COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

THOMAS LAGUARDIA, P.E. GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. LOUIS CALDERONE
CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

December 2, 2009

Honorable William Lindsay
Presiding Officer

Suffolk County Legislature
725 Veterans Memorial Highway
Smithtown, NY 11787

£C.d35 gy

. b
RE: Proposed Mastic-Shirley Sewer District Map & Plan =
L s
PR Y

Dear Presiding Officer:

In connection with the above captioned matter, I herewith
submit to you a report together with the recommendations
relative thereto. Pursuant to Resolution 497-2009 and Article 5-
A of New York State County Law, we have completed the Map and
Plan which is the initial stage of forming a County Sewer
District in and about the Montauk Highway Business District in
the communities of Mastic and Shirley. We have concluded that
implementing the project without subsidies is an extreme
financial burden on users but that sewering the area would be
beneficial and is wviable. The report discusses the ongoing
efforts of the Town of Brookhaven with respect to a similar
area. Recently, the Town has authorized funding to complete a
report that was initiated a number of years ago. During recent
discussions with Town of Brookhaven representatives, they have
requested that the County Map and Plan be distributed to their
office for use in proceeding with the formation of Brookhaven
Sewer District No. 4. Due to Brookhaven service area being
slightly larger than what was included in Resolution 497-2009,
it is possible that the additional users could lower the annual
cost to the typical property and, therefore, it is recommended
that the Map and Plan be forwarded to the Town of Brookhaven.
This will eliminate the potential for duplication of effort with
respect to sewer district formation taking place.

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

(631) 852-4010
335 YAPHANK AVENUE ] YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 [ FAX (631) 852-4150



If you wish any further information or details, please
contact Ben Wright, P.E., Chief Engineer Division of Sanitation
at 631-852-4204
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Commissioner
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cc: Chris Kent, Chief Deputy County Executive
Ed Dumas, Chief Deputy County Executive
Skip Heaney, Deputy County Executive
Tom LaGuardia, P. E., Chief Deputy Commissioner
Carmine Chiusano, Assistant Budget Director
Suffolk County Legislators
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Mastic - Shirley Sewer District
Map and Plan

Suffolk County Sewer Agency
Suffolk County Department of Public Works
November 2009




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section

Summary

1.0
2.0
2.1
2.2
2.3
3.0
4.0
4.1
4.2
43
4.4
5.0
5.1
52
5.3
5.4
5.41
5.4.2

6.0

District Boundary

Sewering Needs

Environmental Issues

Economic Benefits

Workforce & Affordable Housing
Wastewater Generation Rates
Sewerage System Requirements
Summary

Sewer System

Wastewater Treatment Plants
Disposal Systems

Regulatory Requirements
NYSDEC

Suffolk County Department of Health Services
Industrial Pretreatment Program
Environmental Review

EIS

Public Input

Sewer District Formation

w

O

10

10



7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

8.0

9.0

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

Financing

ASRF

SRF (Clean Water State Revolving Fund)
Grants

Conventional Financing
Schedule

Costs

Summary

Planning & Engineering
Construction

Operation & Maintenance

Typical Property Annual Cost

10.0 Conclusions

11.0 Recommendations

bw11-16-09 table of contents

10

10

11

12

12

12

12

12

13

13

14

14

14

14



bwl1-16-09 figures

Number

FIGURES

Title
Study Area
Simulated Groundwater Flow
South Port — Space for Lease
Sewerage Facility Location
Conceptual Pumping Station
Conceptual WWTP 5 mgd

ASCE Fee Curves



EXHIBITS

Number Title
1 Resolutions 369-08, 284-08,
497-09
2 Status Report 9-08
3 Public Information Meeting, July 28,2008
4 Henderson & Bodwell Engineering

Analysis, 11/04

5 Minutes — Suffolk County
Comprehensive Water Resource
Management Meeting

6 Presentation — Nitrogen
Loading Model

7 DPW — Mastic Site Memos

8 Newsday — Vacant Homes

9 Mastic Field Memo

10 LiRo Sewering Letter

11 Project Description

12 Sewering Alternatives Literature

13 Sewer District Formation




bw11-16-09 exhibits

Number

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Title

New York State Needs Survey
Sewer District Formation Schedule
Master Project Schedule

Cost Estimate Environment

Cost Estimate — Engineering
Pianning — Design Cost Summary
Sewer Inspection Staffing

WWTP Inspection Staffing

Cost Estimate ~ Inspection &
Administration

Cost Estimate — Sewer Construction
Cost Estimate - WWTP

Cost Estimate — Operation &
Maintenance

Project Cost and User Rates



Mastic/Shirley Sewer District Map and Plan

Summary - Sewering the study area is viable and will be beneficial but at a cost
significant enough that without subsidy will be a hardship on the typical
properties. The annual cost per parcel was estimated to cost $20,558. The report
recommends continuing the pursuit of financial subsides, continuing water
resource monitoring and implementing steps necessary to proceed with the
project.

Resolution 497-2009 authorized the Department of Public Works to
prepare a map and plan necessary to initiate the formation of a County sewer
district for the Montauk Highway Business District in Mastic and Shirley. This
area is more fully described as encompassing Montauk Highway from William
Floyd Parkway to the Forge River depicted on Figure No. 1. Prior Legislative
resolutions authorized, empowered, and directed the Department of Public
Works to conduct a Prudency Evaluation regarding the pertinent sewer
infrastructure and the size of a wastewater treatment plant(s) needed to best
serve the needs of the Business District and also to prepare a report of various
alternatives for sewering the areas. The resolutions are included in Exhibit No. 1.
The Prudency Evaluation was to include the actual and acceptable costs of the
appurtenances for collection, conveyance, treatment, and disposal of sewage
generated in the CR 80 business district and the actual and acceptable cost of
usage to the residents and business district. The intent of the Prudency
Evaluation was to timely file work plans that could facilitate the installation of
sewer infrastructure and documentation, or amended plans and documentation
which might be practicably used to secure funding for construction of sewer
infrastructure in connection with the Reconstruction of CR 80, Montauk Highway
as included in CP 5516. The Prudency Report was the basis for the July 2008
public information meeting.

The link between these resolutions required the Department of
Public Works to consider each in response to the authorizations provided. In
addition, the Legislature required a written schedule by June 12, 2008, a status
report by August 31, 2008, and a completed final report with recommendations
authorized in Resolution 369-2008 by January 15, 2009. The status report is
included in Exhibit No. 2 and the Engineering Report is on file in the DPW offices.

Previous reports prepared by engineering firms evaluating the
sewering issues of the area along with the information provided by the Suffolk
County Department of Health Services as part of their Comprehensive Water
Resource Management Plan and concurrent work by the Town of Brookhaven
were utilized in response to the above mentioned resolutions. The evaluation
concludes that the sewering is viable but that funding remains a question that
must be pursued with respect to the source and the acceptable limits and
thresholds that the business community and residents are willing and able to pay



for the improvement to the environment as well as revitalization of the area. The
project is anticipated to generate 400,000 gallons per day of sewage along the
CR 80 route. The conclusion is that without financial assistance the annual cost
per business parcel (Single Family Equivalent) or residence is cost prohibited
being ultimately exceeding $20,000 per year for a 20 year financing period. The
sewer system would be composed of a combination of conventional gravity
sanitary sewers and alternate sewer systems leading to pumping stations that
would convey sewage to a treatment facility located at the Brookhaven Airport,
approximately 2 mile north of CR 80 on the north side of Sunrise Highway.

The January 2009 report recommended pursuing grants and NYS
Environmental Facilities Corporation financing and continued inclusion of this
area and adjacent areas in the Suffolk County Sewer Capacity Study. It was
recognized that the earliest operating facility would be 2019.

Suffolk County Department of Public Works concludes that the
estimated costs will be used to gain New York State Comptroller and
environmental approvals for the installation of sewers in the area. As indicated
below, a July 28, 2008 public information meeting (Exhibit No. 3) that was based
on the Prudency Report concluded that the sewer system installation as part of
the highway restoration project (CP 5516) was not viable.

1.0 District Boundary —The proposed district boundary and service area lies
along County Road 80 — Montauk Highway between William Floyd Parkway and
the vicinity of the Forge River. Exhibit No. 1, which includes Resolution 497-
2009, includes the tax map numbers and a map of the parcels to be included in
the district. The land required for the project includes the wastewater treatment
plant site on the Brookhaven Airport and two pumping station sites on CR 80.
The costs have been included for the acquisition of the pumping station sites and
the availability of the Airport at no cost to the proposed district must be confirmed
with the Town of Brookhaven.

2.0 Sewering Needs -The sewering needs are associated with the
environmental issues of the Forge River and Moriches Bay and Narrows Bay, the
revitalization and economic benefits of the business districts along the major
thoroughfares and the potential for increased density and the construction of
workforce and affordable housing.

Exhibits 4 through 6 contain relatively recent engineering
evaluations of the need for sewering and the impacts of unsewered areas on the
groundwater. The Henderson & Bodwell Report (Exhibit No. 4) provides
estimates of sewage flows and the cost of treatment of the CR 80 corridor from
an area west of the CR 80 and CR 46 intersection to the Forge River with a
400,000 galion per day wastewater treatment plant at the Brookhaven Airport.
The report is to be updated with authorization recently issued by the Town of
Brookhaven. If and when the report is completed, it may supersede this Map and



Plan. Exhibits No. 5 and 6 relate to the Suffolk County Comprehensive Resource
Management Plan. The documents relate to impacts of unsewered areas as well
as the benefits of sewering and can be related to the Forge River contributory
service area. The documents state that there is agreement between predicted
and measured nitrate values in the groundwater and if the Mastic area is
sewered the prediction that the trend in nitrate increase from over 12 milligrams
per liter (mg/l) to 15 mg/l would actually drop to less than 5 mg/l. Additional
information may be contained in a forthcoming report from Urbitran which is
preparing a report for the Town of Brookhaven that will include infrastructure
needs over the next 20 years. Updates on the status of Brookhaven and the
available sites are included in Exhibit No. 7.

