibs 6IN(P) = N(p) xLR 0.00 lbs

7 IN(S) = Sanitary Nitrogen 65.00 Ibs 7 IN(P) = Pet Waste Nitrogen 0.00 1bs

C|Sanitary Nitrogen (Commercial/STF) D| Water Supply Nitrogen

1 |CF = Commercial/STP Flow 0 gal/day 1 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 1,200 gal/day

2 |CF = Commercial/STP Flow 0 liters/yr 2 {WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 1,657,830 \liters/yr

3 IN = Nitrogen in Commercial 40.00 mg/l 3|N = Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00 mg/l

4iN(S) = CFx N 0 milligrams 4 IN(WW) = WDF x N 1,657,830 milligrams

5 IN(S) = Sanitary Nitrogen 0.00 1bs 5 |[N(WW) = Wastewater Nitrogen 3.66 1bs

E | Fertilizer Nitrogen 1 F\ Fertilizer Nitrogen 2

1{A = Area of Land Fertilized 1 0 sq ft 11A = Area of Land Fertilized 2 0 sq ft

2 |AR = Application Rate 2.30 1bs/1000 sf 2]AR = Application Rate 0.00 1bs/1000 st

3J{LR = Leaching Rate 14 percent 3{LR = Leaching Rate 14 percent

4IN(F1) = A x ARXxLR 0.00 ibs 4|N(F2) = A x ARxLR 0.00 lbs

5 {N(F1) = Fertilizer Nitrogen 0.00 Ibs 5|N(F2) = Fertilizer Nitrogen 0.00 ibs

G| Precipitation Nitrogen H| Irrigation Nitrogen

1 {R(n) = Natural Recharge (feet) 1.56 feet 1|R = Irrigation Recharge (inches) 1.49 inches

21A = Area of Site (sq ft) 307,969 sq ft 2[R = Irrigation Rate (feet) 0.12 feet

3IR(N) = R(n) x A 479,747 cu ft 3 1A = Area of Land Irrigated 77,101 sq ft

4 {R(N) = Natural Recharge (liters) 13,586,444 liters 4RI = R@m) x A 9,584 cu ft

5N = Nitrogen in Precipitation 1.00 mg/l 5|R(I) = Site Precipitation (liters) 271,417 liters

6 |[LR = Leaching Rate 15 percent 6{N = Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00 mg/l

7 [N(ppt) = P(S) x NxLR 135,864 milligrams 7|LR = Leaching Rate 15 percent

8 |N(ppt) = Precipitation Nitrogen 0.30 Ibs 8|N(irr) = R(I) x N x LR 40,713 milligrams
9 |N(irr) = Irrigation Nitrogen 0.09 Ibs

Total Site Nitrogen

69.04

'N(S) + N(P) + N(WW) + N(F1) + N(F2) + N(ppt) + N(irr)




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

NAME OF PROJECT

Kiruyv-Property
Existing Conditions/Alternative 1

FINAL COMPUTATIONS SHEET 4
A | Nitrogen in Recharge Value Units

1 |N = Total Nitrogen (Ibs) 69.04 Ibs

2 {N = Total Nitrogen (milligrams) 31,346,370 milligrams

3 |R(T) = Total Recharge (inches) 21.35 inches FINAL CONCENTRATION OF
4 [R(T) = Total Recharge (feet) 1.78 feet NITROGEN IN RECHARGE
5{A = Area of Site 307,969 sq ft

6|R =R(TxA 547,892 cu ft

7 |R = Site Recharge Volume 15,516,298 |liters

9 |NR = N/R 2.02 mg/1

B | Site Recharge Summary Value Units Conversions used in SONIR

1 [R(T) = Total Site Recharge 21.35 inches/yr Acres x 43,560 = Square Feet

2 |R = Site Recharge Volume 547,892 cu ft/yr Cubic Feet x 7.48052 = Gallons
3 R = Site Recharge Volume 4,098,516 gal/yr Cubic Feet x 28.32 = Liters

4 |R = Site Recharge Volume 4.10 MG/yr Days x 365 = Years

Feet x 12 = Inches

Gallons x 0.1337 = Cubic Feet
Gallons x 3.785 = Liters
Grams / 1,000 = Milligrams
Grams x 0.002205 = Pounds
Milligrams / 1,000 = Grams




Kiruv Estates
Subdivision Application
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Appendix E-2
Alternative 4/Preferred Alternative (Sewered)




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

NAME OF PROJECT
DATA INPUT FIELD

A |Site Recharge Parameters Value |Units B |Nitrogen Budget Parameters Value |Units

1 JArea of Site 7.07 jacres 1 {Persons per Dwelling 0.00 |persons
2 |Precipitation Rate 42.82 Jinches 2 [Nitrogen per Person per Year 10.0  |ibs

3 JAcreage of Lawn 0.95 Jacres 3 |Sanitary Nitrogen Leaching Rate 50 percent
4 [Fraction of Land in Lawn 0.134 |fraction 4 |Area of Land Fertilized 1 0.00 Jacres

5 |Evapotranspiration from Lawn 24.20 linches 5 |Fertilizer Application Rate 1 2.30  |lbs/1000sq It
6 |Runoff from Lawn 0.90 inches 6 |Fertilizer Nitrogen Leaching Rate 1 14 percent
7 JAcreage of Impervious 0.70 acres 7 JArea of Land Fenilized 2 0.00 Jacres

8 |Fraction of Land Impervious 0.099 [{fraction 8 [Fertilizer Application Rate 2 0.00 {Ibs/1000 sq ft
9 |Evaporation from Impervious 4.28 linches 9 |Fertilizer Nitrogen Leaching Rate 2 14 percent
10 [Runoff from Impervious 0.00 Jjinches 10 |Pet Waste Application Rate 0.00 |lbs/pet
11 jAcreage of Unvegetated 0.02  lacres 11 |Pet Waste Nitrogen Leaching Rate 0 percent
12 |Fraction of Land Unvegetated 0.003 {fraction 12 JArea of Land Irrigated 0.95 Jacres
13 |Evapotrans. from Unvegetated 24.20 {inches 13 |Irrigation Rate 5.50 linches
14 |Runoff from Unvegetated 0.89 Jinches 14 [Irrigation Nitrogen Leaching Rate 15 percent
15 |Acreage of Water 0.27 Jacres 15 |Nitrogen in Precipitation 1.00  Img/l
16 |Fraction of Site in Water 0.038 |fraction 16 |Precipitation Nitrogen Leaching Rate 15 percent
17 JEvaporation from Water 0.00 Jinches 17 {Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00  imgll
18 {Makeup Water (if applicable) 0.00 linches 18 [Nitrogen in Commercial/STP Flow 10.00 |mg/l
19 {Acreage of Natural Area 5.13  {acres
20 |Fraction of Land Natural 0.726 {fraction C [Comments
21 {Evapotrans. from Natural Area 24.20 finches 1} Please refer to user manual for data input instructions.
22 {Runoff from Natural Area 0.30 _Jinches 2) Sanitary based on Suffolk County design flow
23 |Acreage of Other Area 0.00 Jacres rate (300 gallons/day/dwelling).
24 |Fraction of Land Other Area 0.000 |[fraction Revised 1/18/07
25 |Evapotrans. from Other Area 24,20 linches
26 |Runoff from Other Area 0.90 linches
27 |Acreage of Land Irrigated 0.95 Jlacres
28 |Fraction of Land Irrigated 0.134 {fraction
29 jlrrigation Rate 5.50 finches
30 {Number of Dwellings 10 units
31 [Water Use per Dwelling 0 gal/day
32 IWastewater Design Flow 0 gal/day
33 {Commercial /STP Design Flow gal/day




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

SITE RECHARGE COMPUTATIONS Alt. 4/Preferred (Sewered) SHEET 2

A {Lawn Area Recharge Value Units B |Impervious Area Recharge Value Units

1 JA = Fraction of Land in Lawn 0.134 fraction 1|A = Fraction of Land in Impervious 0.099 fraction
2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 {P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 4.28 inches
4 {Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches 4 ]Q = Runoff Rate 0.00 inches
SIROH=P-(E+ Q) 17.72 inches 5|R(i)=P-(E+Q) 38.54 inches
6 |R(LY=RD)x A 2.38 inches 6|R()=R3E)x A 3.82 inches
C |Unvegetated Area Recharge D {Water Area Loss

1 {A = Fraction of Land Unveg. 0.003 fraction 1 1A = Fraction of Site in Water 0.038 fraction
2 {P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 31E = Evaporation Rate 0.00 inches
4 ]1Q = Runoff Rate 0.89 inches 41Q = Runoff Rate 0.00 inches
5|R(w=P-(E+Q) 17.73 inches 5 |M = Makeup Water 0.00 inches
6 R(U)=R(u)x A 0.05 inches 6 |R(w) = {P - (E+Q)} -M 42.82 inches

TIR(W)=R(w)x A 1.64 inches

E |Natural Area Recharge F |Other Area Recharge

1 |A = Fraction of Land in Natural 0.726 fraction 1 |A = Fraction of Land in Other 0.000 fraction
2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches
4 1Q = Runoff Rate 0.30 inches 4]Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches
SIRM)=P-(E+Q) 18.32 inches 5|R(@)=P-(E+ Q) 17.72 inches
6 |R(N)=R(n) x A 13.29 inches 6|R(O)=R(0)x A 0.00 inches
G |Irrigation Recharge H |Wastewater Recharge

1 |A = Fraction of Land Irrigated 0.134 fraction 1 IWDF = Wastewater Design Flow 0 gal/day
2 |1 = Irrigation Rate 5.50 inches 2 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 0.00 cu ft/yr
3 |E = Evaptranspiration Rate 3.11 inches 3 |A = Area of Site 307,969 sq ft

4 1Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches 4 |R(ww) = WDF/A 0.00 feet
S{R@Gm =1-(E+Q) 1.49 inches 5 |R(WW) = Wastewater Recharge 0.00 inches
6 |R(IRR) = R@irr) x A 0.20 inches

Total Site Recharge

R(T) =

lR(L) + R(I) + R(U) + R(W) + R(N) + R(Q) + RURR) + R(WW)

R(T) =

21.38

inches




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

SITE NITROGEN BUDGET Alt: 4/Preferred (Sewered) SHEET 3

A |Sanitary Nitrogen-Residential Value Units B | Pet Waste Nitrogen Value Units

1 |Number of Dwellings 0 units 1 |AR = Application Rate 0.00 Ibs/pet
2 |Persons per Dwelling 3.14 capita 2 |Human Population 0 capita

3 {P = Population 0.00 capita 3 |Pets = 17 percent of capita 0 pets

4 IN = Nitrogen per person 10 1bs 4i{N(p) = AR x pets 0.00 1bs

5 |LR = Leaching Rate 50 percent 5]LR = Leaching Rate 0 percent
6 |N(S)=PxNxLR 0.00 Ibs 6|N(P)=N(p)x LR 0.00 Ibs

7 IN(8) = Sanitary Nitrogen 0.00 Ibs 7 IN(P) = Pet Waste Nitrogen 0.00 Ibs

C {Sanitary Nitrogen (Commercial/STP) D |Water Supply Nitrogen

1 |CF = Commercial/STP Flow 0 gal/day 1 fWDF = Wastewater Design Flow 0 gal/day
2 |CF = Commercial/STP Flow 0 liters/yr 2 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 0 liters/yr
3 |N = Nitrogen in Commercial 10.00 mg/l 3 IN = Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00 mg/l
4IN(S)=CFx N 0 milligrams 4 IN(WW) = WDF x N Q0 milligrams
5 IN(S) = Sanitary Nitrogen 0.00 lbs 5 IN(WW) = Wastewater Nitrogen 0.00 Ibs
E |Fertilizer Nitrogen 1 F |Fertilizer Nitrogen 2

1 {A = Area of Land Fertilized | 0 sq ft 1 |A = Area of Land Fertilized 2 0 sq ft

2 JAR = Application Rate 2.30 1bs/1000 sf 2 |AR = Application Rate 0.00 1bs/1000 sf
3 |LR = Leaching Rate 14 percent 3 |LR = Leaching Rate 14 percent
4|IN(F1)= Ax ARxLR 0.00 Ibs 4IN(F2)= A x ARxLR 0.00 1bs

5 IN(F1) = Fentilizer Nitrogen 0.00 1bs 5 IN(F2) = Fentilizer Nitrogen 0.00 1bs

G | Precipitation Nitrogen H |Irrigation Nitrogen

1 |[R(n) = Natural Recharge (feet) 1.76 feet I |R = Irrigation Recharge (inches) 1.49 inches
2 |A = Area of Site (sq ft) 307,969 sq ft 2{R = Irrigation Rate (feet) Q.12 feet
JIRMN) =R(n) x A 543,446 cu ft 3{A = Area of Land Irigated 41,382 sq ft

4 1R(N) = Natural Recharge (liters) 15,390,386 liters 4|R(D) = R@rr) x A 5.144 cufi

5 IN = Nitrogen in Precipitation 1.00 mg/l 5 |R(1) = Site Precipitation (liters) 145,676 liters

6 ]LR = Leaching Rate 15 percent 6 |N = Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00 mg/l

7 IN(ppt) = P(S) x Nx LR 153,904 milligrams 71LR = Leaching Rate 15 percent
8 IN(ppt) = Precipitation Nitrogen 0.34 Ibs 8 IN@irm) = R(D x Nx LR 21,851 milligrams

9 [N(irr) = Irrigation Nitrogen 0.05 1bs

Total Site Nitrogen

N= [N(S) + N(P) + NCWW) + N(F1) + N(F2) + N(ppt) + N(irr)

N= 0.39

Ibs




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & YOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

NAME OF PROJECT
FINAL COMPUTATIONS SHEET 4
A |Nitrogen in Recharge Value Units
1 |N = Total Nitrogen (lbs) 0.39 Ibs
2 |N = Total Nitrogen (milligrams) 175.943 milligrams
3 |R(T) = Total Recharge (inches) 21.38 inches FINAL CONCENTRATION OF
4 JR(T) = Total Recharge (feet) 1.78 feet NITROGEN IN RECHARGE
5 {A = Area of Site 307.969 sq ft
6|R=R(T)x A 548.590 cu ft 0.01
7 IR = Site Recharge Volume 15,536,062 liters
9 INR = N/R 0.01 mg/!
B {Site Recharge Summary Value Units Conversions used in SONIR
I JR(T) = Total Site Recharge 21.38 inches/yr Acres x 43.560 = Square Feet
2 |R = Site Recharge Volume 548.590 cu ft/yr Cubic Feet x 7.48052 = Gallons
3 |R = Site Recharge Volume 4,103,737 gal/yr Cubic Feet x 28.32 = Liters
4 R = Site Recharge Volume 4.10 MG/yr Days x 365 = Years
Feet x 12 = Inches
Gallons x 0.1337 = Cubic Feet
Gallons x 3.785 = Liters
Grams / 1,000 = Milligrams
Grams x 0.002205 = Pounds
Milligrams / 1,000 = Grams