2.1 Environmental Issues — As can be seen from Figure No. 2 provided by
Suffolk County Department of Health Services, the groundwater of nearly the
entire area is contributory to the Forge River or Moriches Bay/Narrow Bay. The
abandonment of onsite systems which at most can remove 40% of the
conventional pollutants and minimal concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorus
would be replaced by the state of the art technology with nitrogen of
concentrations less than 4 mg/l and conventional pollutants in the single digits. It
has been suggested that the concept of individual home on-site treatment
systems may provide some benefits in vital areas. Innovative and alternative on-
site disposal systems have been evaluated by Health Services with preliminary
conclusions that the costly systems are not effective. Due to limited data, an RFP
to evaluate these alternatives was issued and a contract awarded with results
available in the near future.

The Suffolk County Department of Health Services has been
provided assistance by consulting firms with respect to developing groundwater
information in the Mastic Area. Exhibit No. 6 includes the presentation of work
done by CDM for the “Development and Application of a Nitrogen Loading Model
to Assess Impacts to Groundwater from Sanitary Wastewater in Suffolk County,
New York™. In addition, the minutes of June 18, 2008 (Exhibit No. 5) also
prepared by CDM, which is the Suffolk County Department of Health Services
Comprehensive Water Resource Management Plan Summary of Steering
Committee Meeting No. 4, describes water quality, future land use impacts,
contaminated aquifer segments, land use, and population density all which relate
to the more generic issues involved in the Mastic, Mastic Beach, and Shirley
areas. These documents indicate, as discussed earlier, that without sewering the
nitrogen concentrations in the groundwater will increase. Only with sewering can
the levels of nitrogen drop to 5 mg/l or below thus having an improvement to the
underflow that reaches the Forge River and other surface waters. Although only
a percentage of the area which is under the current study was identified within
the Health Department sponsored reports, it can be assumed that the conditions
and projections can be applied to this study area.



2.2 Economic Benefits — There are 197 lots on CR 80 within the study area.
These lots are mostly commercial in nature and with sewering could provide the
economic benefit of increased restaurant seating, higher flows due to a different
characteristic, commercial or industrial business taking place, and could include
apartments (affordable component) above the stores. An example has been
provided by the feasibility study prepared by Cameron Engineering for the
Smithtown and Kings Park Main Street areas. Utilizing the similar characteristics
of both areas, it can be concluded that the current flows would nearly double with
the revitalization in the area. Additionally Figure No. 3 shows one of many
indications that the commercial area does have vacancies that could be filled,
indicating space for lease/space available. There may be little opportunity for
economic benefits to the residential lots.

Figure 3 — Space for Lease

2.3 Workforce & Affordable Housing — Although the focus of the project is
environmental improvement and revitalization of the business districts an
element that has potential is affordable housing. Apartments located above
buildings along CR 80 would likely be in the 600 square foot range which may
tend to make the rents affordable. It is estimated that as many as 500 new
apartments could be constructed in the floor and one half expansion of buildings
in the business districts. There is little opportunity for affordable housing in the
current residential area with the exception of a vacant parcel along the CR 80
area and possibly other isolated areas within the study area. As with other
studies, there is an indication that if sewers where available a significant number
of apartments including workforce or affordable units could be constructed and
contribute to the economic revitalization or improvement of the area. A January
11, 2009 Newsday article focused on examples of foreclosures and vacancies in
the Mastic area and the negative impact to the community. Refer to Exhibit No. 8.

Section 3.0, Wastewater Generation Rates — Water records for the entire study
area have been obtained in order to establish current usage and relate that value
to sewage generation rates. Based on an evaluation of water records, it has been
concluded that the conventional standards will be utilized which do incorporate a
factor of safety. The entire area contains on-site systems which lead to a mindset



of water conservation and disposal system preservation. Sewering can increase
water consumption. The current data concludes that each parcel produces
approximately 250 gallons per day while the recommended standard is seventy
five gallons per day per person. It is assumed that all vacant parcels will be
utilized once sewering is available. The Health Department standards for
commercial, office and industrial development will also be used for those areas.
Based on this evaluation and the Henderson & Bodwell report for CR 80, the
flows for the areas will be 0.4 mgd for CR 80 are acceptable.

4.0 Sewerage System Requirements

4.1 Summary - Presently, there are no sewage facilities in the Mastic study area
with the exception of onsite facilities for each individual parcel. Preliminary work
was performed by DPW staff walking the business districts. A total of 197 lots
were observed and the location of on-site systems and general use of the
developed lots were recorded. Exhibit No. 9 contains a memorandum on the
observations. The details are that 197 CR 80 lots have sanitary systems mainly
in the rear or side of the parcels (65%) and that almost 40% have basements.
In addition, preliminary engineering work of the LiRo firm relative to gravity sewer
installation as an option to the CP 5516 project was considered (Exhibit No. 10).
This work states a pumping station would be needed at the east end of CR 80
within 500-750 feet of the Forge River with a 5,000 foot force main discharging to
a gravity system. Decisions must be made on serving basements where gravity
sewers are proposed.

As referenced above, the defined area is to be included in the
Suffolk County Sewer Capacity Study. The contents of this map and plan can be
utilized in the future to incorporate the sewerage facilities into a larger service

area. Exhibit No. 11 and Figure No. 4 further defines the study area and
sewerage facilities.

The potential sewage flows and characteristics of the facilities and
infrastructure to handle the flows generated by the project are included. A current
example of a wastewater treatment facility in the 400,000 gallons per day is SD
#2 - Tallmadge Woods. The facility is capable of meeting groundwater standards
at flows of 400,000 gallons per day.

The treatment process to be utilized consists of preliminary
treatment, sequencing batch reactor biological treatment followed by
equalization, filtration and if disinfection is needed, ultraviolet disinfection. The
disposal of effluent is through underground leaching pools, a majority of which
are shallow due to the high groundwater elevations. Residuals or sludge
produced and captured at the facility is to be thickened and for the larger facilities
dewatered. A vendor contract will be entered into to haul liquid sludge or sludge
cake to remote facilities for treatment.



In order to accommodate the needs in the defined service area,
approximately 2.0 miles of sewers must be instalied along with two pumping
stations and force mains leading to a wastewater treatment plant. The treatment
plant would be sized for initial capacity and expandable to meet Town of
Brookhaven requirements and would be designed to meet groundwater
standards.

4.2 Sewer System — A combination of low pressure sewers or vacuum sewers,
gravity sewers, and other pumping and conveyance systems would be installed.
Both low pressure or vacuum systems should be considered for a portion of the
area. Each has advantages and disadvantages and while the DPW experience
is limited our consultant colleagues have varying opinions on which is the most
advantageous. Exhibit No. 12 includes descriptive literature for both system
alternatives. The low pressure sewer systems would involve connections from
each parcel by a 1 72 - 2" line into laterals within the rear and side street area of
the various highways with sizes up to 4” in diameter. The pressure sewers would
require a grinder pump for each parcel which would discharge into the system
which can be can be considered a financial and operational disadvantage.
Vacuum systems may be more cost effective but do have the potential for
operational problems due to piping damage or insufficient air volume. Due to
many onsite systems along CR 80 being located in rear of the parcels, the first
alternative sewer layout would require a substantial number of easements and
stubs of 2", 25’ from those laterals into the various side streets. Double or parallel
sewering would be an option in these areas. The easements would be required
in order for the service of all lots to cross from one ownership to another while
being routed to the stub in the side streets.

Due to recent roadway reconstruction of CR 80, the second alternative
sewer layout is within CR 80. It is not desirable to disturb the roadway with sewer
construction in the near future as will be discussed later. The operation of the
required facilities could not take place until 2019 and, therefore, sewers could be
placed in CR 80. It is assumed that this route will be utilized.

Prior to construction, the easement locations will be surveyed. The
information necessary to locate the easements along the route will be provided.
The easement descriptions will support obtaining easements from property
owners and invoive both the County and the Town.

The alternate sewer systems would discharge into a pumping station that
would convey sewage to a gravity sewer leading to a main pumping station
discharging to the wastewater treatment plant. Pumping stations (refer to Figure
No. 5 for a typical pumping station site) would maintain the higher elevation of
the sewer system out of the groundwater thus eliminating the expense of
dewatering and sheeting for deep trenches. It is necessary to refine the location
of the stations that have been proposed.



Based on preliminary information in the area, the assumption with
respect to the collection system and the need to convey sewage to the
wastewater treatment plant site with a construction period starting in 2016 is as
follows:

o Of the 2 miles of sewers, 50% will be low pressure sewers or vacuum
systems in high groundwater areas, 25% pressure sewers or vacuum
systems in dry areas, and 25% conventional gravity sewers in areas
that must be dewatered.

¢ The two pumping stations with varying sizes will be installed at the
east and west of the CR 80 service area. ‘

o Cost for low pressure sewers or vacuum systems including manhole
and other appurtenances are estimated to be $225 per linear foot. In
addition the pressure sewer grinder pump stations are $10,000 each.

e Cost of conventional sewers with dewatering and or sheeting is
estimated to cost $450 per linear foot.

e The small pump stations are estimated to cost $0.75 million and the
larger ones $1 million.

o Force mains required from the pumping stations are estimated to cost
$225 per linear foot.

e The planning, engineering design, construction inspection,
construction administration and development cost must be added.