Kiruv Estates
Subdivision Application
FEIS

Appendix E-3
Alternative 4/Preferred Alternative (On-Site Septic)




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & YOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

NAME OF PROJECT
DATA INPUT FIELD

A |Site Recharge Parameters Value |Units B |Nitrogen Budget Parameters Value |Units

1 |Area of Site 7.07 lacres 1 {Persons per Dwelling 3.00 |persons
2 |Precipitation Rate 42.82 [inches 2 |Nitrogen per Person per Year 10.0  {lbs

3 [Acreage of Lawn 1.09 lacres 3 [Sanitary Nitrogen Leaching Rate 50 percent
4 [Fraction of Land in Lawn 0.154 fraction 4 |Area of Land Fertilized 1 0.00 _ |acres

5 |Evapotranspiration from Lawn 24.20 Jinches 5 |Fertilizer Application Rate | 2.30  |ibs/1000 sq ft
6 |Runoff from Lawn 0.90 Jinches 6 |[Fertilizer Nitrogen Leaching Rate 1 14 percent
7 |Acreage of Impervious 0.70 Jacres 7 |Areaof Land Fertilized 2 0.00  Jacres

8 |Fraction of Land Impervious 0.099 |fraction 8 |[Fertilizer Application Rate 2 0.00 {lbs/1000 sq ft
9 {Evaporation from Impervious 4.28 linches 9 |Fenilizer Nitrogen Leaching Rate 2 14 percent
10 jRunoff from Impervious 0.00 _jinches 10 |Pet Waste Application Rate 0.00 |lbs/pet
11 jAcreage of Unvegetated 0.02 Jacres 11 |Pet Waste Nitrogen Leaching Rate 0 percent
12 |Fraction of Land Unvegetated 0.003 |fraction 12 {Area of Land Irrigated 1.09  lacres
13 |Evapotrans. from Unvegetated 24.20 linches 13 Hrrigation Rate 5.50  linches
14 |Runoff from Unvegetated 0.89 linches 14 |Irrigation Nitrogen Leaching Rate 15 percent
15 |Acreage of Water 0.27 lacres 15 |Nitrogen in Precipitation 1.00  img/l
16 {Fraction of Site in Water 0.038 Ifraction 16 |Precipitation Nitrogen Leaching Rate 15 percent
17 |Evaporation from Water 30.00 ]inches 17 [Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00  |mg/
18 |Makeup Water (if applicable) 0.00 linches 18 [Nitrogen in Commercial/STP Flow 40.00 |mg/l

19 [Acreage of Natural Area 4.99 lacres
20 |Fraction of Land Natural 0.706 |{fraction C |Comments
21 |Evapotrans. from Natural Area 24.20 Jinches 1) Please refer to user manual for data input instructions.
22 |Runoff from Natural Area 0.30 linches 2) Sanitary based on Suffolk County design flow
23 |Acreage of Other Area 0.00 Jacres rate (300 gallons/day/dwelling).
24 fFraction of Land Other Area 0.000 {fraction Revised 1/18/07
25 |Evapotrans. from Other Area 24.20 linches
26 |Runoff from Other Area 0.90 |inches
27 |Acreage of Land Irrigated 1.09  Jacres
28 |Fraction of Land Irrigated 0.154 |fraction
29 lirrigation Rate 5.50 }inches
30 |Number of Dwellings 10 units
31 {Water Use per Dwelling 0 gal/day
32 |Wastewater Design Flow 3,000 |gal/day
33 |Commercial /STP Design Flow 0 gal/day




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

SITE RECHARGE COMPUTATIONS Alt. 4/Preferred (Septic) SHEET 2

A |Lawn Area Recharge Value Units B {Impervious Area Recharge Value Units

1 |A = Fraction of Land in Lawn 0.154 fraction 1 {A = Fraction of Land in Impervious 0.099 fraction
2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 {P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 4.28 inches
4 1Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches 4]Q = Runoff Rate 0.00 inches
SIRD=P-(E+Q) 17.72 inches S|IR()=P-(E+Q) 38.54 inches
6IR(L)=R() x A 2.73 inches 6|R(I) = R@) x A 3.82 inches
C |Unvegetated Area Recharge D |Water Area Loss

1 |A = Fraction of Land Unveg. 0.003 fraction 1 |A = Fraction of Site in Water 0.038 fraction
2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 {E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evaporation Rate 30.00 inches
41Q = Runoff Rate 0.89 inches 4]Q = Runoff Rate 0.00 inches
SIRW=P-(E+Q) 17.73 inches 5 |M = Makeup Water 0.00 inches
6{R(U)=Ru)x A 0.05 inches 6|R(w) = {P-(E+()} -M 12.82 inches

7IR(W) =R(W)x A 0.49 inches

E |Natural Area Recharge F |Other Area Recharge

1 |A = Fraction of Land in Natural 0.706 fraction | |A = Fraction of Land in Other 0.000 fraction
2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches 2 |P = Precipitation Rate 42.82 inches
3 {E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches 3 |E = Evapotranspiration Rate 24.20 inches
4 10Q) = Runoff Rate 0.30 inches 41Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches
SIRM=P-(E+Q) 18.32 inches 5|R(0)=P-(E+Q) 17.72 inches
6IR(IN)=R(n)x A 12.93 inches 6|R(O)=R(0)x A 0.00 inches
G |Irrigation Recharge H |Wastewater Recharge

1 |A = Fraction of Land Irrigated 0.154 fraction 1 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 3,000 gal/day
2 {I = Irrigation Rate 5.50 inches 2 |WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 146.401.50  jcu ft/yr
3 |E = Evaptranspiration Rate 3.11 inches 3]A = Area of Site 307.969 sq ft

4 1Q = Runoff Rate 0.90 inches 41R(ww) = WDF/A 0.48 feet
SIRGmM =1-(E+Q) 1.49 inches 5 JR(WW) = Wastewater Recharge 5.70 inches
6 |R(IRR) = R@irm) x A 0.23 inches

Total Site Recharge

R(T) =

IR(L) + R(D + R(U) + R(W) + R(N) + R(O) + RURR) + R(WW)

R(T) = 25.95

inches




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

SITE NITROGEN BUDGET Alt: 4/Preferred (Septic) SHEET 3
A |Sanitary Nitrogen-Residential Value Units B |Pet Waste Nitrogen Value Units
{ |[Number of Dwellings 10 units 1 JAR = Application Rate 0.00 Ibs/pet
2 |Persons per Dwelling 3.00 capita 2 |Human Population 30 capita
3 IP = Population 30.00 capita 3 |Pets = 17 percent of capita 5 pets
4 {N = Nitrogen per person 10 ibs 4 IN(p) = AR x pets 0.00 lbs
5{LR = Leaching Rate 50 percent 5]LR = Leaching Rate 0 percent
6 IN(S)=PxNxLR 150.00 Ibs 6 |N(P) = N(p) x LR 0.00 lbs
7 IN(S) = Sanitary Nitrogen 150.00 Ibs 7 |N(P) = Pet Waste Nitrogen 0.00 Ibs
C |Sanitary Nitrogen (Commercial/STP) D |Water Supply Nitrogen
1 |CF = Commercial/STP Flow 0 gal/day 1 {WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 3,000 gal/day
2 |CF = Commercial/STP Flow 0 liters/yr 2 {WDF = Wastewater Design Flow 4,144,575 liters/yr
3 {N = Nitrogen in Commercial 40.00 mg/l 3 IN = Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00 mg/l
4IN(S)=CFxN 0 milligrams 4IN(WW)=WDF x N 4,144,575 milligrams
5 IN(S) = Sanitary Nitrogen 0.00 Ibs 5 IN(WW) = Wastewater Nitrogen 9.14 Ibs
E |Fertilizer Nitrogen I F |Fertilizer Nitrogen 2
1 |A = Area of Land Fertilized 1 0 sq ft 1 |A = Area of Land Fertilized 2 0 sq ft
2 |AR = Application Rate 2.30 1bs/1000 sf 2 AR = Application Rate 0.00 1bs/1000 sf
3 |LR = Leaching Rate 14 percent 3|LR = Leaching Rate 14 percent
4IN(F1)= Ax ARx LR 0.00 Ibs 4|N(F2)= A x AR x LR 0.00 1bs
5 IN(F1) = Fertilizer Nitrogen 0.00 1bs 5 IN(F2) = Fertilizer Nitrogen 0.00 ibs
G |Precipitation Nitrogen H {Irrigation Nitrogen
1 JR(n) = Natural Recharge (feet) 1.67 feet 1 {R = hrigation Recharge (inches) 1.49 inches
2 |A = Area of Site (sq fi) 307,969 sq fi 2 |R = Irrigation Rate (feet) 0.12 feet
3IR(N)=R(n)x A 513,738 cu ft 3|A = Area of Land Irrigated 47,480 sq ft
4 {R(N) = Natural Recharge (liters) 14,549,058 liters 4|R(D =Ry x A 5,902 cu ft
5 |N = Nitrogen in Precipitation 1.00 mg/l 5 {R(D) = Site Precipitation (liters) 167,144 liters
6 JLR = Leaching Rate 15 percent 6 {N = Nitrogen in Water Supply 1.00 mg/l
7 IN(ppt) =P(S) x Nx LR 145,491 milligrams 7{LR = Leaching Rate 15 percent
8 IN(ppt) = Precipitation Nitrogen 0.32 Ibs 8 |NGm =R(Dx Nx LR 25,072 milligrams
9 |N(irr) = hrrigation Nitrogen 0.06 1bs
Total Site Nitrogen
N= IN(S) + N(P) + N(WW) + N(F1) + N(F2) + N(ppt) + N(irr)
N= 159.51 1bs




SIMULATION OF NITROGEN IN RECHARGE (SONIR)

NELSON, POPE & VOORHIS, LLC MICROCOMPUTER MODEL

NAME OF PROJECT
EINAL COMPUTATIONS SHEET 4
A |Nitrogen in Recharge Value Units
1 N = Total Nitrogen (Ibs) 159.51 ibs
2 [N = Total Nitrogen (milligrams) 72,419,754 milligrams
3 |R(T) = Total Recharge (inches) 25.95 inches FINAL CONCENTRATION OF
4 |R(T) = Total Recharge (feet) 2.16 feet NITROGEN IN RECHARGE
5 {A = Area of Site 307,969 sq ft
6{R=R(M)x A 666,041 cu ft 3.84
7 IR = Site Recharge Volume 18,862,292 liters
9 INR = N/R 3.84 mg/l
B |Site Recharge Summary Value Units Conversions used in SONIR
1 |R(T) = Total Site Recharge 25.95 inches/yr Acres x 43,560 = Square Feet
2 |R = Site Recharge Volume 660,041 cu ft/yr Cubic Feet x 7.48052 = Gallons
3 {R = Site Recharge Volume 4,982,336 gal/yr Cubic Feet x 28.32 = Liters
4 IR = Site Recharge Volume 4.98 MGiyr Days x 365 = Years
Feet x 12 = Inches
Gallons x 0.1337 = Cubic Feet
Galions x 3.785 = Liters
Grams / 1,000 = Milligrams
Grams x 0.002205 = Pounds
Milligrams / 1,000 = Grams




Giprojects\87110\PRELIM\O7 110PMAL.DWG, 2/2/2007 1:34:03 PM, milani

. AREA IN UNITS: 0.35 ACRES

'AREA IN WIDENING: 0.007 ACRES |
~ AREA IN COMMON AREAS: 3.71 ACRES

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE WATER SUPPLY'S) AND/OR SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM'S) FOR THIS
" PROJECT WERE DESIGNED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION. BASED UPON A CAREFUL AND
. THOROUGH STUDY OF THE SOIL, SITE AND GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS, ALL LOTS AS PROPOSED,
'CONFORM TO THE SUFFOLK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES CONSTRUCTION IN EFFECT
- AS OF THIS DATE. c o

VICTOR BERT, P.E. N0.49006

WE HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAT WAS MADE FROM AN ACTUAL SURVEY COMPLETED BY us
ON AAND CONCRETE MONUMENTS WILL BE SET AS SHOWN. '

- PAUL M. RACZ, P.L.S. No. 50164

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THIS SUBDIVISION HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
PLANNING BOARD AND IF NO CONCRETE MONUMENTS HAVE BEEN SET, THE SIGNING OF THIS MAP
BY A DULY AUTHORIZED PERSON AS DESIGNATED BY THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON PLANNING BOARD -
HEREBY CERTIFIES THAT A PERFORMANCE BOND HAS BEEN POSTED TO SECURE INSTALLATION OF
SAID MONUMENTS. : S : ' ' '

DATE OF CONDITIONAL DATE OF FINAL APPROVAL  DIRECTOR OF PLANNING
FINAL APPROVAL ' , C ,

NO PLOT MAY BE SUBDIVIDED OR CHANGED IN ANY MANNER AT ANY FUTURE DATE UNLESS BY

SPECIAL ACTION OF THE HUNTINGTON TOWN PLANNING BOARD. -

LANDS SHOWN ON THIS MAP AS ROADS, STREETS, OR HIGHWAYS OR FOR THE WIDENING
THEREOF AND ALSO EASEMENTS FOR THE INSTALLATION OF SEWERS, DRAINS OR WATER MAINS,
CONDUITS AND ALSO LANDS INDICATED AS TO BE DEDICATED FOR OTHER PUBLICUSE ARE
- HEREBY IRREVOCABLY OFFERED FOR DEDICATION TO THE MUNICIPALITY HAVING JURISDICTION

"~ THEREOF. , ‘
5 QWNER ) __ DATE
OWNER DATE

GRADING OF LOTS, INCLUDING SLOPES, ON THIS MAP SHALL BE LIMITED TO THE EXTENT OF CLEARING
AND GRADING AS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED SITE PLANS AS DELINEATED BY THE LIMIT OF
CLEARING/REGRADING LINE DURING CONSTRUCTION. TREES, WHICH ARE OUTSIDE THE CLEARING
LIMIT LINE, MUST BE LEFT STANDING AND PROTECTED FROM GRADE CHANGES. EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT
MUST BE TEMPORARILY AND/OR PERMANENTLY STABILIZED IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE
BACKFILLING OF THE FOUNDATION AND SHALL BE COMPLIANCE WITH THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL HANDBOOK AND SECTIONS H-100 THRU H-100.6 OF THE TOWN OF
HUNTINGTON SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS. , .