4.3 Wastewater Treatment Plant — The plant would be designed to meet
groundwater standards which are having an effluent less than 10 mg/l of total
nitrogen. The facilities would also include a process which would further polish
the effluent such as to minimize the disposal facilities necessary. The 0.4 million
gallons per day treatment plant could be expandable to 5 mgd. Figure No. 6
depicts a suggested general site plan for wastewater treatment plant for the
maximum capacity with sufficient acreage to go beyond the initial 0.4 mgd
capacity. It is proposed that the basic process train include influent screening and
grit removal, sequencing batch reactors along with pre and post equalization,
filtration, and if disinfection is required the use of an ultraviolet system.

The residuals or sludge train would include holding, sludge
thickening, and space for future dewatering in combination with sludge
stabilization. Liquid side streams from the sludge processing would be returned
to the headworks of the wastewater treatment plant. It is anticipated that the
staffing required would consume one shift during the day with sufficient SCADA
and monitoring control for real time observation of the facility.

Various alternatives were explored with respect to wastewater
treatment facility sites. The alternatives incorporated varying flows at either the
Airport site or other sites. The Airport site was the selected alternative for 0.4
mgd and ultimate flows. Based on the flows developed above, the cost for each
gallon per day is $30 for the 0.4 mgd facility exclusive of disposal facilities. It is



noted that with the extensive underground recharge facilities at the larger sites
an additional cost for those shallow pools must be added.

4.4 Disposal Systems — The disposal of the treated sewage from the area had
once considered ocean outfalls. Although not considered in this report,
recommendations are made to explore the viability of this and other concepts if a
larger area is considered in the future. At the size of the facility proposed, inland
recharge meeting groundwater standards is the method to be employed. Due to
the need for underground facilities with no standing water at the Brookhaven
Airport, underground leaching pools are required. With the requirement to install
200% of the capacity of each facility it had been determined that 800 pools would
be required per one milion gallons per day of capacity assuming that
groundwater depth is within 10 feet of the surface and each pool is ten feet in
diameter.

The disposal of processed siudge would initially be a vendor
hauling liquid sludge to Bergen Point for processing. In the future when
dewatering and stabilization systems are installed, a vendor that could utilize the
stabilized sludge for land application or beneficial reuse at some other locations,
in or out of the State is recommended.

Section 5.0, Regulatory Requirements

5.1, NYSDEC

The Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities, commonly
known as “Ten State” standards, was developed in 1947 by a group known as
the Great Lakes — Upper Mississippi River Board of State and Provincial Public
Health and Environmental Managers, of which New York State is a party to. This
standard is the basis for the design, construction, and operation of sewage works
throughout New York. The main goal in the development of the standard is to
safeguard the public health and protect water quality. This is achieved through
the use of Best Available Technology practices and the implementation of
redundant processes. For example, Sequenchng Batch Reactor (SBR)
technology is considered “state of the art” for sewage treatment and has been
added to Ten State in the 2004 edition. Also, the installation of back-up
equipment such as pumps, emergency generators, and excess sewage storage
capacity are all examples of the recommendations by Ten State to avoid any
adverse damage to the public or surrounding environment.

In preparation of the Mastic Sewer Feasibility Study all costs for the
sewage works were done using Ten State standards as the ultimate guide.

5.2, Suffolk County Department of Health Services

The Department has been delegated authority by NYSDEC to regulate
sewering projects and treatment plants by approving their design, inspecting
construction, and monitoring the operation of the sewage works through quarterly
facility inspections and sampling.



Typical sanitary sewage design flows for all types of users are detailed in
“Design Standards for Other than Single Family Residences”. Although this is
mostly for the design of on-site septic systems, the typical flows designated to
certain users, such as commercial, business, and industrial are accurate in
predicting the daily sewage flow generated within a sewer service area. The
more common design flows that apply to this study are:

Gallons per Day
Single Family Residence 300/unit
Apartment, Condo, Townhome greater than 600 sf ~ 225/unit
and less than 1200 sf

Apartment, Condo, Townhome less than 600 sf 150/unit
Restaurant 30/seat
Dry Retail Store (no food service) .03/sf
Wet Retail Store (take-out food service) 15/sf
Office Space .06/sf
Medical Office Space .10/sf

5.3, Industrial Pretreatment Program

In order to protect the treatment process, the discharge to air, the
discharge within the effluent and the residuals leaving the site from industrial
pollutants, it is required that an industrial pretreatment program be in place.
Suffolk County does have a program and the creation of a new sewer district
would be included in that program. All non-residential parcels would receive a
discharge certification (i.e., permit) that would contain the conditions of
discharge. A separate cost element is billed to all users in this category and is
$43 per single family equivalent in 2009. It is also noted that an excess strength
surcharge is billed to users that discharge wastes that are stronger than typical
sanitary waste concentrations.

5.4, Environmental Review
5.4.1, EIS
Construction of sewers and treatment plants involves both long and
short term impacts. Nuisances of dust, noise, and traffic disruption can be easily
mitigated. Long term impacts such as increasing or lowering of groundwater due
to discharge in more remote areas and the revisions to air, sludge and effluent
discharges must be addressed. It is anticipated that a generic EIS is appropriate
for the sewer system and the wastewater treatment piant. Issues such as
stimulation of growth and the revitalization of the area due to the increased
density as well as the environmental improvements would be a significant
element in the GEIS. Due to the scope of this project, a lengthy and costly
environmental phase is anticipated.



5.4.2, Public Input

Social acceptance of this project is important and that support has
been received in the past as indicated by the legislative resolution directing this
feasibility study to be performed. Public information meetings and hearings for
the project are necessary and, therefore, public notification and input prior to the
hearing process is advisable. The proposed public hearing would focus on the
work to be done, the financial aspects, and the benefits of the project.
Construction of sewers in developed areas will lead to nuisance conditions and
the public must be made aware of the potential for dust, noise, and
inconvenience. Annual costs would include user fees, industrial waste fees,
excess strength surcharges, and debt service. Environmental benefits are
protecting the groundwater and surface waters and reducing potential health
concerns would be compared to the impact of raising or lowering the
groundwater levels through inland or surface water discharge. As indicated
above it is not likely that surface water discharge would be an option that is
acceptable to the public or the regulators. The inland recharge option at the
Brookhaven Airport site has been assumed to be available due to the
project/district benefits to the Town but must be confirmed. As with any project,
the site would be scrutinized by the surrounding community.

Although public input has been received by elected officials the direct
association of DPW included a Chamber of Commerce meeting in November
2006 and the Public Information Meeting of July 2008. Exhibit No. 3 includes
narrative and presentation material on the later meeting. The public consensus is
that sewers are desirable but the location of treatment facilities and the cost will
raise opposition to the project.

Section 6.0, Sewer District Formation — The formation of the potential service
area is defined in Exhibit No. 13. The steps necessary are embodied in the New
York State County Law Article 5-A and the basis of this report. The costs and
users to be impacted both beneficially with the potential for negative financial
impacts to the typical property are included. With the final definition of the service
area established and the estimated annual cost per typical property confirmed,

an application can be made to the State Comptroller's office with respect to
district formation.

Section 7.0, Financing -

7.1, ASRF,

A large project such as this is not appropriate for the intent of the
Assessment Stabilization Reserve Fund. The intent of the ASRF is to stabilize
sewer district charges and not to provide new district development with a subsidy
for construction. Regardless of the concept to create a sewer district, the actual
annual costs must be verified over a period of time, usually three years, in order
to determine the eligibility of a project to take advantage of the ASRF program
which currently limits increases to 3% annually. The cost opinions are significant
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enough that if the ASRF would be used it would be exhausted by only a portion
of the project. Other financing avenues would be necessary.

7.2, SRF - (Clean Water State Revolving Fund),

The loan program would be used in conjunction with conventional
financing. Currently, the County’'s borrowing rate is approximately 5%.
Considering the SRF administrative fees and requirements for application and
project approval, the annual costs should be lower in part due to the SRF
program amortizing project financing over 30 years. We have been in contact
with the New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation in order to discuss
a financial schedule for this project. The schedule would estimate the borrowing
costs for nearly $35 million with a 30 year repayment. The EFC financing
scenario is based on a triple-A rate and although widely fluctuating is assumed to
be at 5 percent. EFC fees of 1.7 percent up front would be included along with a
0.25 percentage on the outstanding balance for the life of the bond. The capital
recovery factor of a uniform annual series at 50 percent is a 2.5 percentage rate
on a 30 year loan is therefore 0.04778. A comparison could be made to
conventional financing under Suffolk County’s program which can also borrow at
a triple-A rate in the bond market over 20 years with the EFC program being
approximately 60% of the conventional program. Typically, municipalities would
realize a significant cash flow savings by using the SRF program. EFC explains
the estimated savings are somewhat conservative when estimated prior to a
project being implemented and may be higher depending upon the investment
rate for the SRF reserves allocated to Suffolk County. Actual debt service and
savings depend on several factors including the County's construction schedule,
draw rate of loan proceeds, and market rates at the time.

New York State had prepared a March 2008 report on the
wastewater infrastructure needs within the state. The report indicates that new
federal standards push the need for enhanced wastewater treatment systems
and that a sustainable funding program should include federal and state grants
along with low interest loan programs and local rates sufficient to address current
and projected funding requirements. The report does recognize the relationship
of infrastructure to smart growth and economic development along with local
government efficiency. It is suggested that the loan program be modified such
that it be made available to non municipal wastewater infrastructure and that a
program similar to the Construction Grants Program providing grants for either
55% or 75% of eligible projects as needed. Both hardship community grants
where high local user charges exist, as is demonstrated in the study area, and
fair local rates are also discussed. A number of pertinent sections of the report
are included in Exhibit No. 14.
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7.3, Grants,

Projects are typically forwarded to those federal and state
agencies/officials that may have funding available for grants or earmarks.
Applications have been unsuccessful for most projects recently and without
receipt of the federal stimulus package it is possible that the SRF program would
be the only subsidy available (low interest loans). Although the project is listed on
the EFC 2010 Multi-Year list Intended Use Plan, the score is low and is not
reachable at the present time. The economic stimulus package is being
administered by EFC and a second element of the program does not seem likely.