GENERAL NOTES

1.) DRYWELLS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR ALL ROOF RUNOFF.

2.) THE LIMIT OF CLEARING IN GENERAL IS DICTATED BY THE TOP AND BOTTOM OF CUT AND/OR FILL, TOP SOIL STRIPPED
FOR TEMPORARY STORAGE AND CLEARED TREES, BRUSH AND DEBRIS SHALL NOT BE PUSHED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF
NATURALLY VEGETATED AREA TO BE RETAINED. NO TREES SHALL BE BURNED. )

3.) RELEASE OF BUILDING PERMITS FOR LOTS ON THIS MAP SHALL BE SUBJECT TO A- SCHEDULE OF OPERATIONS APPROVED 8y
THE DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING, BUILDING AND HOUSING IN ACCORDANCE WITH SUB- DIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE '
IMPROVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON. ’

4.) EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT SHALL BE TEMPORARILY AND/OR PERMANENTLY STABILIZED IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING"!V'HE BACK
FILLING OF THE FOUNDATION AND SHALL BE IN° ACCORDANCE WITH THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON EROSION AND SEDIMENT -
CONTROL HANDBOOK AND SEC- TIONS H-100 THRU H-100.6 OF THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND  SITE IMPROVEMENT
SPECIFICATIONS. ) ) ; .

5.) PREPARATION OF SOIL AND PLANTING SHALL BE ACCORDING TO SPECIFICATIONS SET_ FORTH UNDER SECTION G-100.4 OF
THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS. -

6.) ALL AREAS THAT HAVE BEEN DISTURBED SHALL BE SEEDED WITH TYPE "A” SEED UFILFSS OTHERWISE NOTED.

7) ALL DEBRIS SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL STATE, COUNTY, TOWN, AND HEALTH'
DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS. ) . : .

8) PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORK WITHIN AN EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY THE APPLICANT/DEVELOPER MUST OBTAIN A
WORK PERMIT FROM THE YTOWN HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT. : : : '

9) DATUM - TOWN OF HUNTINGTON.

10) ALL IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE HUNTINGTON TOWN PLANNING BOARD SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT REGULATIONS. ' .

11) THE PROPOSED GUTTER GRADES (0.50 A CROSS SLOPE OF 1/4"/FT TO 1/2"/FT DOWN FROM THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT WHILE
MAINTAINING A MINIMUM GUTTER SLOPE OF 0.50. '

12) ANY UTILITIES REQUIRED TO BE RELOCATED DUE TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE 'REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS SHALLBE - )
RELOCATED AT THE EXPENSE OF THE APPLICANT, / DEVELOPER. S PR i : : ‘

13) NO RETAINING WALL OF MORE THAN THREE (3) FEET IN HEIGHT SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED UNTIL PLANS, PREPARED BY A
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER OR ARCHITECT LICENSED TO PRACTICE IN THE STATE OF NEW YORK, ARE SUBMITTED TO THE
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, APPROVED BY THE TOWN  ENGINEER AND A PERMIT ISSUED BY THE DIRECTOR OF BUILDING AND
HOUSING. - ' ;

14.) A PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER LICENSED TO PRACTICE IN THE STATE OF NEW YORK SHALL INSPECT AND CERTIFY TO THE
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON THAT THE RETAINING WALL WAS CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVED PLANS. . )

15.) THE BACKFILL FOR THE RETAINING WALL SHALL BE SELECT GRANULAR MATERIAL AND COMPACTED TO 95% OF THE

" MAXIMUM DENSITY AT THE OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT, DETERMINED BY MODIFIED PROCTOR TEST. :

16.) SELECT GRANULAR MATERIAL SHALL BE AS DEFINED IN SECTION 203 OF THE N.Y.S.D.0.T. STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.
17.) COMPACTION SHALL CONFORM TO SECTION 203 OF THE N.Y.S.D.0.T. STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS. .
18) FINAL CURB LOCATIONS SHALL BE DETERMINED IN FIELD BY ENGINEERING INSPECTOR.

19) FOLLOWING SUBDMSXCN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF APPROVED PLANS, THE REMOVAL, DESTRUCTION OR ALTERATION OF
TREES AND WOODLAND SHALL BE SUBJECT TO TOWN CODE  CHAPTER 186~ TREE PRESERVATION LAW. o ‘

20} ALL EXISTING STRUCTURES ARE TO REMAIN UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
21) THERE ARE NO WELLS WITHIN 150" OF THE SITE.

22) A BRIGHTLY COLORED CONSTRUCTION FENCE SHALL BE ERECTED ALONG THE LIMIT OF
CLEARING/ REGRADING LINE DURING CONSTRUCTION PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF
CONSTRUCTION. © ’ ’ S

23) FOR COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS SEE PLANNING BOARD CONDITIONAL - FINAL RESOLUTION AND /OR RECORDED COPY .
OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP IN THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

24) ALL TRAFFIC ROAD MARKINGS, ROAD SIGNS, AND LIGHT SIGNALS THAT MAY HAVE BEEN MOVED OR DAMAGED IN THE
PROCESS OF CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE RESTORED AT THE APPLICANT'S EXPENSE TO AT LEAST THE SAME QUALITY AND
CHARACTERISTICS THAT EXISTED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGAN. THE APPLICANT SHALL BE FURTHER RESPONSIBLE TO INSURE
THAT, IN THE ROADWAYS ADJACENT TO THE CONSTRUCTION SITE, THESE MARKINGS, SIGNS, AND SIGNALS, ARE MAINTAINED
DURING THE ENTIRE PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION. IF REPLACEMENT OR UPGRADE IS REQUIRED, SAME MUST BE APPROVED BY THE
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING SERVICES, DIVISION OF TRAFFIC SAFETY AND TRANSPORTATION - :
PLANNING. ‘

25) STRUCTURES INDICATED FOR REMOVAL SHALL BE REMOVED PRIOR TO THE SIGNING OF THE FINAL MAPS BY THE DIRECTOR

OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT. COPIES OF DEMOLITION PERMITS AND CERTIFICATES OF COMPLETION FOR EACH STRUCTURE .
SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT AS PROOF OF COMPLIANCE WITH THIS ‘ e
CONDITION. ALTERNATIVELY, If THE APPLICANT CHOOSES NOT TO REMOVE ALL THE STRUCTURES PRIOR TO THE DIRECTOR'S
SIGNATURE, HE/SHE SHALL POST A BOND, TO BE CALCULATED BY THE ENGINEERING REVIEW DIVISION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT, TO INSURE REMOVAL OF THE AFOREMENTIONED STRUCTURES PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION

OF THE SUBDIVISION. : o

'26) PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING PERMITS, A PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENGINEERING SERVICES SHALL BE SCHEDULED BY THE APPLICANT/OWNER/BUILDER/DEVELOPER. -

27) THE CONTRACV OR SHALL PROVIDE A STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE AT ANY POINT WHERE CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC
WILL BE ENTERING OR LEAVING THE SITE. : .

28) THE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION SHALL OWN ANVD MAINTAIN THE PROPOSED ROADWAY, RETAINING WALLS, DRAINAGE
STRUCTURES, SANITARY SYSTEMS AND ALL COMMON AREAS. o

29) THE HERITAGE TRAIL EXTENSION SHALL BE IMPROVED AND MAINTAINED BY THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON.
30) THE LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL NOT BE FERTILIZED FOLLOWING AN INITIAL FERTILIZATION DURING PLANTING.

31) ALL PORTIONS OF THE PROPERTY TO BE DEDICATED TO THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, AS WELL AS THOSE PORTIONS OF
PROPERTY LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE ON-SITE POND WHICH ARE TO BE ESTABLISHED AS - .
NON-DISTURBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFERS, WHICH HAVE BEEN PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED AS LAWN , OR OTHERWISE
PREVIOUSLY DISTURBED, OR DISTURBED AS A RESULT OF THE SUBJECT DEVELOPMENT, SHALL BE ACTIVELY RE-VEGETATED
WITH CLETHTRA ANIFOLIA, LINDERA BENZOIN, VIBURNUM DENTATUM, VACCINIUM CORYMBOSUM, ILEX .

VERTICILLATA, CORNUS SERICEA OR ILEX GLABRA SHRUBBERY PLANTED THREE (3) FEET ON CENTER. -

32) NON-DISURBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFER LOCATED AT THE NORTHERN TIP OF THE PROPERTY TO BE PASSIVELY
ESTABLISHED WITHOUT THE INSTALLATION OF ADDITIONAL PLANTINGS. ' )

33) ALL LITTER LOCATED WITHIN THE NON-DISTUBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFER AREAS TO BE REMOVED.

~ 34) AFOUR (4) FOOT CQWN,UNKVFE'NCE SHALL BE ERECTED ALONG THE ENTIRE PROPERTY LINE BETWEEN THE PRIVATE AND
TOWN-OWNED PARCELS. . h ’ '

SITE DATA

S.C.T.M. 0400-073-01—38, 41.1, AND 42 - EDENOTES EXISTING MONUMENT
S.C.T.M. 0400-097-02—-107 * m DENOTES PROPOSED MONUMENT
ZONE: R-7 ; ; '

TOTAL SITE AREA: 7.07 ACRES

[ WAY: AREA TO BE DEDICATED TO
AREA IN ROADWAY: 0.30 ACRES THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

AREA IN DEDICATION TO TOWN: 2.70 ACRES

NUMBER OF UNITS: 10
WATER DISTRICT: S.C.W.A.
FIRE DISTRICT: HUNTINGTON

POST OFFICE: HUNTINGTON ;
SCHOOL DISTRICT: HUNTINGTON

NON— FERTILIZATION BUFFER

AREA OF NON-DISTURBANCE/ -
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THIS PLAT IS SUBJECT TO COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS DATED________ AND FILED
IN THE COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE ON___________AS UBER PAGE.

' STATING THE FOLLOWING:

1 MANAGEMENT OF THE COMMON AREAS OF KIRUV ESTATES, SHALL BE BY A HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION WHICH SHALL BE DULY CREATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK AND APPROVED BY THE NEW YORK STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL. THE COMMON AREAS,

- SHALL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED, IN PERPETUITY BY SAID HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION. THE

COMMON AREAS INCLUDE, AMONG OTHER PORTIONS OF THE PROPERTY AS DELINEATED ON THE -
SUBDIVISION MAP OF KIRUV ESTATES, ROADS, STREET LIGHTS, DRAINAGE STRUCTURES AND
DRAINAGE EASEMENTS, RECREATION AREAS, RECHARGE BASINS, LANDSCAPED BUFFERS AND
CONSERVATION AREAS. i

guﬂg-tE COMMON AREAS SHALL NOT BE SUBDIVIDED IN THE FUTURE NOR USED FOR COMMERCIAL
3 THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION SHALL NOT USE THE COMMON AREAS AS COLLATERAL FOR
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION OR ANY OTHER PURPOSE.

4 THE HOMEOWNERS® ASSOCIATION SHALL MEET ALL REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATIONS OF THE
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE PER 13 NYSRR PARTS 20, 21 AND 22.

iP Plgcsnslgtunon OF THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION SHALL BE PROHIBITED WITHOUT TOWN BOARD

'8 THERE SHALL BE NO FURTHER SUBDIVISION OR RESUBDIVISION OF ANY LOT OR LOTS ON THE .

MAP OF KIRUV ESTATES..

\\ .
N\ perox LocATION

T N\ O EXST. SANITARY
SYSTEM

TOWN OF HUNTIN

EXIST CURB )
EXIST CURB TO BE REMOVED
AN N EXIST EDGE OF PAVEMENT

——S——  EXIST SANITARY SEWER
——W——  EXIST WATER MAIN
——G——  EXIST GAS MAN
——D———  EXIST DRAIN LINE
——T———  EXIST TELEPHONE LINE
——122 —  EXIST CONTOUR
12310  EXIST SPOT ELEVATION
v EXIST HYDRANT
— EXIST FENCE
- EXIST CATCH BASIN
@ - EXIST UTLTY POLE
~——————  PROP CURB :
S, PROP SANITARY SEWER
PROP WATER MAIN
G PROP GAS MAIN ,
D)——  PROP DRAIN LINE
~—(HC)—~_  PROP HOUSE CONNECTION
—{WS}——  PROP WATER SERVICE
@ PROP TRANSFORMER
06 PROP SURFACE
" DRAINAGE GRATE

KEY MAP

SCALE: 1" = 1,000’

PROP SANITARY MANHOLE -

e
@ PROP DRAIN MANHOLE
2] PROP TELEPHONE MANHOLE
—%2)"’ PROP. CONTOUR )
{123.45) PROP SPOT ELEVATION
x PROP HYDRANT

PROP FENCE
PROP CATCH BASN

PROP LEACHING CATCH BASIN

PROP LEACHING POOL
W/OPEN GRATE
PROP LEACHING POOL
Vi/SOLID COVER

PROP ROOF DRYWELL
TOP OF CURB

PAVEMENT
DRAIN FLOW ARROW

PROP STREET LIGHT

+[~1@OC0@s

—f=——/—  PROP LIMIT OF CLEARING/REGRADING
DURING CONSTRUCTION i

UNIT NUMBERS

PRELIMINARY MAP

ALTERNATIVE 4 / PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
(SEWERED) |

KIRUV E

STATES

OVERALL LAYOUT
LOCATED AT

HUNTINGTON |
GTON, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK

SCTM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 073,00, BLK. 01.00
LOTS 038.000, 0410001, AND 0420000

S.CTM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 097.00, BLK. 02.00, LOT 107.0000
MAP OF - s . |
ALE § 2182 Fg’é’;m &-‘-:3:7954 50 0 25 50 100 V 200
p4 Il I B '
z3 N = | ]
SCTM: P D . x
§ Lo umg{%%ﬁw SCALE: 1= 50’
<] 2ONED: R7. ( IN FEET )
g |
m ., 4
sl
g
5 ov Lve T - -
2 02-02-07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 1-29-07 ; ; | ero
. 1 01—-22—-07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 12-19-06 S ~ - GEO
P % NO. DATE DESCRIPTION ‘ _BY
N 612230 W 5;64:;.5?, OWNER APPLICANT DEVELOPER
SCI0400-97-3-22 KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
| ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
s 1 SOME UGBt CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 1CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514
+ ’? B 1
& ER LAKD NOW OR FORMERLY G " T ~
] ERNEST TAUB
g &z gg ZONED: R7
P
]