7.4, Conventional Financing,

In order to borrow funds for the project, a series of approval steps
are necessary. As with the sewer district formation process Article 5-A of the
New York County Law is used from the public hearing process through State
Comptroller approval. Exhibit No. 15 includes that schedule for implementation.
The State Comptroller sets annual thresholds for typical properties to determine if
notification or approval is needed. The 2009 thresholds for a typical property are
$307 for the maximum to be expended and $17 for the annual increase. It is
obvious that with these low thresholds and significant cost levels, approval will be
necessary.

Recent bonds sales have resulted in an interest rate of nearly 5%
over twenty years. This is higher than the 4% experienced over the past few
years. The capital recovery factor in a uniform annual series is therefore 0.08024
and applied to the project cost with the annual operation and maintenance added
to that value in determining the annual cost to users.

Section 8.0, Schedule,

Exhibit No. 16 includes a table and bar chart with the project
schedule. The project schedule for financing the district formation which is 12
months and the overall project from notice to proceed to operational facilities is 7
- 72 years. Based on the preparation of this report and the evaluation by the
County’s elected officials, the inclusion of the project would not take place any
earlier then the 2011-2014 Capital Program and Budget with a notice to proceed
to DPW in mid-2011. The mid-point of construction and therefore the basis of
estimates is mid-2017 with an operational facility by early 2019.

Section 9.0, Costs -

9.1, Summary,

The cost of the project is included in the various exhibits of the
report. The planning and engineering phase which also includes the
environmental tasks along with the construction of the infrastructure for sewers,
alternate sewer systems, pumping stations, disposal facilities and on-site system
abandonment are incorporated into the total cost along with operation and
maintenance. There are also estimates associated with the construction
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inspection. The costs are estimated to be at the mid-point of construction which
is June of 2017. Due to conservative cost values only a ten percent contingency
has been applied. It has been assumed that no land purchase will be needed for
the wastewater treatment plant and that the land for the pumping station sites are
small enough to be incorporated into the cost estimates.

9.2, Planning & Engineering,

The environmentali tasks for a project of this magnitude are based
on similar projects scope and include public participation. Exhibit No. 17 includes
the estimated cost of $300,000. An Environmental Impact Statement is also
needed for the wastewater treatment plant and valued at $250,000. The total for
this element is $550,000.

Engineering assistance (Exhibit No. 18) includes the design, construction
administration and project labor agreement. Construction costs of the sewer
system and wastewater treatment plant are used in conjunction with the ASCE
engineering curves (Figure No. 7) to determine the design and construction
administration, apportioned at 75% and 25% of the curve value, respectively.
The costs are estimated to total $2.0 million for this element.

Exhibit No. 19 summarizes the planning, engineering construction
management costs for the project.

9.3, Construction,

Construction costs are allocated to inspection of all facilities as well
as the infrastructure. The inspection costs are based on a minor sewering project
and two pumping stations and a treatment plant being constructed concurrently.

The inspection staffing organization chart and cost estimates are
included on Exhibits No. 20 through 22. The project can be administered by a
Professional Engineer and Resident Engineer with adequate support. The cost is
estimated at $3.8 million for the three year construction period.

Exhibits No. 23 and 24 include the construction costs, including the
conveyance, treatment/disposal and on-site abandonment elements. Costs
utilized in the estimate are from current experience and inflated to the mid-point
of construction (June 2017). The conveyance system for the project is estimated
to cost $11 million and the wastewater treatment plant including disposal is $17
million. As indicated in the narrative above, a combination sewer system is
proposed and the plant will discharge to groundwater.

The total construction cost is $28 million, exclusive of all other costs
to be discussed below and in prior exhibits.
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9.4, Operation & Maintenance,

Exhibit No. 25 includes the operation and maintenance costs of the
conveyance, treatment and disposal systems. The sewer system includes
equipment to respond to situations that arise with blocked or damaged facilities
as well as planned maintenance. The total cost including all labor, chemicals,
power, materials, sludge removal, etc, for the project is $1.25 million.

9.5, Typical Property Annual Cost,

As indicated in Section 5, an application to the New York State
Comptroller is necessary with respect to district formation and that application is
mandated to include what the typical property cost will be for the project. The
typical property cost is the median cost for the service area users. There are 197
parcels within the service area. There is some difficulty in establishing the value
of those parcels and considering that the district is to be formed based as a
benefit district, it is assumed that the typical property as the basis of this report
would be the average parcel use. The average parcel is utilized in establishing
the typical property annual cost. Exhibit No. 26 incorporates the total cost on an
annual basis and the number of parcels. As indicated in that exhibit, the costs to
the average parcel is $20,558 per year. Lower costs can be realized by using the
SRF/EFC program over 30 years.

Section 10.0, Conclusions,
¢ Implementing the project without subsidies is an extreme burden on users
and is considered a hardship
The earliest implementation of operating facilities is 2019
The public hearing process should be initiated
Sewering the area would be beneficial and is viable
Environmental and economic conditions will not be improved without
sewering
Costs would increase for future projects
¢ The County RFP Committee has included this area as a priority

e The Town of Brookhaven may support the completion of a similar report of
a similar, slightly larger area.

Section 11.0, Recommendations
e Continue the pursuit of grants
List the project on the Intended Use Plan of EFC
Continue groundwater and surface water monitoring
Provide sewer service to basements
Add the planning portion of the project to the Capital Program and Budget
Consideration should be given to a 30 year financing period
Proceed with a public information meeting with the involved community

Coordinate this Map and Plan with projects in the area under the authority

of the Town of Brookhaven
bw11-16-09 Mastic-Shirley Sewer District Map and Plan
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AMENDED COPY AS OF 4/9/2008 Page 1 of 2

Intro. Res. No. 1439-2008 Laid on Table 4/29/2008
Introduced by Legislator Browning

RESOLUTION NO. 284 -2008, DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT
OF PUBLIC WORKS TO CONDUCT A PRUDENCY EVALUATION AND
TO PREPARE WORK PLANS FOR THE INSTALLATION OF SEWER
PIPES IN THE SHIRLEY/MASTIC BUSINESS DISTRICT

WHEREAS, funds have been appropriated to reconstruct Montauk Highway, east of the
William Floyd Parkway in Shirley; and

WHEREAS, this portion of Montauk Highway is a densely developed commercial area that
is important to the local economy; and

WHEREAS, providing for the future installation of sewers along this environmentally
sensitive portion of Montauk Highway would eliminate the use of cesspools and protect the fresh-water of
the Forge River from the leaching of pollutants; and

WHEREAS, it would be prudent to plan for the possibility of construction of sewer
infrastructure while the roadway is under reconstruction; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Public Works has the requisite resources to conduct a
prudency evaluation regarding the appurtenant sewer infrastructure, and the size of a sewage treatment
plant needed to best serve the needs of the Shirley/Mastic business district; and

WHEREAS, a prudency evaluation should include the actual and acceptable costs of said
appurtenances and sewage treatment plant, and the actual and acceptable cost of usage to the residents
and business in the Shirley/Mastic business district; and

WHEREAS, a prudency evaluation will help determine the best allocation of resources that
could bring sewer infrastructure to the Shirley/Mastic business district; now, therefore be it

- 15t RESOLVED, that the Department of Public Works is hereby authorized, empowered and
directed to conduct a prudency evaluation regarding the appurtenant sewer infrastructure, and the size ofa

sewage treatment plant needed to best serve the needs of the Shirley/Mastic business district; and be it
further

ond RESOLVED, that such prudency evaluation shall“include the actual and acceptable
costs of said appurtenances and sewage treatment plant, and the actual and acceptable cost of usage to
the residents and business in the Shirley/Mastic business district; and be it further

3rd RESOLVED, that the Department of Public Works is hereby further authorized,
empowered and directed to timely file all work plans that could facilitate the installation of sewer
infrastructure and documentation, or amended plans and documentation, as the case may be, which may
practicably secure funding, as available, for construction of sewer infrastructure in connection with
reconstruction of CR 80 Montauk Highway, Shirley/Mastic (CP 5516); and be it further

ah RESOLVED, that this Legislature, being the lead agency under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), Environmental Conservation Law Article 8, hereby finds and
determines that this law constitutes a Type Il action, pursuant to Section 617.5 (C) (11) (20) and (27) of Title
6 of New York Code of Rules and Regulations (“NYCRR"), in that the resolution allows for the extension of
sewer distribution facilities in a project for which SEQRA review was previously completed and, therefore,
the resolution constitutes routine or continuing agency administration and management, not including new
programs or major reordering of priorities that may affect the environment; since this resolution is a Type |l
action, the Legislature has no further responsibilities under SEQRA..