- NOTE: BASE TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PREPARED
' BY SEAR-BROWN DATED 1-22-98. o

NELSON s POPE

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WALT WHITMAN ROAD
MELVILLE, NY. 11747—-2188
(631) 427-5665 FAX (631) 427-5620

FILE NO. 400-73-1 | ~ JOB NO. 97110 _

DATE: OCT. 2006 | SHEET 1 OF 7




AVENUE

DRIVEWAY TG

HUNTINGTON JEWSH

1)
af
B
o ' R.O.W.) (R.D. 35) 3 ot
(CR. 35A) (60" ROW) ( gt %,
E .
% W/ " ¢ 553 \\
) + ¢ 548 * -
w——" 53 »g 530 , 1
WIDENING 82 o /W/ 528 & % ]
PROPOSEEDICA@ w ! + ¢ 522 + A 554 '
10 BE D! e 5.6 ' \CURB R%5s
10 THE TOWN SQFT. /W o *& LY roser o KBEE t = t
HUNTINGTON 306 34 + G 1C 53.4 8C 537 =
o . +g 3 B 523, 525 B2 = ' ———
8 + @ 49 s INLET 51.5
; PROPOSED CUR + g 402 e 315 L
Qms =28 + q o 2 5o L 228 ousp T _8c - :
S bo % i emew &8 A0 R L
@7 NET 4T N : S 513 \ S42 \
90 %48, | HED AVAN ~ . - .
T WAL ek —— X - 1 5 u'? g g
x RE % B 55—
? A i~ Q Q%& ‘i‘t’- Zokare £ ""'; 3
; 2 )] WL e S 7
r D
. ,g N o 1 J, tg ) 6106 2 OND ..
e s \TRRy g A PR P ' 9
PR v |$88 o b a3«
~ ooy g 83 o W 5 srorY RICK 3
o A8 ay l§§§ ZowE N s Ay §\28° e
o O 1N ' ' "g>§ oHELL HE NYS FRESHWATER WETLAND BOUNDARY /2., o) ; 8 < 55 40" £
s 50 J =3 i) 1 VA 'S(NELSON, PO - 88.6
o 25N \ oy EQgN o EQUAL TO S. DASILVASINELSON, \vepec) oN 9-25-04 .69
By ' %’t J nort” '8 § Y j%E;(j?gfégEgYBNEL.SON % POPE ON 10~11~04.
L= o O\ / | 157
1 Y 65 SToRY : .
N\ ) ME
B g S8 Py g%é
Q
N Y b
S
~ g
X

EXIST
EXIST
EXIST
EXIST -
EXIST
EXIST

EXIST

EXIST
EXIST

A A
"9(‘}):\ ’g,f\\\\\‘ @@:\
C Qe
&
*
é‘. ﬁ\. N
<t de°c§
RO
¢ %@
LEGEND
EXIST CURB

EXiST CURB TO BE REMOVED .
EDGE OF PAVEMENT

SANITARY SEWER
WATER MAIN
GAS MAIN

DRAIN LINE
TELEPHONE LINE
CONTOUR
SPOT ELEVATION
HYDRANT

EXIST FENCE

B EXIST
@ EXIST.

- PROP
PROP
PROP
PROP
PROP

PROP
m PROP

PROP

CATCH BASIN
UTILITY POLE
CURB

SANITARY SEWER
WATER MAIN
GAS MAIN

DRAIN LINE

PROP HOUSE CONNECTION

WATER SERVICE
TRANSFORMER

SURFACE

DRAINAGE GRATE
® PROP SANITARY MANHOLE

PROP DRAIN MANHOLE

DRAIN

PROP TELEPHONE MANHOLE
" PROP CONTOUR

PROP SPOT ELEVATION

PROP HYDRANT

PROP FENCE

PROP CATCH BASIN

PROP LEACHING CATCH BASIN

PROP LEACHING POOL
W/OPEN GRATE
PROP LEACHING POOL
W/SOLID COVER

PROP ROOF DRYWELL

TOP OF CURB
PAVEMENT -

FLOW ARROW

PROP STREET UGHT

PROP LIMIT OF CLEARING/REGRADING
DURING CONSTRUCTION

p—— -

il RN
—

. - —

- -~ v —

-~
— -
. -

— - -

-LMIT OF CLEARING/REGRADING =~
BURING CONSTRUCT!

/ 7 /]
; \A Ve /
AREA TO BE DEDICATED TO , LT -~ ! , ’
THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON AREA OF NON-DISTURBANCE/ o/ , ‘. /
NON~— FERTILIZATION BUFFER / , ‘ ;
%;.’ . e | ff
SOIL BORINGS N, by
SOIL BORINGS ~ & P
. McDONALD GEOSCIENCE \ : j p /
LAND, AIR, WATER, DATED 12-14-04 \ 2 N - !
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. ! . } ) v D \ ,
DATED 04-13-06 EL. 49.0 g anov)mwu | 0.0' - EL.S3.5 MIXED SAND AND 0.0 EL. 62.2 ~ MIXED ,_3:",,“"“ 0.0' EL. 728 um'_gﬁﬂ"nmo : 00' \ N\ N \ N ~
I 13-06 ) o oy IXED SAND AKD. : e
L. 643 sronm s, | —sownsovese, | 20 BT w1 1S SROWN CLATEY 20 \ N Iy 7z
PERCHED WATER ¥ ‘GROUND WATER HEAVY GRAVEL © 24" GROUND WATER (OU L 0.8 GROUND WATER SAND(SC) 2.4 SANDC) 4.0' h
S Samee S Ml wor [ o R | NN
BROWN SAND, v - +
| COURSETO MeDluM, (s Srown caver e | . >0 wRown covev s | 40 , GRAVEL : S \%
40% GRAVEL, (SW) | 6.0' (SC) . (5C) 5.0 GROUND VATER (sW) 101 N “\o A Y
BROWN SILTY SAND, . 5.0 X 627 .1 ~ =
R WL EY BROWN SILTY SAND . SN Q-
BROWN SAND SILTY, (sM) FINE TO COARSE O N
] - I} 5%
FINE, WET 10-20% SRAVEL (sw) N
BROWN STV SAND | °% PALE BROWN FINE O~ @.
CLAY, FINE, (SC), WET ar s(Ast;;) N [L
-} BROWN SILTY SAND, - BROWN SANDY SILT "
" Fine, wet " o) 17.0' - 23.0' ~ N 96%6\ Yy
GRAY BROWNSILTY | W g L
el Vo
3 - OF \ |
B e T 23.0' 70.0° 7-%alY p !
39 . 0/ VA !
GS'}\AJDB’}IOB:‘;N (Ss!'L";Y END OF BORING 230" " END OF BORING 700" END OF BORING 17-0* END OF BORING 130" F 5 D 1 I 1] !
ot ‘ : , !
s | B-1B B-2B B-3B B-4B AT
CSAND, FNE, WET : R S
e R SOIL BORINGS
SAND TRACE OF GLAY,
FINE, (5C) . SOIL MECHANICS DRILLING CORP.
*Shw, e, wer | DATED 11-19-98 -
. AN, (50) EL 48.8 0.0' EL 50.1 0.0’ EL 537 0.0 EL59.1 00" EL733 0.0
SROWNGRAY STTY | : ism oamxc:.mn] 1.0 ‘m« onmnxcmm[ T1.0 saw. oraanicroau] | 10 ]m ORGANIC mml — 1.0 — 1.0
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OF SILTS/CLAY), VERY Sl - 5.0 X T |~5.0 GRAVEL) - 5.0 - 5.0 -~ 5.0
Ane @5 | 426 | owvsLsmo, 5 452 .| LsoR sw 5 48.0 GRav cramY e, | [E sravay s JR——
: L . BRN. SAND, TR.
S R S| R
Fa . .
(TRACE OF GLAY. RMSILIYFNE. |~ 10,0 - oo — 100 BUNSLNVANE ko300 o - 10.0°
FINE, (SM), MOIST
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GRAY SILTY SAND,
— sn:r:m o RN, FINE SAND BRN. FINE SANDTR. . :
e . Iy, - 15.0° : VTR b= 15.0' BRN. SAND,TR. |- 15.0'
cLaY, ANE (5O | BRN. FINE SAND, TR [~ 15.0 15.0 15.0 BRN. FINE SAND, TR == 15.0 GRAVEL, SILT 15.0
GRAY SAND, FINE,
WET .
e S o | |
FNE, (54, iGHT gy — 20.0° s cverswo  |-20.0° 200 - 20,0 BRLSAND, T [ 20,0°
GRAY/LIGHT BROWN BRN. SILTY FINE
NATION SAND, TR, StLTY
END OF BORING 101°0 ™ 1 .
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DRAINAGE_STRUCTURE TABLE
No. STATION TC/T0P INVERT TTYPE AREA REMARKS
CB 1 0+03 C 67.3 N 56.07 '
, N 56.07 3 0.05 AC. —
CB 2 0+25 TC 66.25 62.00 3 0.90 AC. —
cB 3 0+97 TC 68.65 63.40 3 0.50 AC. —
N 65.5
cB 4 2+67 ¢ 71.05 S655 3 0:45 AC. —
- W 65.5
1cB 5 0+50 1C 80.55 75.30 1 — —
S 69.60
LCB 6 2+00 C 73.85 N 680 3 —
LCB 7 3420 6825 | § eool 3 —_ —_
" CB 8 5405 TC 59.40 55.15 3 - —_
619 N 49.04 ~
; y cB 9 6+50 ¢ 53.90 N dooe 3 — -
4 o7 con %24 AD 1 TOP 88.0 75.7 —_ 0.60 AC. | OPEN GRATE
Qe X a2y AD 2 ~ TOP 75.5 7.5 — 0.10 AC. | OPEN GRATE|
4 .
¢ AD 3 TOP 59.5 55.1 — 0.35 AC. | OPEN GRATE
» N 6142 | . 1
MH 1 TOP 67.45 s628 | — — SOLID COVER
W 61.42 ‘
L MH 2 TOP 71.0 64.94 — —_ SOLID COVER
¢ N 65.7
l’ E 70.58
IMPERVIOUS: 16,874 SF x 6/12 x 1.0 = 8,437 CF

PERVIOUS AREA: 94,685 SF x 6/12 x 0.3 = 14,203 CF
TOTAL REQUIRED STORAGE VOLUME: 22,640 CF

PROVIDED STORAGE VOLUME:
(177) 8 x 4 x 4 ED LEACHING CHAMBERS = 22,656 CF

ROOF DRAINAGE FOR UNITS:
#4, #5, #6, #7, #8 and #9

REQUIRED STORAGE VOLUME (PER DUPLEX):
3,150 SF x 2/12 x1.0 = 525 CF

PROVIDED STORAGE VOLUME:
(2) 12’¢ x 4 ED LP = 807 CF

ROOF DRAINAGE FOR UNIT #10

, REQUIRED STORAGE VOLUME:
-t 1,575 SF x 2/12 x 1.0 = 263 CF
il PROVIDED STORAGE VOLUME:

(1) 12'¢ x 4 ED LP = 403 CF

-——— - COMMUNITY BUILDING

REQUIRED:
875 SF x 2/12 x 1.0 = 145 CF
PROVIDED:

(1) 8¢ X 4 ED LP = 168 CF

' | PRELIMINARY MAP

ALTERNATIVE 4 / PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
(SEWERED)

KIRUV ESTATES

GRADING AND DRAINAGE
LOCATED AT
HUNTINGTON
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK

S.C.TM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 073.00, BLK. 01.00
LOTS 038.000, 041.0001, AND 042.0000

SCTM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 097.00, BLK. 02.00, LOT 107.0000

SCALE: 1= 40’

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD

2 02-02~07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 1—29-07  GEO
1 01-22-07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 12—-19—06 GEO
NO. DATE " DESCRIPTION BY
OWNER APPLICANT DEVELOPER

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

NELSON s POPE

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WALT WHITMAN ROAD
MELVILLLLE, N.Y. M1747-2188

(631) 427-5665 FAX (631) 427-5620
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5 . LOCATED AT
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o TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
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NN e . SCALE: =40
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i 01-22-07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 12-19-06 GEO
NO. DATE DESCRIPTION e BY
OWNER APPLICANT ‘ ‘ DEVELOPER
KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. o - VKIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
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CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 {CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514’
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g ALL PORTIONS OF THE PROPERTY TO BE DEDICATED TO THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, AS WELL AS THOSE PORTIONS s £ 0 ( 5 ( )

TOWN OF HUNTINGTON SUFFOLK COUNTY NEW YORK
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; PROPERTY LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE UN-SITE POND WHICH'ARE TO BE ESTABLISHED AS
uper’rownofmmnugmnstandyds-

NON- DISTURBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFERS, WHICH HAVE BEEN PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED AS LAWN OR OTHERWISE )
PREVIOUSLY DISTURBED, OR DISTURBED AS ARESULT OF THE SUBJECT DEVELOPMENT, SHALL BE ACTIVELY RE-VEGETATED .
WITH CLETHTRA ANIFOLIA, LINDERA BENZOIN, VIBURNUM DENTATUM, VACCINIUM: CORYMBOSUM, TLEX. .
VE&TIC!LLATA, CORNUS SERICEA OR ILEX GLABRA SHRUBBER‘{ PLANTED T!‘!REE (3) FEET ON CENTER

SCTM.DIST. 0400 SECT 073.00, BLK. O1. OO

: F‘e!dplanungofstreeuxeasandodxcrp}antmatmalsmustbemnbesupemouofa R

NQN oxsuaamcemom-ssmuzmou BUFFER LOCATED AT‘THE NO| THERN‘TIP oF me PROPERTY To as PASSIVELY
| Hicensed gmeg gﬁy&&m&m m mm«amm&fd mm;!msts = ESTABLISHED WITHOUT THE INSTALLATION OF ADDITIONAL PLANTXN S, Sl i LOTS | 038000, 0410001, AND 0420000 |
: accordance with the Town requirements. mwmmmm Town Engineer - ALL LITTER LOCATED WITHIN me ~ou DISTUBANCEINON—FERTILIZATXON BUFFER AREAS T(}BE aemoveo.; R . ° %‘ ’ .
m‘i‘g@ m?ﬁw azeofpimandphnﬁns‘gwedzm eonfo:mtolhe T ULAFOUR (4) gom; gggxlg LINK FENCE SHALL BE ERECTED ALONGémE ENT!RE PROPERTY LINE serweeu THE PRIVATE AND ‘.:é’c‘:; , SCTM DiST 0 400, SE CT 09700, BLK 0 20 0, L OT 1 07 0 0 0 0 ”
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50 0 ‘25 50 ' 100 , 200

SCALE: 1'= 50

010581 N

2 62-07-01 | ZEVISED | RESPORSE TOTow N cOMMERTS oF ol -29-071 &LeEO

| | o122 -0 |REVISED (M RESPONSE TO TOWMN. commewrs. oF |2 -19-0@ : €0

NO.|  DATE DESCRIPTION ' V ' BY

'OWNER APPLICANT - DEVELOPER - ‘

-m,‘a_@aﬁlr E 2 ;

m‘“““} (oo f"?‘” = 9‘ o T
Zo2 A 7 T - ’?J‘“‘?f" ’»:-é(‘ 2.4,
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BY SEAR'-BROWN DATED 1-22—-98

Hydroseed "A" @ 200#/ac. =

~ (Reclaim Conservation Mlx
3Damp formula) :

: 55 % Rebel II Tall Fescue g

}11'3% Nassua Kentucky Bluegrass e
-10% Palmer II Perenn1a1 Ryegrass\‘
'10% Sabre Trivialis . i

NOTE BASE TOPOGRAPH!C SURVEY PREPARED : 5 % Streaker Redtop

 ‘Hydroseed &"' @ 220#/ac.
; (MOlSt/ACld Mlxture)

- 55% Rebel II Tall Fescue

20% Nasszu Kentucky Bluegtéss

- 10% Palmer IT Perennlal Ryegrass

' 5.% Alsike Clover
‘5 % Streaker Redtop
5 % Laser Poa 'I‘r1v1alls

o

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.

|oNE oLD COUNTRY ROAD

CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.

'|ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
JCARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. - 11514

NELSON s POPE

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WAL T WHITMAN ROAD
MELVILLE, NY. M7a7—22188

(631) 427-5665 FAX (631) 427-5620

FILE NO.

JOB NO. 97110

5 % Reed Canarygrass

©

N

DATE: "L”?.OOQ: ) SHEET&OF 7
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NO. DATE DESCRIPTION , ~ ‘ BY
"OWNER - ’ ~ APPLICANT e DEVELOPER :
KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. ' KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
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CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

NELSON s POPE

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WALT WHITMAN ROAD
MELVILLE, N.Y. 117472188
(631) 427-5665 FAX (631) 427-5620

FILE NO. 400—73—1 JOB NO, 97110

DATE: OCT. 2006 SHEET 5 OF 7
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" iSWALE
g5 - 6" CHAIN LINK FENCE WHEN WALL IS 4-0" OR GREATER
I
/’NW‘S“R‘“K &R OPE: 1 ON 3 MAX.
1/2" BATIER TYP.—
TOP OF WALL (TW) - l‘
3/4" CHAMFER TYP, LE N
FINISH FACE OF WALL memeeear"| - :
AS DIRECTED BY OWNER : SUALE
usa
- b—*M BARS
# 018" 0C— Lw BARS
ot P COVERIG GPENING
2°9 WEEP HOLE © 10° GRAVEL 4
BOTTOM OF WALL GRADE (BG) . ol
PAVEMENT OR EARVI\\ \ GRANULAR
, COMPACTED
“BACKFILL
A | ny——
*10'BARS _©
TEMINS 4 (VERTICAL) R |E
min splice . 5
2-0° MIN. 30 e 28
KEYED fe B i A C--g ]
p BARsi-|!
f T0P_OF FOOTING
. » (m -
A P BARS / ZI=E
i 3_ir BOTIOM OF FOOTING
i
(ac'ibngu tb BARS(TOP)
2 $4 bars con'

NOT TO SCALE

RETAINING WALL DATA_
ww @ jamf ¢ | 8 o x ] P | D |*0 ||
06 | 120 |4-07|1-0"| 12 | 12" [pen8"| 4 #5 |40167|je016"|g4016" pe015 401"
s-10 | 12 |o-or|z-3]| 12 | 2" [peie] 6 45 [psersjpsorzpsenspsorssserz]
10 - 14 | 16" |9'-2"|3-6"| 18" | 30" [p4018"| B #8 | §668" | 468" | §7€6" | §568" |#6611"
14~ 18 | 20" [ir-1074~6"| 187 | 38" [§50187 9 #9 #800” | #5607 | §000" | #5607 |7612"
18 — 22 | 25" M4'-5"|5'-6"| 24" | 46" lﬂma‘ 10 #101#1099' #769" l;ncs' #769° lfamz'

GENERAL NOTES

1. CONTRACTION JOINTS SHALL BE PROVIDED AT 20" ON CENTER (MAX.).
2. KEYED EXPANSION JOINTS CONSISTING OF 1/2" BITUMINOUS JOINT
_FILLER SHALL BE PROVIDED AT 60" ON CENTER (MAX.). ;

3. KEYED CONSTRUCTION JOINTS SHALL BE PROVIDED WHEN FRESH
CONCRETE IS PLACED AGAINST HARDEN CONCRETE OR AGAINST -
SUBSEQUENT CONCRETE POURING OPERATION. :
4. REINFORCED CONCRETE WALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE

LATEST EDITION OF "BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR REINFORCED
CONCRETE® BY THE AMERICAN CONCRETE INSTITUTE (ACI).
5. CONCRETE: fc=3500; REINFORCEMENT: GRADE 60 STEEL.
* 6. ALTERNATE VERTICAL "M” BARS MAY BE CUT AT 1/2 Hw.
++ 7.. ALTERNATE VERTICAL "0" BARS MAY BE CUT AT 309.
8. Lb BAR PLACEMENT '

4 2 2
5 3 2
6 3 3
7 4 3
8 5 3
9 5 4
10 6 4

TEMPORARY SHEETING, SHOR!NG AND BRACING

TEMPORARY SHEETING, SHORING AND BRACING SHALL BE PROVIDED
BY THE CONTRACTOR IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF
_ INDUSTRIAL CODE RULE 23 * PROTECTION IN CONSTRUCTION AND
'EXCAVATION OPERATIONS ", OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENTS Q.S.H.A. ‘

TEMPORARY SHEETING, SHORING AND BRACING SHALL BE PROVIDED
BY THE CONTRACTOR SO AS TO PROTECT EXISTING SLOPES DURING
CONSTRUCTION AND WHERE REQUESTED BY THE OWNER AND/OR
MUNICIPALITY HAVING JURISDICTION OVER WORK BEING PERFORMED.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE DESIGN DRAWINGS FOR ALL
SHEETING, SHORING AND BRACING, PREPARED BY A PROFESSIONAL

" ENGINEER, LICENSED BY THE STATE OF NEW YORK, TO THE OWNER

- AND MUNICIPALITY HAVING JURISDICTION, FOR REVIEW, COMMENT AND
APPROVAL PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION OF THE

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL. ,

~——TACK COAT (PER N.Y.S.D.0.T. ITEM 407.0101) EMULSIFIED
ASPHALT PLACED AT A RATE OF BETWEEN 0,05 AND
0.15 GAL/SQ.YD. USE IF TOP IS PLACED MORE THAN
6 MONTHS AFTER BINDER IS INSTALLED. SURFACE TO BE
CLEAN AND DRY AND INSPECTED BY THE TOWN ENGINEERING
. -INSPECTOR PRIOR TO PLACING TOP COURSE OR TACK COAT.

24'-0"
2.08%
e
STANDARD TOWN OF
HUNTINGTON CONCRETE T‘,’,‘;'Dgg“gg’&m
CURB (REFER TO SEPARATE BASE COURSE - STANDARD TOWN OF:

CONCRETE CURB DETAIL ) HUNTINGTON CONCRETE
CURB (REFER TO SEPARATE

CONCRETE CURB DETALL )

COMPACTED EXISTING GROUND IF SUITABLE. REMOVE ALL UNSUITABLE MATERIAL AND REPLACE WITH
SUITABLE COMPACTED MATERIAL. ALL AS DIRECTED BY THE TOWN ENGINEER. COMPACTION UTILIZING
OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT TO AT LEAST 95X STANDARD PROCTOR DENSITY. SUBMIT TEST RESULTS FROM
ASTM D698 (MOISTURE) AND ASTM D2022 (DENSITY PER NUCLEAR METHODS) FOR REVIEW.

TOP COURSE: 1 1/2" W.Y.S.D.0.T. TYPE 6FRA
BINDER COURSE: 3° N.Y.S.D.0.T. TYPE 3RA i o
BASE COURSE: 5° STONE BLEND OR 6" RECYCLED CONCRETE AGGREGATE

ROADWAY SECTION

SCALE: N.T.S.

BRICK LEVELING

LIFTING RINGS (4 REQUIRED)