DATED: April 29, 2008

APPROVED BY:

“ LBV i Nl emmnanINNQ 1 A0 N it

1271872008



AMENDED COPY AS OF 4/9/2008 Page 2 of 2

/s/ Steve Levy
County Executive of Suffolk County

Date: May 9, 2008

hitns/lurwrw co enffnlk nv ne/leoie/resn?N0R/11430-08 htm 12/18/2008
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Intro. Res. No. 1318-2008 Laid on Table 4/29/2008
Introduced by Legislators Browning and Horsley

RESOLUTION NO. 369 -2008, DIRECTING THE SUFFOLK COUNTY
SEWER AGENCY TO PREPARE REPORTS AND MAKE
RECOMMENDATIONS NECESSARY TO FORM A SEWER DISTRICT AT
MASTIC/MASTIC BEACH/SHIRLEY

WHEREAS, the creation of a sewer district in Mastic, Mastic Beach and Shirley has the
potential to increase business investment, increase workforce housing opportunities and provide greater
environmental protection in these communities; and

WHEREAS, the Montauk Highway Business District in Mastic/Shirley, the Neighborhood
Road Business District in Mastic Beach and the Mastic Road Business District in Mastic Beach and Mastic
would benefit from the creation of a sewer district; and

WHEREAS, the presence of sewers would allow for greater building density and the creation
of affordable, workforce housing in these communities; and

WHEREAS, the prevalence of cesspools and septic tanks in the Mastic, Mastic Beach and
Shirley communities has contributed to the depletion of oxygen and the increased levels of nitrogen in the
Forge River; and

WHEREAS, cesspools and septic tanks also threaten the extensive wetland areas in the
Mastic, Mastic Beach and Shirley communities; and

WHEREAS, the Suffolk County Sewer Agency has entered heretofore and will hereafter
enter into agreements with various subdividers, developers and sponsors to make provisions for sewage
collection and disposal facilities in and about subdivisions, condominiums, commercial, industrial and other
areas, as well as the formation of districts to implement such intentions; and ’

WHEREAS, it has previously been determined to be in the best interest of all residents of the
County of Suffolk for small sewage treatment facilities to be incorporated into the oversight of the Suffolk

County Department of Public Works to ensure the quality of ground water and the health and comfort of
surrounding communities; and

WHEREAS, the Suffolk County Sewer Agency should study and make recommendations

necessary for the formation of a County Sewer District in the Mastic, Mastic Beach and Shirley
communities; now, therefore be it

1st RESOLVED, that the Suffolk County Sewer Agency, with the assistance of the Suffolk
County Department of Public Works, be, and is hereby authorized, empowered and directed within the
limitations of their budget, to undertake the preparation of appropriate reports and make recommendations
necessary to initiate the process which may ultimately result in the formation of a County Sewer District in
and about the Mastic, Mastic Beach and Shirley communities; and be it further

2nd RESOLVED, that the boundaries of the subject sewer district shall encompass the William

Floyd Parkway from Montauk Highway south to the Neighborhood Road Business District, and as far east
as the Forge River; and be it further

N et et e e BEATl as vaallamiafeacne? NN/ T2TRNK him 12/18/2008



Intro Res Page 2 of 2

3rd RESOLVED, that the Suffolk County Sewer Agency shall, within thirty (30) days of the
effective date of this resolution, provide members of the Suffolk County Legislature with its written
schedule/timeline for the subject sewer district study; and be it further

4th RESOLVED, that the Suffolk County Sewer Agency shall give a written status report on the
subject sewer district study to the members of the Suffolk County Legislature within one hundred twenty
(120) days of the effective date of this resolution; and be it further

5th RESOLVED, that the Suffolk County Sewer Agency shall issue their final report and
recommendations to the members of the Suffolk County Legislature and to the Suffolk County Executive
within two hundred forty (240) days of the effective date of this resolution; and be it further

6th RESOLVED, that this Legislature, being the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA) lead agency, hereby finds and determines that this resolution constitutes a Type Il action pursuant
to Section 617.5(c)(20), (21) and (27) of Title 6 of the NEW YORK CODE OF RULES AND REGULATIONS
(6 NYCRR) and within the meaning of Section 8-0109(2) of the NEW YORK ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSERVATION LAW as a promulgation of regutations, rules, policies, procedures, and legislative
decisions in connection with continuing agency administration, management and information collection, and
the Suffolk County Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) is hereby directed to circulate any appropriate
SEQRA notices of determination of non-applicability or non-significance in accordance with this resolution.

DATED: May 13, 2008
APPROVED BY:

s/ Steve Levy
County Executive of Suffolk County

Date: May 28, 2008

hitn-Javw en enffnlle nv ne/lesia/resns2008/11318-08.htm 12/18/2008



Intro. Res. No. 1439-2009 Laid on Table 5/12/2009
Introduced by Legislators Browning and Romaine

RESOLUTION NO. ‘/C} “7.2009, DIRECTING THE SUFFOLK
COUNTY SEWER AGENCY TO PREPARE MAPS, PLANS,
REPORTS AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE 5-A TO FORM A SEWER
DISTRICT AT MONTAUK HIGHWAY IN MASTIC/SHIRLEY

WHEREAS, the Suffolk County Sewer Agency has entered heretofore and will
hereafter enter into agreements with various subdividers, developers, and sponsors to make
provisions for sewage collection and disposal facilities in and about subdivisions,
condominiums, commercial, industrial and other areas, as well as the formation of districts to
implement such intentions; and

WHEREAS, the prevalence of cesspools and septic tanks in the Mastic and
Shirley communities has contributed to the depletion of oxygen and the increased levels of
nitrogen in the Forge River, and

WHEREAS, the nitrogen contribution from failing septic systems is s0 severe that
the Forge River has been placed on the New York State Impaired Waterways list; and

WHEREAS, due to their geographic placement on the south shore of Long
Island, the Mastic and Shirley communities have many other environmentally sensitive
tributaries which must also be protected from further pollution; and

WHEREAS, sewers would reduce the nitrogen levels entering the Forge River
and compliment other environmental restoration projects that Suffolk County has invested in to
restore this ailing body of water; and

WHEREAS, the creation of a sewer district would contribute to the revitalization
of the Montauk Highway Business District, which has been targeted for economic development;

WHEREAS, such a sewer district would encompass the parcels described in
Exhibit “A” and the area shown in the maps attached hereto as Exhibit “B”; now, therefore be it

1st RESOLVED, that the Suffolk County Sewer Agency, with the assistance of the
Suffolk County Department of Public Works, be, and they are hereby authorized, empowered
and directed to undertake the preparation of appropriate maps, plans, reports and
recommendations, all in accordance with Article 5-A of the NEW YORK COUNTY LAW and
necessary to initiate the formation of such County Sewer district in and about the Montauk
Highway Business District in the communities of Mastic and Shirley, Town of Brookhaven; and
be it further

2nd RESOLVED, that this Legislature, being the State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA) lead agency, hereby finds and determines that this resolution constitutes a Type i
action pursuant to Section 617.5(c)(20), (21) and (27) of Titie 6 of the NEW YORK CODE OF
RULES AND REGULATIONS (6 NYCRR) and within the meaning of Section 8-0109(2) of the
NEW YORK ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION LAW as a promulgation of regulations,
rules, policies, procedures, and legislative decisions in connection with continuing agency
administration, management and information collection, and the Suffolk County Council on



Environmental Quality (CEQ) is hereby directed to circulate any appropriate SEQRA notices of
determination of non-applicability or non-significance in accordance with this resolution.

DATED:  JUN 9 2009

APPROVED BY,

County Execufive of Suffo|7 County
Date: JUN 2>
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OWNER_NAME

1219 MONTAUK HIGHWAY CORP
803 REALTY CORP

921 CORP

ADIPIETRO MARGARET - ADIPIETRO SAL

Salvatore & Margaret Adipietro
AIRWAY PROPERTIES INC
ALFANO VINCENT - ALFANO VIVIAN
Josephine Aliperti

ALIPERT! JOSEPHINE
ARORA UMESH

AUTOZONE INC

Salvatore Badala

BAYNON PROPERTIES LLC
BAYNON PROPERTIES LLC
BAYNON PROPERTIES LLC
BAYNON PROPERTIES LLC
BAYNON PROPERTIES LLC
BAYNON PROPERTIES LLC

BAYVIEW PROPERTY MANAGEMENT COF CLINTON AVE

BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOQOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOQOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
BROOKHAMPTON OFFICES INC
BROOKHAVEN TOWN OF
BROOKHAVEN TOWN OF
BROOKHAVEN TOWN OF

BURGER KING CORP

Joan Burkhard

Vincent & Joan Burkhard, Dorothy Rose

C J & B JPROPERTIES INC

C J & B J PROPERTIES INC

C S KCORP

C SKCORP

C S KCORP

C SKCORP

Christi Casola Lorinda

CASOLA LORINDA CHRISTI

Echibir A

(439

Physical Address TOWN
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE

795 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'

1245 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1130 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
CARLTON AVE MASTIC
1280 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
BONNY DR MASTIC
CLINTON AVE MASTIC
7 CARLTON AVE MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
HOOVER CT MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1360 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

862 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
1631 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC

MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
5 MILLER PL MASTIC
1180 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1167 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

947 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
CUMBERLAND ST MASTIC
CARLTON AVE MASTIC
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CASOLA LORINDA CHRISTI
Robert Casola

CASOLA ROBERT F

Robert F, Casola

CASOLA ROBERT F

Vincent Castellano
CASTELLANO VINCENT
Theodore Cigna

COAST TO COAST PETROLEUM CORP
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK
Salvatore & Margaret Damico
DANTINUCCI CORP
DANTINUCC! CORP

Richard Davin Sr.