-HEAVY DUTY CAST IRON FRAME & GRATE BARS AT 6°0.0. — |
LD. CAST IRON FRAME & COVER AS PER PLAN
COURSE AS REQUIRED CAMPBELL FOUNDRY TYPE 11828 AT 4 1/2° O.C. FOR 80"LD. MANHOLE OFFSET MEASURED AT CENTERPOINT (C.P.) 'SOLID COVER — CAMPBELL FOUNDRY TYPE 1009 % ,
(4" MAX.) OR APPROVED EQUAL 2 - 6" BARS FOR 80°LD. ONLY GRATE ~ CAMPBELL FOUNDRY TYPE 1184 , END WALL SHALL BE SOLID
;CN PITCH {‘F'N‘SHED GRADE TOP ELEVATION (TOP) \WAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAV/ /_ REINFORCEMENT.
S ——.
: - FINISHED GRADE ry g'— o y
\\\ 04" AN\ 1" MIN/2' MAX | w2k ;\ ,‘ H | '
R ., = 2 et cromo—y |7 e one
CONC. SLAB MRt L # MIN. - 12" MAX. o4 ' 1 "] GROUT AROUND PIPE, .
' s BRICK LEVELING COURSE o] U
o K PRECAST CONCRETE ) .
g . 9 3500 P.S.L MIN. ;{?gHSfSE’PgRP%QNND N .‘? oTES: | \WAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAV.\VAVAVAVAVAV
8 A PRECAST REINFORCED . AT 28 DAYS. 2&&%0? SMTARr:l%?iL'Ig :YRP'}EME ‘ PRECAST REINF. N L 1) ALL DRAINAGE PIPES MUST W
= CONCRETE RING g FRAME — ROUND FLANGE. NON~SHRINK GROUT 4 CONC. DOME: B.E PR"OVIDED WITH A MINIMUM PL AN
gl 3 % CAMPBELL FOUNDRY CO. £ 207 COVER. FLAIN SIDE WAL SHALL HANE
- < WITH
o 4| £-0" DIA. o1 4 P PATIERN # 1003 OR EQUAL . ©2) UNSUITABLE MATERIAL SHALL BE NOT T0 SCALE REINFORCEMENT.
' B , . H 6° FOR 48° & 60° LD, o % 'REMOVED UNDER LEACHING SYSTEM
o ) 9 FOR 72" 70 80" 1.D. STEEL REINFORCED 8 = UNTIL 6° MIN. PENETRATION
y - ,__{ P P A i “INTO VIRGIN STRATA SAND AND
17 e e = o N GRAVEL AND BACKFILLED WITH SAND
PIPE. SI2E, PITCH —— J f 0 /\ 2 : AND GRAVEL TO BOTTOM OF STRUCTURE.
. w . . .
AS PER PLAN , - = 1 WIRE FABRIC CONCRETE REINFORCEMENT AN x 3) CASTING TO GRADE EVERY CAST IRON FRAME
R _ . o | ] 0-12 INCHES PER LINEAR FOOT — 48° 1D, LEACHING POOL SHALL BE \/\\/ < 1 : - 3rd LINEAR GRAINAGE STRUCTURE BY CA!SPBELL FOUN%R?{OVER AS MANUPACTURED
z y 0.17 INCHES PER LINEAR FOOT — 60" 1.D. WRAPPED AND TIED WITH A // <~ g PRECAST REINF. CONC. ‘I o ‘ : MODEL NO. 1004 A
NON—SHRINK 1 1s £ HE OR LARGER ‘ N \\\ - : LEACHING RINGS B -
GROUT 1155 6’} -l z i ION WoVEN GEOTEXTLE OR. 7% g1= I 5 TGP ELEVATION 59.5 MIN
- g 1 MIN, - . ] 4 = X 3
1 w3 g | ” APPROVED EQUAL. ® ; ; FINISHED GRADE
3 o 17/ ) v 3
TS FoEe e Ly T R & V=TT~ GALVANIZED MANHOLE STEPS »
I s i g Y s i g / ALLOW 4" MIN. FOR ADJUSTMENT. —u
RECAST REINF & | \_. 2 Lﬁj 4" MN \si' : ‘ o 1E o oo . 2:3‘:; RE‘:ZOC%ZCQ COVER
o fro— e : : ’ R = = “ - VI " .
zONcgngquognggmc : 3/4” GRAVEL MIX u t il \\_ S QUTSIDE DIA. AS PER PLAN L] 2| , ~ 8" PRECAST REINF. CONC. SLAB (H-20 LOAD&_ o . ' :
, ; Bl ol d 1y wﬂlzi OPTIONAL CONSTRUCTION JOINT ; N 15" RCP ‘ St N1 o I—
AR E A DR A'N D ET A"__ &l .{. 1 (YPICAL) |- 4 \\/ , *) 'LATERALS (PREFORM OPENINGS) Y« I S b
- S . . [ Jon ’ rd - o = P~
T P I - t? = I LI B s A { CLASS A INVERT CONCRETE SHALL //\// SAND AND GRAVEL BACKFILL & e ‘ . - 4
NOT TO SCALE & ) (e) | | BE CAST IN PLACE IN THE FIELD. AN » 7 & NON~SHRINK GROUT N 4. 4 ADUACENT
=g i ¥ | » } A 4'-0" SUMP SHALL BE PROVIDED . > INSTALL A 3" COLLAR OF A [>12" MINDY CHAMBER
a|=x : I W) /| WHERE CALLED FOR IN THE TABLE e RIS - — — e M , <+ -
% —=———}/=—">" | OF DRAINAGE STRUCTURES OR WHERE A 26, T v L - 3/47 GRAVEL (COMPACTED) S < < ‘15
IE | ) ORDERED BY THE ENGINEER, - 8" x 16° REINFORCED =~ VIRGIN STRATA OF ,: -+ °=" z_@ et 207 5 L VIRGIN STRATA OF L - ‘ 20" FAB o I — N 87 [y | FROVDE #-15" RCP
: CONC. FOOTING RING -, SAND & GRAVEL" * & .3 ™\ zkx 2070 o USAND & GRAVEL .-+ _* 20" DIA. PREFAB. 3 7 : £l 53.7 ' —; < CROSSOVER PIPE © 20° 0.C.
— 3" WALL OPENING FOR PIPE. 3- 44 BARS R UL W 1 - R AT A OPENING — CHAMBER 7 v/ .7/ 7/ /1 0 ]
4, /— SLOPE 1 ON 12 W/ 8 OVERLAP T L e a e <0y R R CONNECTION o Y /: L4 s —— BOTTOM EL 53.0
iy - : N wt e, ) .o .. A *. . A «.- NS et et ; = g
T §§§§ el 3 ’ - , GROUND WATER EL. 52.7
i- . #6 BARS AT 12" 0.C. BOTH WAYS— 8 BARS - o lSE o e Bt x FILL WITH 3/47 GRAVEL
d ¢ / OMIT AT MANHOLES 9'~0" OR LESS IN R e &
S WALL HEIGHT. ) T = PROPOSED
1 . , FoaTRONE TS (2) #4 REBAR - 87 HIGH X 16’ WIDE
po | <a— 9" PRECAST BOTTOM SLAB CONTINUOUS 4’ MIN/16’ MAX LENGTH
16'~0" MIN ' ' ‘ ' ,
V 12" SQUARE OPENING-GRAVEL FILLED | E Ag :ﬂINSE EQQL, DETAIL PROFILE
gl 127 12'-8"MIN 12| & IYPE ‘A’ 4 ' | ' IR
N MANHOLE DETAIL e e K - LINEAR DRAINAGE LEACHING STRUCTURE DETAIL
NOT 7O SCALE 1. ALL DRAINAGE PIPES MUST BE PROVIDED WITH A MINIMUM 2'-0" OF COVER. ‘ NOT TO SCALE ;
g : ‘ - , : NOTES: 1) LINEAR DRAINGE LEACHING STRUCTURES SHALL BE MANUFACTURED BY
", / 2 A L AT R T G oL o e, - ‘ CARLSON PRECAST INC., LONG ISLAND PRECAST OR APPROVED EQUAL.
' — —] AN ADDITIONAL 6’ IS THEN TO BE EXCAVATED INTO THE VIRGIN SAND AND GRAVEL. 2) EACH PRECAST SECTION SHALL BE &-0" LONG.
; — n ——;f ALL BACKFILL MUST BE CLEAN AND ACCEPTABLE MATERIAL PLACED UNDER THE
, y N_ . SUPERVISION OF THE TOW ENGINEER.  PROVIDE 2" OF CLEAN SAND AND GRAVEL
IR ; 7 ) ,
ANSION JOINT— \ \_EXPANSION J ) C.. FRAME & RECTICULINE GRATE, i e
EXPANSION' JOINT #3 BAR REFER TO ANSION JOINT 3. STEEL REINFORCED ON CONE SECTION: 12-#2 VERT., 1—#3 TOP, 1-§ BOTTOM. A R CICNANE RGN GUTTER LNE =2
, : ' MOUNTABLE OR APPROVED EQUAL. }
CURB DETAIL T —T Y 4. IF CHIMNEY IS REQUIRED, MINIMUM WALL THICKNESS SHALL BE 3"
. Lose . .‘ T ‘ N . .
ELEVATION OSGl e ee 5. WHEN GROUND WATER IS WATHIN 8' OF CURB GRADE, TOP SECTION SHALL BE LEACHING R
\ BRI | SRR TYPE WITH GEOTEXTILE FILTER CLOTH INSTALLED. A0S 095 SHALL BE 0.52mm OR ~ - :
| SRR (| SISO A ~ GREATER IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4751. , ; ~ TOP OF MASONRY 1” x 2' OPENING
, < = e o ' 6. CONCRETE: 4,000 PSI AT 28 DAYS, WWF AB2 AND A185, REBAR: ASTM A165, GRADE 40 ” IN BOTTOM SLAB
EXPANSION .JO‘NT—\ — A EXPANSION JOINT — P | | FETC S — " TOP SLAB DESIGNED FOR H-20 LOADING. HRai o HEAVY DUTY CAST IRON FRAME Tl FILL WITH GRAVEL —
' NG ~ ' , BRICK LEVELING COURSE GRATE. CAMPBELL FOUNDRY CO. & : . —g* g
L / / o alfNe < o ALLOW 4° MIN, FOR FOUNDRY PATTERN #26050152NM 8|3 o AT e SRR L
P 1 X TN A A FINAL ADJUSTMENT OR EQUAL. gwrl L
/ —lgn e,nl.w ' / EXPANSION JOINT CONTRACTION JOINT r" ~ o T U 2-8" g
EVERY 16'-0" O.C. EVERY 4'-0° ; 1.0% MIN g L S 1 /
‘ | SLOPE 54" PAVEMENT - %‘P‘@ﬂ" @ wl
, ~PLAN e #-0" e e e AL L s &
____EXPANSION JOINT o sow U 2 OPENING IN SLAB T frme] ® o) T z .
X N » H
SLOPE TO CURB STARTS 4 CONCRETE (RESIDENTIAL). - SEE DETAIL B — CONTRACTION JOINT " \ W— — S T ) '?' @l A e § A I
& CONGRETE (COMMERGAL SEE DETAL A ® C A ) 1 4" LFT HOLES—} 14 * MIN. WIRE_FABRIC i ’
— e ' N € SR ’ |
5 / A\ SR IE . AGE - .
2 + o . ¢ f17 BPE 1D, 412" — 1 8 HORIZONTAL WIRES: || wl '
i g I gl 0252 SQ. IN./LF Sy SR
\— 6x6 — 6x6 WWM_(COMMERCIAL; : .2 [ X f \ g VERTICAL WIRES: o é
ASTM AB2 & A185 FLAT SH \ : A ® 0.058 SQ. IN.ALF ~ WIRE FABRIC
&40 MIN e Ird ' s - REINFORCEMENT
oy <, - < t ‘Q
4" MIN. GRANULAR MATERIAL COMPACTED ‘ g W >0 - —t SECTION A—A
- A "AS PER N.Y.S.D.O.T. ITEM 203.7 i £ g : ~
2 |3 . 1" x 2’ OPENING
Y IRLE = N ki : FILL WITH GRAVEL V i om
1/4" RADIUS SECTION A — A Dy - oTC ) v i = L v —#5 BARS © 12" EW.
PLAN / —\ * = . / g rasnveyy Iy RN
P | ST M : “—WWM. ; 6% 6" ~ W x Wa—" ' \ TYPE 1 CATCH BASIN
i - ot | ;- :E-_ Fogen L» A ' i 2 x 2 OPENING : NOT TO SCALE
-0 20" .- PR . RS 4 A 6" REINFOCED CONCRETE SLAB  FILLED WITH GRAVEL ) B
’ , * P ; - NOTE: CATCH BASIN SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH NYSDOT ITEM 10604.0210
2" ABOVE CURB DETAIL_A DETAIL B 5—g" i '
1* ABOVE CURB -t " CONTRACTION JOINT DETAIL OF 1/2° x 3 3/4" p- , PRELlM'NARY MAP ,
, b , PREMOULDED EXPANSION JOINT 8" 4-0" /
I e CONCRETE SIDEWALK. DETAIL ALTERNATIVE 4/PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
y N e T e ‘ e BT SR (SEWERED) |
-~ AR B . - T - A . 8 r .
- I T MR i \ Max ' NOT TO SCALE o gt on 3 V NOTES: : :
: ° : Tl e . CONCRETE SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS ' - ' ™ 1. REBARS ;Fs= 4,000 P.S.l. ~ ‘
PAVEMENT : 6" RESIDENTIAL OF THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF g ( ; \l AS.T.M. A-615 :
iR 8" COMMERCIAL TRANSPORTATION STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 5o 2. WWM. ; 6 6\~ We Wt
4 TRANSPORTATION S , = % Q Fe= 60.0bPB.SIME TM, A-185 DE l A“_S
4 ° o 4 GRANULAR FILL AS PER , .| ©8 2 5 PROVIDE 1 1/2” COVER AT ENDS OF VERTICAL
6”x 6°x 6” WIRE MESH ooy T oo A A | 48 w 13 WIRES, 1" RADIUS BENDS AT CORNERS ,
i | AT MIDPOINT b 9 £ ?é 3. CONCRETE : 4,000 PSI LOCATED AT
e 4. UTILZE 4 LIFT HOLES FOR HANDELING. UNT' GTON
L
REFER TO CURB DETAIL Y -2 5. m)pcc')(w JSTB‘E ASQ_ST IN STRUCTURE AS REQUIRED. " H N
1 45 Bavs 0 &° 0. { : - S WILL NOT BE PERMITTED. ,
CLEAR RUN OF BANK GRAVEL B o )t; | TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
% -4 0C ) ;
SECTION A—A 126" LG, Hookenps S.C.TM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 073.00, BLK. 01.00

. ' TOPSOIL. AND
1" RADIUS 1/2" RADIUS SEED (TYP)
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON STANDARD. 14 /FT
PAVEMENT SECTION (REFER TO SEPARATE e
DETAIL FOR SPECIFICATIONS) ST

8" REVEAL,

18"

DR el

N e, e W

4000 PSI CONC. © 26 DAYS W/1/2° AND SHALL BE AIR ENTRAINED
- EXPANSION JOINTS SHALL BE 1/2° RIGID BITUMINOUS MATERIAL AND
TER THAN 12-0° O.C,

SHALL BE PLACED AT.INTERVALS NO
AND AT AL PC'S AND PTS s

7 g4 No.3 REBAR CONTINUOUS

EXPANSION JOINTS

P\__CLEAR RUN OF BANK GRAVEL

CONCRETE AS PER NYSDOT ITEM 608.0101

APRON DETAIL

DRIVEWAY

NTS

PLACEMENT OF ASPHALT.

FULL DEPTH SAWCUT AND SEAL VERTICAL JOINT WITH
LIQUID BITUMINOUS JOINT SEALER IMMEDIATELY 'PROCEEDING

TACK COAT (PER N.Y.S.D.0.T. ITEM 407.0101) EMULSIFIED
ASPHALT PLACED AT A RATE OF BETWEEN 0.05 AND

0.15 GAL/SQ.YD. USE IF TOP iS PLACED MORE THAN

6 MONTHS AFTER BINDER IS INSTALLED, SURFACE TO BE
CLEAN AND DRY AND INSPECTED BY THE TOWN ENGINEERING

 PROPOSED STREET TREE

INSPECTOR PRIOR T0 PLACING TOP COURSE OR TACK COAT. o
UTLITY POLE
VARIABLE #'~0" MIN. 50"
v-g ;

' -TOOL EDGED 4

| ‘ e

EXIST PAVEM . '
' /27 . ‘4’ A £ FINISHED GRADE AS PER PLAN
. B 5.'.'9' '
RRRRSsSE]
REMOVE EXIST PAVEMENT— \ A i
BASE COURSE

\—§TANDARD TOWN OF HUNTINGTON CONCRETE CURB
(REFER

TO SEPARATE CONCRETE CURB DETAIL )

— COMPACTED EXISTING GROUND IF SUITABLE. REMOVE ALL UNSUITABLE MATERIAL AND REPLACE WTH

SUITABLE COMPACTED MATERIAL. ALL AS DIRECTED BY THE TOWN ENGINEER. COMPACTION UTILIZING
BMIT TEST RESULTS FROM

OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT TO AT LEAST 95% STANDARD PROCTOR DENSITY. SU
ASTM D898 (MOISTURE) AND ASTM D2022 (DENSITY PER NUCLEAR METHODS) FOR REVIEW.

TOP COURSE: 1 1/2" N.Y.S.D.O.T. TYPE 6FRA

" BINDER COURSE: 3" N.Y.S.D.0.T. TYPE 3RA

BASE COURSE: 5° STONE BLEND OR 6" RECYCLED CONCRETE AGGREGATE

4-§5 BARS, I-0° LONG
© 45 DEGREEES (TYP)

PLAN VIEW — SLAB

LOTS 038.000, 041.0001, AND 042.0000

S.C.TM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 097.00, BLK. 02.00, LOT 107.0000

SCALE: NONE

BLAN (PRECAST REINFORCED CONCRETE)
NOT-TO SCALE - NOT TO SCAI.E ‘ o
CAMPBELL FOUNDRY No: 2605 NO
/— MOUNTABLE OR m%%m EQUAL. ;
& NN ~ 127 NAY. 36" FACE OF CURS 2 02-02~07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOVW COMMENTS OF 1-29--07 GEO
BRICK L COURSE e 8" REINFORCED CONC. SLAB ' ’
NG, COULAR (ESGNED FOR H-20 LOAD) 1 01-22-07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 12-19-06 GEO
a5 nzwm—\ L FINMSHED GRADE —~__ — NO. DATE DESCRIPTION BY
< % £ -0 £ -0 OWNER APPLICANT DEVELOPER
¢ RERE. CONC. SoD , 2-¢" x 40 % ; //§ “{ 5! .,,[ KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. KIRUV CAPITAL CORP. KIRUYV CAPITAL CORP.
WALL SECTION WTH §\<\\’/ ; ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
KHOCKOUTS FOR PIPING <//\// FSHED ( V| s CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514 CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514
NON-SHRINK GROUT \\4,\\// ‘ I e = T = :
PIPE SIZE, TYPE AND &/\\> - F ] ____‘&&u—wm
INTO SOUD RING \\///\\//,
LEACHNG POOL SHALL BE - & %12 #ox @@ E\/?},\/" ,
WRAPED AND TIED WTH A /" m@kﬂ
FILTER FABRIC. MIRAR N~160 KX, Shomes tive)
NON~WOVEN GEOTEXTILE OR N /\\/
APPROVED EQUAL. >/ N \\g//\\/
4 (‘%\X’ REVEAL AT INLET
>§ <\§g§é NOT TO SCALE
4 %2 '
$ Q/E 4
\&¢ - HOTES:.

MRS

1.MLDRNNMPIPESHUSTBEFROWDEHIHAMMWM2’—O"OFCOV§!.

2. ANY UNSUY
*-AND

T,
REMOVED UNTIL A VIRGIN STRATA OF SAND AND GRAVEL IS EN

INSIDE THE BASE OF THE BASIN.

3. WHEN GROUND WATER IS WTHIN 8' OF CURB GRADE, TOP SECTION SHALL BE
FILTER CLOTH INSTALLED, AOS 085 SHALL BE 0.52mm
WITH ASTM D4751. ‘

TYPE WITH GEOTEXTILE
GREATER IN

4. CONCRETE: 4,000 PSI AT 28 DAYS, WWF AB2 AND A185, REBAR: AS‘NMG&CRADEAO

TOP. SLAB DESIGNED FOR H~20 LOADING.

ABLE MATERIAL UNDER THE LEACHING BASIN SHALL BE EXCAVATED
COUNTERED.

LEACHING
R

NELSON s POPE

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WALT WHITMAN ROAD |
MEL.VILLE, N.Y. M747-2188

(631) 427-5665 FAX (631) 427-5620

FILE NO. 400-73-1

JOB NO. 97110

DATE: OCT, 2006
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SOIL BORINGS

McDONALD GEOSCIENCE
DATED 12-14-04

EL. 62.2

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE WATER SUPPLY'S) AND/OR SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM'S) FOR THIS
" PROJECT WERE DESIGNED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION. BASED UPON A CAREFUL AND
~ THOROUGH $TUDY OF THE SOIL, SITE AND GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS, ALL LOTS AS PROPOSED,
- CONFORM TO THE SUFFOLK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES CONSTRUCTION IN EFFECT —wW L7
- AS OF THIS DATE. '

0.0

BROWN CLAYEY - 2.0
SANDISC) 4.0'
FINE YO COARSE
4.0 SAND W/ 5% -
’ GRAVEL

ElL. 53.5 o] 0.0'
LOAM 0.5

| 0.8'

— o 00 EL. 728 MIXED SAND AND
T LOAM

4 1.5
L. 2.4

EL. 49.0 i< EROWR OAN 0.0’
P 3 (o) ™ 20
‘ - | BROWNSILTVSAND, © -
A GROUND WATER. | HEAVY GRAVEL 2.4' :
' 468 BROWN SILTY SAND, DARK BROWN LOAM €598
' : HEAVY GRAVEL (oL) R

.
(M) BROWN CLAYEY SAND 3.0 BROWN CLAYEY SAND

o Y |
: ~ € 472 - ‘@ 4 (60’ R A lﬁ‘N : - 6.0' 22 5.0° ' €9 5.0° GROUND WATER &9 0.1
VICTOR BERT, P.E. N0.49006 , Kz e O UE | | somammane ‘
, , W

] eALe srown FINE i
19.0' TO COARSE SAND W/ GRAVEL.
10-20% GRAVEL (SwW)

[E)

e Tt S -
DARK BROWN LOAM BROWN CLAYEY
(OL) SAND|

GROUND WATER © GROUND WATER
ELS2.7

BROWN CLAYEY

PALE BROWN FINE
SAND
{sP}

WE HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAT WAS MADE FROM AN ACTUAL SURVEY COMPLETED BY US
ON AND CONCRETE MONUMENTS WILL BE SET AS SHOWN.

BROWN SANDY SILT
(ML)

17.0' 23.0'

2300 ! 70.0'
END OF BORING 700 *

B-2B
SOIL BORINGS

SOIL MECHANICS DRILLING CORP.
DATED 11-19-98

PAUL M. RACZ, P.L.S. No. 50164

END OF BORING 23-0™

B-1B

END OF BORING 170"

B-3B

END OF BORING 130"

B-4B

' THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THIS SUBDIVISION HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
PLANNING BOARD AND IF NO CONCRETE MONUMENTS HAVE BEEN SET, THE SIGNING OF THIS MAP
BY A DULY AUTHORIZED PERSON AS DESIGNATED BY THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON PLANNING BOARD N INV 463
HEREBY CERTIFIES THAT A PERFORMANCE BOND HAS BEEN POSTED TO SECURE INSTALLATION OF +
SAID MONUMENTS. ‘ o ‘

EXISTING CB % 2.
¢ 50.1 ¢

EL. 50.1 - 0.0' EL 53.7 0.0 EL.59.1 0.0'

lsm oksmxco.oml —1.0' lam ORGANICLOAHI — 1.0° Iem cnemu:mm[ — 1.0'

SAND, SILT, GRAVEL SAND, SILT, GRAVEL 'SAND, SILT, GRAVEL,

GW.T. BAN, GRAVELY ’
452 SAND, TR. SILT BN, cravavsao] [ 540
' BRN. SAND, TR. |

GRAVEL, SILT

0.0: EL. 73.3 - - 0.0'

iam.oksamcmml — 1.0°
_SAND, SILT, GRAVEL,
L eRick [

G.W.T. ‘

N 5.0 ¢ GRAY GRAVELY -~ 5.0
) 42.6 GRAY BRN. SAND, 48.0 SAND, TR SILT T GWT
ey ’ BRN. SILTY SAND, ) BT

B "l TR, GRAVEL r

BRN. FINE SAND

DATE OF CONDITIONAL DATE OF FINAL APPROVAL - DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

~ FINAL APPROVAL

NO PLOT MAY BE SUBDIVIDED OR CHANGED IN ANY MANNER AT ANY FUTURE DATE UNLESS BY
_SPECIAL ACTION OF THE HUNTINGTON TOWN PLANNING BOARD.

" LANDS SHOWN ON THIS MAP AS ROADS, STREETS, OR HIGHWAYS OR FOR THE WIDENING K3 Jo ’ % . . ; ) . ' , ; ,

~ THEREOF AND ALSO EASEMENTS FOR THE INSTALLATION OF SEWERS, DRAINS OR WATER MAINS, ' A\ <>, = : . hig ¥ & : : BRN. FINE SAND, TR |- 15.0°
'CONDUITS AND-ALSO LANDS INDICATED AS TO BE DEDICATED FOR OTHER PUBLIC USE ARE ; C a . ) <1 ‘ Y ; B 2 '
HEREBY IRREVOCABLY OFFERED FOR DEDICATION TO THE MUNICIPALITY HAVING JURISDICTION ‘ , 3 N ; : , : o
THEREOF. ‘ : B =

~5.0"

SAND, SILT, GRAVEL

GRAY SILTY FINE
. SAND

-, » ‘ . e 9 BRN. SILTY FINE - g e *
10.0 -10.0° 100 su 100 guwr 10.0

EL. 62.0

o
=576V
$

" BRN. FINE SAND TR
suy .

-15.0 - 15.0" BRN. SAND,TR.

GRAVEL, SILT

BRN. FINE SAND, TR.  }~— 15.0" - 15.0"
ST . B

BRN. SAND, TR,

—20.0° GRAVEL, SILT

I~ 20.0
BRN, SILTY FINE
SAND, TR. SLTY B

OWNER DATE

BRN. SILTY FINE
-~ 25.0' SARD

250

END OF BORING 2770

B-4A

END OF BORING 27°-0*

B-5A

KEY MAP

SCALE: 1" = 1,000’

OWNER _ DATE

GRADING OF LOTS, INCLUDING SLOPES, ON THIS MAP SHALL BE LIMITED TO THE EXTENT OF CLEARING
AND GRADING AS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED SITE PLANS AS DELINEATED BY THE LIMIT OF
'CLEARING/REGRADING LINE DURING CONSTRUCTION. TREES, WHICH ARE OUTSIDE THE CLEARING
LIMIT LINE, MUST BE LEFT STANDING AND PROTECTED FROM GRADE CHANGES. EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT
MUST BE TEMPORARILY AND/OR PERMANENTLY STABILIZED IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE
BACKFILLING OF THE FOUNDATION AND SHALL BE COMPLIANCE WITH THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
'EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL HANDBOOK AND SECTIONS H-100 THRU H-100.6 OF THE TOWN OF
HUNTINGTON SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS.

\\
N\ APPROX LOCATION

N\ OF EXIST. SANITARY)
SYSTEd

GENERAL NOTES

POLE 7O BE

1) DRYWEU.S SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR ALL ROOF RUNOFF. RELOCATED -

2.) THE LIMIT OF CLEARING IN GENERAL IS DICTATED BY THE TOP AND BOTTOM OF CUT AND/OR FILL. TOP SOIL STRIPPED
FOR TEMPORARY STORAGE AND CLEARED TREES, BRUSH AND DEBRIS SHALL NOT BE PUSHED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF
NATURALLY VEGETATED AREA TO BE RETAINED. NO TREES SHALL BE BURNED. ) .

3.) RELEASE OF BUILDING PERMITS FOR LOTS ON THIS MAP SHALL BE SUBJECT TO A SCHEbULE OF OPERATIONS APPROVED BY
THE DIRECTOR OF ENGINEZRING, BUILDING AND HOUSING IN ACCORDANCE WITH SUB- DIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE
- IMPROVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON. ' ‘ :

4.) EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT SHALL BE TEMPORARILY AND/OR PERMANENTLY STABILIZED IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE BACK
FILLING OF THE FOUNDATION AND SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON EROSION AND SEDIMENT
CONTROL HANDBOOK AND SEC- TIONS H-100 THRU H-160.6 OF THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT
SPECIFICATIONS. )

5.) PREPARATION OF SOIL AND PLANTING SHALL BE ACCORDING TO SPECIFICATIONS SET FORTH UNDER SECTION G-100.4 OF _@_E_&Q.
THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS, :

EXIST CURB .
EXIST CURB TO BE REMOVED
EXIST EDGE OF PAVEMENT
EXIST SANITARY SEWER
EXIST WATER MAIN

EXIST GAS MAIN

EXIST DRAIN LINE

EXIST TELEPHONE LINE

PROP SANITARY MANHOLE
PROP DRAIN MANHOLE
PROP TELEPHONE MANHOLE -
PROP CONTOUR

PROP SPOT ELEVATION
PROP HYDRANT

PROP FENCE

6.) ALL AREAS THAT HAVE BEEN DISTURBED SHALL BE SEEDED WITH TYPE "A”" SEED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

=1 1

7} ALL DEBRIS SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE IN ACCORDANCE - WITH ALL STATE, COUNTY, TOWN, AND HEALTH
DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS. B

|

; @
8) PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORK WITHIN AN EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY THE APPLICANT/DEVELOPER MUST OBTAIN A

WORK PERMIT FROM THE TOWN HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT.
9) DATUM - TOWN OF HUNTINGTON.

© 10) ALL IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE HUNTINGTON TOWN . PLANNING BOARD SUBDIVISION

REGULATIONS AND SITE IMPROVEMENT REGULATIONS.

EXIST CONTOUR

EXIST SPOT ELEVATION

EXIST HYDRANT
EXIST FENCE
EXIST CATCH BASIN

PROP CATCH BASIN -

PROP LEACHING CATCH BASIN

PROP LEACHING POOL
W/OPEN GRATE
PROP LEACHING POOL

PROP- CURB
PROP SANITARY SEWER
PROP WATER MAIN

G PROP GAS MAIN

PROP DRAIN LINE
el HC )= PROP HOUSE CONNECTION
—u—

W/SOLID COVER
PROP ROOF DRYWELL
TOP OF CURB ‘

PAVEMENT
DRAIN FLOW ARROW

PROP STREET LIGHT

PROP LIMIT OF CLEARING/REGRADING
DURING CONSTRUCTION EFATI

[}
L3 EXIST UTIUTY POLE
)

11) THE PROPOSED GUTTER GRADES (0.50 A CROSS SLOPE OF 1/4"/FT TO 1/2"/FT DOWN FROM THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT WHILE
MAINTAINING A MINIMUM GUTTER SLOPE OF 0.50. ’ :

12) ANY UTILITIES REQU!RED TO BE RELOCATED DUE TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE
RELOCATED AT THE EXPENSE OF THE APPLICANT/ DEVELOPER. e B

+}va@®@@i

PROP: WATER SERVICE

13) NO RETAINING WALL OF MORE THAN THREE (3) FEET IN HEIGHT SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED UNTIL PLANS, PREPARED BY A PROP TRANSFORMER
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER OR ARCHITECT LICENSED TO PRACTICE IN THE STATE OF NEW YORK, ARE SUBMITTED TO THE

BUILDING DEPARTMENT, APPROVED BY THE TOWN ENGINEER AND A PERMIT ISSUED BY THE DIRECTOR OF BUILDING AND
HOUSING. . o

: PROP SURFACE - f e fomn
1) so6 DRAINAGE GRATE {—/

UNIT NUMBERS |

14.) A PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER LICENSED TO PRACI'ICE IN THE STATE OF NEW YORK SHALL INSPECT AND CERTIFY TO THE
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON THAT THE RETAINING WALL WAS CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVED PLANS,

15.) THE BACKFILL FOR THE RETAINING WALL SHALL BE SELECT GRANULAR MATERIAL AND COMPACTED TO 95% OF THE
MAXIMUM DENSITY AT THE OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT, DETERMINED BY MODIFIED PROCTOR TEST.

16.) SELECT GRANULAR MATERIAL SHALL BE AS DEFINED IN SECTION 203 OF THE N.Y.5.D.0.T. STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.
17.) COMPACTION SHALL CONFORM TO SECTION 203 OF THE N.Y.5.D.0.T. STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS. \

'PRELIMINARY MAP

ALTERNATIVE 4 / PREFERRED ALTERNATVE
(ON-SITE SEPTIC) | .

KIRUV ESTATES

~ OVERALL LAYOUT
LOCATED AT

HUNTINGTON
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
SCTM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 073.00, BLK. 0100
LOTS 038.000, 041.0001, AND 042.0000

4 ' S S.C.TM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 097.00, BLK. 02.00, LOT 107.0000
S A SSCO)ALE= =80 o

18) FINAL CURB.LOCATIONS SHALL BE DETERMINED IN FIELD BY ENGINEERING INSPECTOR.

19). FOLLOWING SUBDIVISION AND IMPLEMENT, ATION OF APPROVED PLANS, THE REMOVAL, DESTRUCTION OR ALTERATION OF
TREES AND WOODLAND SHALL BE SUBJECT TO TOWN CODE CHAPTER 186- TREE PRESERVATION LAW.

20) ALL EXISTING STRUCTURES ARE TO REMAIN UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
21) THERE ARE NO WELLS WITHIN 150' OF THE SITE.

22) A BRIGHTLY COLORED CONSTRUCTION FENCE SHALL BE ERECTED ALONG THE LIMIT OF
CLEARING/ REGRADING LINE DURING CONSTRUCTION PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF

POLE TO BE
CONSTRUCTION. RELOCA

LN

A% 4]
12’89
e D+

23) FOR COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS SEE PLANNING BOARD CONDITIONAL - FINAL RESOLUTION AND /OR RECORDED COPY
OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP IN THE SUFFOLK COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE.