DAVIN SR RICHARD M

DAVIN SR RICHARD M

DAVIN SR RICHARD M
Salvatore & Angiola Deluca
Salvatore Deluca

DESHLER ENTERPRISES LLC
DEVOE AUTO PARTS INC
James Harold & Patricia Devoe
Thomas Devoe

Eric Doulman & John Mahoney
Richard & Laura Dmek il
Maria Dubicki

DUBICKI MARIA

DUBICKI MARIA

DUBICKI MARIA

Waclaw Dubicki

DUBICK! WACLAW

DUBICKI WACLAW

DUBICKI WACLAW

EDFLO PROPERTIES INC
Tatiana Erdely

Sofia Essani

Raymond H. Farmer

FARMER RAYMOND H

Michael Fazio, Joann V. Suriani, & Joseph G MONTAUK HWY
FAZIO MICHAEL - SURIANI JOANN V - TE MONTAUK HWY

Lawrence Fleisher
FLOYD HARBOR LLC
FLSKREALTY LLC
Michael A. Flynn
FLYNN MICHAEL A

MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1406 MONTAUK HW MASTIC
CUMBERLAND ST  MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1412 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
31 OLD MONTAUK H MASTIC
1457 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

1620 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC

MASTIC
1420 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
WASHINGTON AVE MASTIC

DANA AVE MORICFH
SOUTH COUNTRY R MORICF
1159 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1154 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1225 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1247 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1193 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1473 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1510 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1518 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1530 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC.
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
895 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

1513 MONTUAK HW* MASTIC
1248 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1248 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC

SHIRLE"

SHIRLE
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
WM FLOYD PKY SHIRLE'
911 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
CLINTON AVE MASTIC

MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

Mary Galelia, Jose Martinez, and Phlip Scalm 880 MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

GARDEN MONTAUK ASSOCIATES LLC
Gary R. Garera

GARERA GARY R

Frank Giordano

Michael & Terry Gross

Carl Edward Gugtiotta

Bryan Hellmer

HELLMER BRYAN

964 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
1430 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1430 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1009 MONTAUK HW" SHIRLE'
5 GARDEN PL SHIRLE"
SMITH ST MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC



0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200

82300
85200
82400
82400
85100
82400
82400
85100
85200
85100
85100
82400
82400
85100
85100
85100
85100
85100
82300
85100
85100
85100
82400
85200
85200
85100
85100
82400
82400
82400
85100
85100
85200
85200
82400
85100
85100
82300
82300
82400
85200
85100
85100
85100
85100
85200
85200
85200
85200
82400
82400
82400
82400
82300
85100

0800
0200
0200
0200
0300
0800
0800
0400
0300
0400
0300
0700
0900

0500
0500
0500
1000
0200
0200
0200
0800
0200
0200
0300
0300
1000
1000
1000
0400
0400
0200
0200
0700
0200
0200
1000
1000
0500
0100
0500
0200
0200
0200
0100
0300
0300
0100
1000
1000
1000
1000
0800
0400

082000
001000
024000
028000
053004
012000
008000
030001
007000
039000
039000
014001
014000
009001
013000
014000
012000
017001
004003
006000
007000
025002
007000
008000

034000
035000
013001
013002
044001
029000
030002
002000
004001
013000
011000
027000
009000
020000
016000
025000
015000
010002
010003
026000
066001
0089001
010001
071001
002000
001000
006000
005000

021002

HELLMER BRYAN MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
HETTYS BELL REALTY CORP 1030 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
HI-STAR REALTY 1467 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
HI-STAR REALTY 1467 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
HL MASTIC, NY 11950 ASSOCIATES LLC 1019 MONTAUK HW SHIRLE®
Frank lllardo 1495 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
ISHIKA LLC MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
JIFFY LUBE INTERNATIONAL OF MARYLAIMONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
Carl & Barbara Johanntges 1180 MILLER PL MASTIC
K & M REALTY ENTERPRISES INC MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
Antonia & Stamatis Katsamanis MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
Jeffrey Keith Kirk & Ann Linda 31 OLD MONTAUK H MASTIC
Joseph & Ruth Lanni 1580 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
Robert Lentini 990 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
LIBERTI & SONS REALTY COLTD MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
LIBERT! & SONS REALTY COLTD 920 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
LIBERTI AND SONS REALTY CO LTD MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’

LONG ISLAND COMMERCIAL BANK 950 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
Paul Lukaszewski, Peter Sceusa, & Theodon 1425 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
M PARIS! & SON CONSTRUCTION CO INC 795 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE

M PARISI & SON CONSTRUCTION CO INC MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE
M PARIS! & SON CONSTRUCTION CO INC

MAC COMMUNICATIONS INC 8 ROBERT ST MASTIC
Angela Maio 1160 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MAIO ANGELA 17 CLINTON AVE  MASTIC
Angela Maltese MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
MALTESE ANGELA 915 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE"
MASTIC, NY 11950 AMBULANCE DISTRICT GUNTHER PL MASTIC
MASTIC, NY 11950 AMBULANCE DISTRICT GUNTHER PL MASTIC

MASTIC, NY 11950 SHOPPING RD
John Maurice

MAURICE JOHN

Anthony & Wilma Mazzella

1600 MONTUAK HW* MASTIC
878 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

MAZZELLA ANTHONY - MAZZELLA WILM#A

Catherine McCarthy

MENNUTI REALTY CORP
MENNUTI REALTY CORP

MOLE HOUSING CORP

MOLE HOUSING CORP

Paul Musumeci

Sheikh M. Naim

Gerard & Carmella Nastasi
NINETY FOUR ASSOCIATES INC
NINETY FOUR ASSOCIATES INC
NINETY FOUR ASSOCIATES INC
NORTH FORK BANK

Alexander Noszko

NOSZKO ALEXANDER
PARADISE HOLDING

John & Noreen Pastore

PASTORE JOHN - PASTORE NOREEN
PASTORE JOHN - PASTORE NOREEN

PASTORE NOREEN
John Pederson
Pat Peluso

23 OLD MONTAUK H MASTIC
863 MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

1443 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1583 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1015A MONTAUK HV MASTIC
6 VERSA PL SHIRLE"
863 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
1235 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1182 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
_ CLINTON AVE MASTIC
1247 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
3 HERKIMER ST MASTIC
1 HERKIMER ST MASTIC
STERLING PL MASTIC
STERLING PL MASTIC

1401 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
850 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'



0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200

85100
85100
85100
82400
85200
85200
82400
82400
82400
82400
85200
85100
85100
82400
82400
85200
82500
85200
85100
82400
82400
85200
85200
85200
85100
82400
85200
85100
85200
82400
82500
82400
85200
85200
85100
85100
82400
85200
85100
85100
82400
85100
82400
85200
82300
85200
85200
85200
85200
85200
85200
85200
85200
82400
82400

0300
0300
0500

0100
0100
0300
0600

0600
0400
0300
0600
0400
0900
0500
0100
0100
0500
0400
0400

0400
0500
0300
0400
0100
0600
0400

0300
0200
0100
0100

1000
0100
0300
0300
0600
0300
0600
0100
0800
0100
0100
0100
0100
0100
0100
0100
0100
0800
0800

053002
054000
001000

- 011000

026000
027000
0565005
045002
046001

047001

001000
048001
004002
028000
005000
007000
019000
023000
018000
026000
027000
020000
017000
002001
050002
070001
062000
001000
006000
015000
001001
027001
038000
056000
010000
011000
020000
075001

043000
044000
044000
042000
027000
037001

080001

057000
087000
088000
089000
090000
091001

091002

092000

003000
009000

John Perno 1015A MONTAUK HV SHIRLE'

PERNO, JOHN PARK AVE MASTIC
PEW REALTY ORMOND PL SHIRLE'
Frank & Marie Poje 1574 M ONTAUK HW MASTIC
James Porcelli MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
James & Nicholas Porcelli MONTAUK HWY MASTIC

POWER TEST REALTY CO LTD PARTNER{MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
Dominic P. Prianti Jr. & Catherine Prianti FRANKLIN AVE MASTIC
PRIANTI CATHERINE A - PRIANTI JR DOM 12 FRANKLIN AVE
PRIANTI CATHERINE A - PRIANTI DOMINIC 16 FRANKLIN AVE
PRIME PROPERTY I LLC 1226 MONTAUK HWMASTIC
Anhgtony Prudenti & Marie Weiler 971 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE

RHINEBECK REALTY LLC 986 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
RICHJAN CORP 1555 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
RICHJAN CORP 1560 MONTAUK HW*MASTIC
Lester Rivera 9 CARLTON AVE MASTIC
RIVERSEDGE AT MORICHES INC 900 MONTAUK HWY MORICH
Vincent & Debra Russo HOOVERCT MASTIC
Benedict Sfoglia 960 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE"

Benedict, Eric, & Margaret 723 MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
SFOGLIA BENEDICT - SFOGLIA ERIC - SF 1535 MONTAUK HW*MASTIC
William Shiminsky 1l & Willima Shiminsky Jr. 1268 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC

William Shiminsky 10 HAWTHORNE ST MASTIC
SHIRLEY AUTO BODY INC 1272 MONTAUK HW*MASTIC
SHIRLEY DRIVE IN ASSOCIATES L P 999 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
Lalita & Devendra K. Singh 1565 MONTAUK HW*MASTIC
Walter, Otto, & Gladys Soto 32 HOOVER CT MASTIC
SOUTH SHORE PROPERTIES INC 980 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
SOUTHLAND CORP 1200 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
Rodolph and helen Sunderman 7 OLD MONTAUK HVMASTIC
SWIFT STREAM FARMS INC MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
TAMWEST PROPERTIES LLC MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
Calogero & Maria Taormina 1171 MONTAUK HW" SHIRLE'
Maria Taormina MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE®
jack ad Julius Tepper 1010 MONTAUK HW* SHIRLE®
TEPPER JACK - TEPPER JULIUS VAN BUREN ST MASTIC
THRIFTY LUBE MASTIC, NY 11950 RMASTIC
TOM BORG ENTERPRISES INC 1265 MONTAUK HW MASTIC
Carmello Tomasello 945 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
TOMASELLO CARMELO MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE'
TOMASELLO CARMELO 9 MONTGOMERY AV MASTIC

TORTORICE FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST 943 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN FRANKLIN AVE MASTIC
TOWNE PLAZA MASTIC, NY 11950 REALT"

TOWNE PLAZA MASTIC, NY 11950 REALT 1355 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
UNIVERSAL TOOL SALES AND SERVICE C 1175 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

VEP COMPUTER SYSTEMS INC 1470 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
VIRALLLC 1484 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC



0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200
0200

82400
82400
85200
82400
82400
85100
82400

0500
0500
0100
1000
1000
0500
0900

014000
015000
060001
007000
015000
002000
015000

Frank & Caterina Visco

VISCO CATERINA - VISCO FRANK
Fred Wesemann

Fred Wesemann Jr.