{oaaa)
1oV)

x
3 ,01,05.8

24) ALL TRAFFIC ROAD MARKINGS, ROAD SIGNS, AND LIGHT SIGNALS THAT MAY HAVE BEEN MOVED OR DAMAGED IN THE
PROCESS OF CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE RESTORED AT THE APPLICANT'S EXPENSE TO AT LEAST THE SAME QUALITY AND
CHARACTERISTICS THAT EXISTED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGAN. THE APPLICANT SHALL BE FURTHER RESPONSIBLE TO INSURE
THAT, IN THE ROADWAYS ADJACENT TO THE CONSTRUCTION SITE, THESE MARKINGS, SIGNS, AND SIGNALS, ARE MAINTAINED
DURING THE ENTIRE PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION. IF REPLACEMENT OR UPGRADE IS REQUIRED, SAME MUST BE APPROVED BY THE
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING SERVICES, DIVISION OF TRAFFIC SAFETY AND TRANSPORTATION -
PLANNING. ‘

vee D+

25) STRUCTURES INDICATED FOR REMOVAL SHALL BE REMOVED PRIOR TO THE SIGNING OF THE FINAL MAPS BY THE DIRECTOR
OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT. COPIES OF DEMOLITION PERMITS AND CERTIFICATES OF COMPLETION FOR EACH STRUCTURE.
SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT AS PROOF OF COMPLIANCE WITH THIS
CONDITION. ALTERNATIVELY, IF THE APPLICANT CHOOSES NOT TO REMOVE ALL THE STRUCTURES PRIOR TO THE DIRECTOR'S
SIGNATURE, HE/SHE SHALL POST A BOND, TO BE CALCULATED BY THE ENGINEERING REVIEW DIVISION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT, TO INSURE REMOVAL OF THE AFOREMENTIONED STRUCTURES PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE SUBDIVISION. ’ '

M

MAP OF HILAIRE ~ SEC.4
FILE # 2182, FILED MARCH 31,1954

D+

B

26) PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING PERMITS, A PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF ) . T0 BE 53

ENGINEERING SERVICES SHALL BE SCHEDULED BY THE APPLICANT/OWNER/BUILDER/DEVELOPER. Fms [

|

200

50 0 25

SHERID,
27) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE A STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE AT ANY POINT WHERE CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC Z0NED: R7
WILL BE ENTERING OR LEAVING THE SITE. i ‘

760
3 08582

zoe D+

() 2S"
(1)

28) THE HOMEQWNERS ASSOCIATION SHALL OWN AND MAINTAIN THE PROPOSED ROADWAY, RETAINING WALLS, DRAINAGE
STRUCTURES, SANITARY SYSTEMS AND ALL COMMON AREAS. - )

M 00582 S

SCIM: 0400-972~15
LAND NOW OR FORMERLY OF
'ROBERT F. QUINN
ZONED: R7

( IN FEET )

29) THE HERITAGE TRAIL EXTENSION SHALL BE IMPROVED AND MAINTAINED BY THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON.

30) THE LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL NOT BE FERTILIZED FOLLOWING AN INITIAL FERTILIZATION DURING PLANTING.
. AONUMENT
ON UNE

31) ALL PORTIONS OF THE PROPERTY TO BE DEDICATED TO THE TOWN OF ‘HUNTINGT ON, AS WELL AS THOSE PORTIONS OF . '
PROPERTY LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE ON-SITE POND WHICH ARE TO BE ESTABLISHED AS C o =
NON-DISTURBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFERS, WHICH HAVE BEEN PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED AS LAWN , OR OTHERWISE

2 | 02-02-07

1| 01-22-07
NO. DATE

- OWNER

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.

ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 1-29-07 ' ‘ GEO
REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 12—-19-06 GEO
DESCRIPTION BY

APPLICANT DEVELOPER

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

89'%01

PREVIOUSLY DISTURBED, OR DISTURBED AS A RESULT OF THE SUBJECT DEVELOPMENT, SHALL BE ACTIVELY RE-VEGETATED
WITH CLETHTRA ANIFOLIA, LINDERA BENZOIN, VIBURNUM DENTATUM, VACCINIUM CORYMBOSUM, ILEX
VERTICILLATA, CORNUS SERICEA OR ILEX GLABRA SHRUBBERY PLANTED THREE (3) FEET ON CENTER,

ye D+

SCIM: 0400~97~2~17
LAND NOW OR FORMERLY OF

ZONED: R7

95.95'be)
32) NON-DISURBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFER LOCATED AT THE NORTHERN TIP OF THE PROPERTY TO BE PASSIVELY . ¥ *
EST/ ABUSHED WITHOUT THE INSTALLATION OF ADDITIONAL PLANTINGS. g | Yor

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y.

33) ALL LITTER LOCATED WITHIN THE NON-DISTUBANCE/NON-FERTILIZATION BUFFER AREAS TO BE REMOVED.

11514

SCIM; O400~97~2~14
LAND NOW OR FORMERLY

ZONED: R7

34) A FOUR (4) FOOT CHAIN LINK FENCE SHALL BE ERECTED ALONG THE ENTIRE PROPERTY LINE BETWEEN THE PRIVATE AND ; o
TOWN-OWNED PARCELS.

o0 D+

30%S

POLE TO

DA

SITE DATA

S.C.T.M. 0400-073-01-38, 41.1, AND 42
S.C.T.M. 0400-097-02-107

ZONE: R-7

TOTAL SITE AREA: 7.07 ACRES

AREA IN UNITS: 0.35 ACRES
AREA IN ROADWAY: 0.30 ACRES

AREA IN DEDICATION TO TOWN: 2.62 ACRES
AREA IN WIDENING: 0.007 ACRES

AREA IN COMMON AREAS: 3.79 ACRES
NUMBER OF UNITS: 10

WATER DISTRICT: S.C.W.A.

FIRE DISTRICT: HUNTINGTON

THIS PLAT IS SUBJECT TO COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS DATED_______ AND FILED
IN THE COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE ON AS LIBER PAGE,
STATING THE FOLLOWING: )

1 MANAGEMENT OF THE COMMON AREAS OF KIRUV ESTATES, SHALL BE BY A HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION WHICH SHALL BE DULY CREATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK AND APPROVED BY THE NEW YORK STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL. THE COMMON AREAS,
SHALL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED, IN PERPETUITY BY SAID HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION. THE
COMMON  AREAS INCLUDE, AMONG OTHER PORTIONS OF THE PROPERTY AS DELINEATED ON THE
SUBDIVISION MAP OF KIRUV ESTATES, ROADS, STREET LIGHTS, DRAINAGE STRUCTURES AND
DRAINAGE EASEMENTS, RECREATION AREAS, RECHARGE BASINS, LANDSCAPED BUFFERS AND
CONSERVATION AREAS. :

!%URLHE COMMON AREAS SHALL NOT BE SUBDIVIDED IN THE FUTURE NOR USED FOR COMMERCIAL
3 THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION SHALL NOT USE THE COMMON AREAS AS COLLATERAL FOR
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION OR ANY OTHER PURPOSE.

4 THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION SHALL MEET ALL REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATIONS OF THE
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE PER 13 NYSRR PARTS 20, 21 AND 22,

5 DISSOLUTION OF THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION SHALL BE PROHIBITED WITHOUT TOWN BOARD

AREA TO BE DEDICATED TO
THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

NELSON & POPE

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WALT WHITMAN ROAD
MELVIL.LLE, N.Y. M747—-2188
(631) 427-5665 FAX (631) 427-5620

AREA OF NON-DISTURBANCE/
NON— FERTILIZATION BUFFER

APPROVAL.
6 THERE SHALL BE NO FURTHER SUBDIVISION OR RESUBDIVISION.OF ANY LOT OR LOTS ON THE

© DENOTES EXISTING MONUMENT FILE NO. 400-73-1 JOB NO. 97110

'POST OFFICE: HUNTINGTON

MAP OF KIRUV ESTATES.

SCHOOL DISTRICT: HUNTINGTON  SHEET 1 OF 2

® DENOTES PROPOSED MONUMENT DATE: FEB 2006
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PROPO
70 EBE

EXIST CURB

SED WIDENING
"DEDICATED
70 THE JOWN OF

an

(C.R.i 35A) (

EXIST CURB TO BE REMOVED
EXIST EDGE OF PAVEMENT
EXIST SANITARY SEWER

EXIST WATER MAIN
EXIST GAS MAIN

EXIST DRAIN LINE

EXIST TELEPHONE LINE

EXIST

CONTOUR
EXIST SPOT ELEVATION

EXIST HYDRANT
EXIST FENCE

EXIST CATCH BASIN

EXIST UTILITY POLE

PROP CURB

PROP SANITARY SEWER

PROP WATER MAIN

PROP GAS MAIN
PROP DRAIN LINE

© PROP HOUSE CONNECTION

PROP WATER SERVICE
PROP TRANSFORMER

PROP SURFACE

'DRAINAGE GRATE

PROP SANITARY MANHOLE
PROP DRAIN MANHOLE

PROP SPOT ELEVATION -

PROP HYDRANT
PROP FENCE

PROP CATCH BASIN

PROP LEACHING CATCH BASIN
PROP LEACHING POOL

W/OPEN GRATE

PROP LEACHING POOL

W/SCLID COVER

PROP ROOF DRYWELL

. TOP OF CURB

PAVEMENT

DRAIN  FLOW ARROW
PROF STREET LIGHT

PROF LIMIT OF CLEARING/REGRADING
DURING CONSTRUCTION

EL. 643

SOIL BORINGS

AREA TO BE DEDICATED TO
THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
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SITE DATA

S.C.T.M. 0400-073-01—-38, 41.1, AND 42
S.C.T.M. 0400-097-02-107

ZONE: R-7
TOTAL SITE AREA: 7.07 ACRES

AREA IN UNITS: 0.35 ACRES

" AREA IN ROADWAY: 0.30 ACRES

AREA IN DEDICATION TO TOWN: 2.70 ACRES
AREA IN WIDENING: 0.007 ACRES

AREA IN COMMON AREAS: 3.71 ACRES
NUMBER OF UNITS: 10 ‘ '
WATER DISTRICT: S.C.W.A.

FIRE DISTRICT: HUNTINGTON

POST OFFICE: HUNTINGTON
SCHOOL DISTRICT: HUNTINGTON

@ DENOTES EXISTING MONUMENT
m DENOTES PROPOSED MONUMENT

AREA TO BE DEDICATED TO
THE TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

AREA OF NON-DISTURBANCE/
NON- FERTILIZATION BUFFER

*¢ o,

- —
— -~

DRAINAGE STRUCTURE TABLE
No. STATION TC/T0P INVERT TYPE AREA REMARKS
CB 1 0+03 C 65.5 N 56.07
X 3 0.05 AC. _
CB 2 0425 TC 66.25 ~62.00 3 0.20 AC. —
83 0+97 TC 69.90 64.46 3 0.50 AC. —
N 68.50
' 0.45 AC. —
CB 4 2+67 1C 75.65 N o 3 ’
LCB 5 0+50 TC 80.55 75.30 1 - —
S 69.60 _
LCB 6 2400 1C 73.86 S Go.00 3 -
N 62.18
LCB 7 3+20 TC 68.25 S 8400 3 — -
CB 8 5+05 1C 59.40 55.15 3 - —
N 49.04
c8 9 6450 TC 53.90 N d9.04 3 — —
AD 1 —_ TP 77.0 72.68 — 0.05 AC. | OPEN GRATE
AD 2 —_ TOP 59.5 55.1 — 0.35 AC. | OPEN GRATE
W 1 _ ' N 61.42
TOP 67.45 $ 61.86 —_ — SOLID COVER
W 61.42 ;
MH 2 2400 ToP 73.70 66.25 — — SOLID COVER
e MH 3 — TOP 85.5 71.50 — | 0.60 AC. | OPEN GRATE
! 7 ‘
/ DRAINAGE CALCULATIONS
IMPERVIOUS: 16,874 SF x 6/12 x 1.0 = 8,437 CF

PERVIOUS AREA: 94,685 SF x 6/12 x 0.3 = 14,203 CF

TOTAL REQUIRED STORAGE VOLUME:

PROVIDED STORAGE VOLUME:

REQUIRED STORAGE VOLUME (PER
3,150 SF x 2/12 x 1.0 = 525 CF

PROVIDED STORAGE VOLUME:
(2) 12¢ x 4 ED LP =

UNIT #10 ROOF DRAINAGE:
REQUIRED STORAGE VOLUME:
1,575 SF x 2/12 x 1.0 = 263 CF

PROVIDED STORAGE VOLUME:

COMMUNITY BUILDING:

REQUIRED:
p 875 SF x 2/12 x 1.0 = 145 CF
-4 PROVIDED:
4 (1) 8'¢ X 4 ED LP = 168 CF

FLOW: 7 UNITS x 300 GPD/UNIT
FLOW: COMM CNT 875 x 0.30

SEPTIC TANK:

PROVIDED:
(2) 10’2 x 5’ LD = 5,000 Gal.

LEACHING POOLS:
2,362.5 GPD + 1.5 GPD/SF

1,575 SF + 31.4 SF/LF

PROVIDED: - ~
(8) 10’0 x 6.5°ED = 52 x 31.4

1

22,640 CF

(177) 8 x 4 x 4 ED LEACHING CHAMBERS = 22,656 CF

DUPLEXY):

807 CF

(1) 12’9 x 4’ ED LP = 403 CF

SANITARY CALCULATIONS
UNITS 4 — 10 and COMMUNITY CENTER

= 2,100 GPD
= 262.5 GPD

2,362.5 GPD

2,362.5 GPD x 2 DAY = 4,725 Gal

,575 ‘SF
50.16 LF

= 1,632 SF

PRELIMINARY MAP

ALTERNATIVE 4 / PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
(ON-SITE SEPTIC)

KIRUV ESTATES
'GRADING AND DRAINAGE

HUNTINGTON

TOWN OF HUNTINGTON, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
S.C.TM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 073.00, BLK. 01.00

ROOF DRAINAGE: UNITS #4, #5, #6, #7, #8 and #9

LOTS 038.000, 041.0001, AND 042.0000
S.C.TM. DIST. 0400, SECT. 097.00, BLK. 02.00, LOT 107.0000

SCALE: T= 40°

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
-{ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y.

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.

11514

ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

| 02-02-07 REVISED IN_RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 1-29—07 GEO

1| 01-22-07 REVISED IN RESPONSE TO TOWN COMMENTS OF 12-19-06 GEO
NO. DATE DESCRIPTION BY
OWNER APPLICANT DEVELOPER

KIRUV CAPITAL CORP.
ONE OLD COUNTRY ROAD
CARLE PLACE, N.Y. 11514

NELSON

s F’OF-’E

ENGINEERS ¢ DESIGNERS ¢ SURVEYORS
572 WALT WHITMAN ROAD
MELVIL.LE, N.Y. M747-2188

(631) 427-5665

FAX (631) 427-5620

FILE NO. 400-73-1

JOB NO. 97110

DATE: OCT. 2006

SHEET 2 of 2
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