WOLF C A REALTY CORP

WORLD REALTY CORP

Eugene F. Young

1585 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1585 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
1181 MONTAUK HW MASTIC
1619 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC
MONTAUK HWY MASTIC
924 MONTAUK HWY SHIRLE’
1586 MONTAUK HW* MASTIC



LAND USE

Service &Gas Stations

Service &Gas Stations

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

One Story Smali Structure

One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Converted Residence

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Apartments

Apartments

Apartments

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

Community Services

Community Services

Fast Food Franchises

Single Family Residence

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Auto Body, Tire Shops

Auto Body, Tire Shops

Religious

Parking Lot

Parking Lot

Dinres & Luncheonettes
Residential Vacant land

Unknown

Parcel Owner's MAILING ADDRESS

same

P.0. Box 1006 - Westhampton Beach, NY 11978
23 Briana Ct - East Moriches, NY 11940

same

24 Fairlawn Ct - Shirley, NY 11987

same

81 Hallock La - Rocky Point, NY 11778

81 Hatlock La - Rocky Point, NY 11778

41 Silaw Woods Rd. - Manorville, NY 11949
P.O. Box 2198 - Memphis, TN 38101

19 Carmen View Dr - Shirfey, NY 11967

22 Sycamore Dr. - East Moriches, NY 11940
22 Sycamore Dr. - East Moriches, NY 11940
22 Sycamore Dr. - East Moriches, NY 11840
22 Sycamore Dr. - East Moriches, NY 11940
22 Sycamore Dr. - East Moriches, NY 11840
22 Sycamore Dr. - East Moriches, NY 11940

P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shidey, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11867
P.O. Box 705 - Shirley, NY 11967
18 Carmen View Dr - Shirley, NY 11967

1 Independence Hill - Farmingville, NY 11738
1 Independence Hill - Farmingville, NY 11738
P.0. Box 020783 - Miami, FL 33102

177 Barnes Rd - Moriches, NY 11955

177 Bamnes Rd - Moriches, NY 11955

1180 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

same

1159 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

1159 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

1159 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

1159 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

61 North Rd - Hampton Bays, NY 11946

61 North Rd - Hampton Bays, NY 11946



Unknown

One Story Smalt Structure
Unknown

Residential Vacant land
Residential Vacant land

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Converted Residence

Auto Body, Tire Shops

One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Auto Body, Tire Shops

Parking Lot

Funeral Homes

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Bank Complex-Office building
One Story Small Structure

Single Family Residence

One Story Structure-Mutti Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Residential-not Living Accomd.
Single Family Residence

One Story Small Structure

One Story Small Structure
Residential Vacant land
Residential Vacant land
Residential Vacant land
Residential Vacant land

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Professional Building

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Converted Residence

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Apartments

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Unknown

Unknown

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Residential Vacant land

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Single Family Residence
Residential Vacant land
Residential Vacant land

61 North Rd - Hampton Bays, NY 11946
1408 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

1408 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

61 North Rd - Hampton Bays, NY 11946

61 North Rd. - Hampton Bays, NY 11946
139 Woodlawn Dr - Mastic Beach, NY 11951
139 Woodlawn Dr - Mastic Beach, NY 11951
60 Crystal Beach Blvd - Moriches, NY 11955
same

330 Center Dr. - Riverhead, NY 11901

P.O. Box 2963 - Ronkonkoma, NY 11779
30 Cariton Ave - Mastic, NY 11950

30 Carelton Ave - Mastic, NY 11950

P.O. Box 307 - Moriches, NY 11955

P.O. Box 307 - Moriches, NY 11955

P.O. Box 307 - Moriches, NY 11955

P.O. Box 307 - Moriches, NY 11855

16 So. Ocean Ave - Center Moriches, NY 11934

3 Carrol La - East Moriches, NY 11840
P.Q. Box 175 - Bookhaven, NY 11719
same

same

1219 Montauk Hwy. - Mastic, NY 11850
15 Paige La - Moriches, NY 11855

9 Wavecrest Dr. - Mastic, NY 11950

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11950

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11850

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11950

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11950

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11850

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11950

P.0O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11950

P.O. Box 26 - Mastic, NY 11950

26 Lakeview Dr. - Manorvilie, NY 11948
125 Grand Ave - Shirley, NY 111967

P.O. Box 604 - Mastic, NY 11950

same

same

76 Yaphank Ave - Yaphank, NY 11980
76 Yaphank Ave - Yaphank, NY 11980

2 Bergen La - Blue Point, NY 11715
69-14 52nd Dr. - Maspeth, NY 11378
same

16 Wilbur Ave - Manorville, NY 11949

16 Wilbur Ave - Manorville, NY 11949
118 Midwood Ave - Mastic, NY 11950
30-19 78th St. - Jackson Heights, NY 11372
31 Oakmont Ave - Selden, NY 11784

31 Qakmont Ave - Selden, NY 11784
139 Robinwood Dr. - Shirley, NY 11967
234 Closter Deck Rd. - Closter, NJ 07624
same

57 Senix Ave - Center Moriches, NY 11934
57 Senix Ave - Center Moriches, NY 11934



Residential Vacant land

Auto Body, Tire Shops
Residential-not Living Accomd.
Converted Residence

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

Two family Year-Round Residence
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Small Structure

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Parking Lot

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

Professional Bullding

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Small Structure

Single Family Residence

Auto Body, Tire Shops

Single Family Residence

Parking Lot

One Story Small Structure
Community Services

Community Services
Area,Neighborhood Shopping Centers
Converted Residence

Unknown

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

Unknown

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Restaurants

Parking Lot

One Story Small Structure

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Single Family Residence

One Story Structure-Muiti Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Bank Complex-Office building
Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

One Story Small Structure

One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Small Structure
Standard Bank/Single Occupant

57 Senix Ave - Center Moriches, NY 11934
same

same

same

234 Closter Deck Rd. - Closter, NJ 07624
same

1484 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950
P.O. Box 4369 - Houston, TX 77092

61 Tipton Dr E. - Shirley, NY 11967

6 Carmen View Dr. - Shirley, NY 11967
48-16 194th St - Flushing, NY 11300
same

56 Stackyard Dr - Mastic, NY 11950

2 George Dr. - Mastic, NY 11950

940 Montauk Hwy - Shirley, NY 11967
940 Montauk Hwy - Shirley, NY 11967

75 Crystal Beach Bivd - Moriches, NY 11955
1 Suffolk Square - Smithtown, NY 11787
P.O. Box 181 - Sommers, NY 10589
54-65 48th St. - Maspeth, NY 11378
54-85 48th St. - Maspeth, NY 11378

861 Montauk Hwy. - Shirley, NY 11967

2301 Manasota Beach Rd. - Englewood, FL 34223
2301 Manasota Beach Rd. - Englewoad, FL 34223
49 Whitehead Dr. - Rocky Point, NY 11778

49 Whitehead Dr. - Rocky Point, NY 11778

205 So. Ocean Ave - Patchogue, NY 11772

205 So. Ocean Ave - Patchogue, NY 11772

same

237 Magnolia Dr - Mastic, NY 11950

237 Magnolia Dr - Mastic, NY 11950

P.0O. Box 112 - Bayport, NY 11705

P.0O. Box 112 - Bayport, NY 11705

same

1335 William Floyd Pkwy - Shirley, NY 11967

863 Montauk Hwy. - Shirley, NY 11967

225 Montauk Hwy/Suite 110 - Moriches, NY 11955
225 Montauk Hwy/Suite 110 - Moriches, NY 11955
16 Terry Ct. - Center Moriches, NY 11934

14 Ridgefield Dr - Shoreham, NY 11786

same

same

863 Montauk Hwy. - Shirdey, NY 11967

863 Montauk Hwy. - Shirley, NY 11967

P.O. Box 8814 - Melville, NY 11747

404 N. Dunton Ave - Patchogue, NY 11772

404 N. Dunton Ave - Patchogue, NY 11772

P.O. Box 146 - St. James, NY 11780

120 Neighborhood Rd. - Mastic Beach, NY 11951
120 Neighborhood Rd. - Mastic Beach, NY 11951
120 Neighborhood Rd. - Mastic Beach, NY 11951
120 Neighborhood Rd. - Mastic Beach, NY 11951
same

24 Fairlawn Ct - Shirley, NY 11967



One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Residential Vacant land

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Minmanrt

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Single Family Residence
Unknown

Unknown

Fast Food Franchises

vacant Land - Commercial Areas
One Story Small Structure

One Story Small Structure
Single Family Residence
Apartments

Single Family Residence
Converted Residence

Dinres & Luncheonettes

Parking Lot

One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Auto Body, Tire Shops

Regional Shopping Centers
Unknown

Single Family Residence
Service &Gas Stations

One Story Small Structure

Single Family Residence

One Story Smali Structure
Area,Neighborhood Shopping Centers
Restaurants

Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
dog Kennels-Veterinary Clinics
Parking Lot

Auto Body, Tire Shops

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Single Family Residence

One Story Small Structure
Vacant Land - Commercial Areas
Unknown

Area,Neighborhood Shopping Centers
One Story Small Structure
Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.
One Story Small Structure

34 Laura Lee Dr. - Center Moriches, NY 11934
34 Laura Lee Dr. - Center Moriches, NY 11934
P.O. Box 17 - Shirley, NY 11967

1568 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950

42 Grandview Dr - Shirley, NY 11967

42 Grandview Dr - Shirley, NY 11967

1500 Hempstead Tpke - East Meadow, NY 11554
12 Franklin Ave - Mastic, NY 11950

same

12 Franklin Ave - Mastic, NY 11950

684 Horseblock Rd - Farmingville, NY 11738
P.O. Box 182571 - Columbus, OH 43218

43 Kensico Dr. - Mt. Kisco, NY 10549

1963 Union Blvd. - Bay Shore, NY 11706
1963 Union Blvd. - Bay Shore, NY 11706
same

1111 Route 110/Suite 300 - Farmingdale, NY 117355
same

106 Grandview Dr - Shirley, NY 11967

106 Grandview Dr - Shirley, NY 11967

106 Grandview Dr - Shirley, NY 11967

10 Hawthorne St - Mastic, NY 11950

same

same

234 Closter Deck Rd. - Closter, NJ 07624

41 Bay Ave - East Moriches, NY 11940

same

18 Bayview Ave - Biue Point, NY 11715

P.O. Box 711 - Dallas, TX 75221

54 Babylon St. - Mastic , NY 11950

P.O. Box 87 - Mastic, NY 11950

1340 Bruckner Bivd - Bronx, NY 10459

8 Merrick Rd. - Shirley, NY 11967

8 Merrick Rd. - Shirley, NY 11967

1 Saddlebrook La - Manorville, NY 11949

1 Saddlebrook La - Manorville, NY 11849
1850 Route 112 - Medford, NY 11763

42 Arpage Dr E. - Shirley, NY 11867

37 Concord Rd. - Shirley, NY 11967

37 Concord Rd. - Shirley, NY 11967

37 Concord Rd. - Shirley, NY 11967

64 Penn St. -Port Jefferson Station, NY 11776
1 Independence Hill - Farmingville, NY 11738

P.O. Box 539 - Remsenburg, NY 11960
same

same
22 Sampson St. - Sayville, NY 11782



Office Building
One Story Small Structure
One Story Smalt Structure

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.

Service &Gas Stations
One Story Small Structure

One Story Structure-Multi Occp.

154 Madison Ave - Mastic, NY 11950
154 Madison Ave - Mastic, NY 11950
1189 Montauk Hwy - Mastic, NY 11950
same

125 Jericho Tpke - Jericho, NY 11753
502 Route 25 - Selden, NY 11784
same
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SUFFOLK COUNTY
County Legislature
RIVERHEAD, NY

This is to Certify That I, TIM LAUBE, Clerk of the County
Legislature of the County of Suffolk, have compared the foregoing copy of
resolution with the original resolution now on file in this office, and

which was duly adopted by the County Legislature of said County on

4 June 9, 2009 and that the same is a true and
correct transcript of said resolution and of the whole thereof.

In ‘Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and the

official seal of the County Legislature of the County of Suff

o ke

Clerk of the Legislature
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Intro.Res. '\ 55 i Res. No. L/ “{ June 9, 2009

Co-Sponsors:

Romal , Schneiderman, Browning, Beedenbender, Losquadro
Eddington, Montano, Alden, Lindsay, Viloria-Fisher, Barraga,
Kennedy, Nowick, Horsley, Gregory, Stem, D'Amaro, Cooper

LD Legislator Yes| No |Abs| NP | R MOTION
1 |Edward P. ROMAINE | X approve
2 |Jay H. SCHNEIDERMAN Table:
3 |Kate M. BROWNING ____Send To Committee
4 |Brian BEEDENBENDER ____Table Subject To Call
6 [Daniel P. LOSQUADRO ____Lay On The Table
7 |Jack EDDINGTON ___ Discharge
9 [Ricardo MONTANO ____Take Out of Order
10 |Cameron ALDEN ____Reconsider
11 |Thomas F. BARRAGA ___WaiveRule ___
12 |John M. KENNEDY, JR. _____Override Veto
13 |Lynne C. NOWICK ___ Close
14 |Wayne R. HORSLEY ___ Recess
16 |DuWayne GREGORY
16 |Steven H. STERN APPROVEDX_ FAILED_____
17 {Lou D'AMARO No Motion No Second
18 |Jon COOPER p
5 |Vivian VILORIA-FISHER, D.P.O,
8 |william J. LINDSAY, PO. |
Totals '\ e “. -

A

/\ E
' } A Z. [\ Roll Call___ Voice Vote_/
Tim Laube, Clerk of the Legislature
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Report & Recommendations Status Report to Form a
Sewer District at Mastic/Mastic Beach/Shirley

Resolution 369-2008

The Resolution was adopted on May 13" and required a written status
report to the Legislature at this time. A number of tasks have been implemented
which will lead to the recommendations regarding the sewer district formation,
the costs associated with sewer service area, the construction of that
infrastructure, and what steps should be taken with respect to the potential
formation of a County sewer district in the areas of Mastic, Mastic Beach, and
Shirley communities. The resolution identifies the study area as encompassing
an area of Wiliam Floyd Parkway south from Montauk Highway, to the
Neighborhood Road Business District and as far east as the -Forge River. On
initial evaluation, it is suggested that the entire peninsula be served due to the
environmental benefits associated with eliminating onsite sewers west of William
Floyd and south of Neighborhood Road, with the following comments:

¢ The areas associated with the business district from the Forge River along
CR 80 to William Floyd Parkway south to Neighborhood Road, and east
along Neighborhood Road were walked by DPW staff. The information
noted involved the type of business and the location of the onsite systems.
Memos and emails are attached with respect to these results. The result
indicate that the majority of onsite systems are located in the rear or side
lots, therefore, creating technical difficulties and utilizing conventional
gravity sewer systems. Without the relocation of the internal plumbing in
these buildings, which would be very costly, the abandonment of the
onsite systems and connection to a conveyance system in the rear and
side lots would be most beneficial. The evaluation would confir this
preliminary conclusion.

¢ Meetings were held with Town of Brookhaven Planning Department during
June and August to discuss a duplication of effort that is proposed by
Brookhaven. They intend to authorize an updating of a previous
engineering report by Henderson & Bodwell, by that firm, in the next few
months. Although a duplication is not cost effective, there is a need to
respond to the authorization provided in Resolution 369-2008 and also
what could be a larger effort to the north by the Town of Brookhaven. The
Town and County will continue the cooperation and coordination
necessary for these two parallel paths.

» A meeting was held with Suffolk County Health Services. The purpose of
the meeting was to obtain additional information on their pilot work on
groundwater levels, groundwater direction, and groundwater quality in the



area. As part of the Comprehensive Water Resource Management Plan
that is being updated by the County through the Department of Health
Services, pertinent information is available on the areas contributing to the
Forge River and other surface bodies.

Meetings have been held with NYSDEC for other projects that have
information pertinent to the Mastic/Shirley area. The various options for
recharge have been evaluated and include surface water discharge and
various inland recharge options such as beds, pools, and injection wells.

A public information meeting was held on July 28™ for the purpose of
discussing the CR 80 roadway reconstruction. As part of that meeting,
DPW had prepared preliminary costs on sewering the business areas of
CR 80 and William Floyd Parkway, individually and collectively. Attached
are slides indicating Alternatives “1” and “2" and the cost associated per
lot for a 20 year period. It is noted that the significant costs raise the same
questions as most sewering projects, that being the funding necessary

must be available from other sources then the local community in order to
be affordable.

The estimated length of sewers in the entire area defined by Resolution
369-2008 is approximately 120 miles. Considering areas south of
Neighborhood Road and west of William Floyd Parkway, an additional 85
miles would be necessary. The cost estimates are being prepared on the
conveyance system from this extensive area including pumping stations
and ultimate sewer systems.

It is the anticipation of Public Works and the Sewer Agency that a report

‘will be filed with the Legislature in accordance with the Resolution by January 15,

2009.

bw3-2-08 R&R status report to form sewer district at mastic-mastic beach-shirley
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Please be advised that Suffolk County Department of
Public Works (SCDPW) invites you to join us at a Public
Information Meeting to discuss conceptual plans to install
sanitary sewers in the Mastic/Shirley area (Town of
Brookhaven).

Meeting will be held:

July 28, 2008 at 5:30 P. M.
Mastic Fire Department
1080 Mastic Road
Mastic, NY

Steve Levy
County Executive
County of Suffolk Department of Public Works

Gilbert Anderson, P.E., Commissioner
Thomas LaGuardia, P.E., Chief Deputy Commissioner
Louis Calderone, Deputy Commissioner



COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLX COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

. THOMAS LAGUARDIA, P.E. GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. LOUIS CALDERONE
CHIER DEPUTY COMMISSIONRR COMMISSIONER DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

3 | | July 1,2008

Honorable Kate Browning
Lagistator, 3" District

2 Coraci Boulevard, Suits 11
Shirley, NY 11967

Re: Public Iaformation Mesting .
Sanitary Sewer Installation in the Mastic { Shirley Area

Dear Legislator Browning:

Youmcordis)lyinvitedtnmda?ubliclnfom:ﬁonmetlngonm,lulyu.zoosnmbdnﬁc Flre Department,
IOSOMaﬁcRotd.Masﬁc,NY‘,concunlngconcepmalplmstohwuunimyuminmoMmchSbmeym

The Meting is scheduled as follows:

Date: Mondasy, July 28, 2008

Preseatation: . Beginuing at 5:30 P.M.

Question and Answers: Beginning st 6:00 P.M. .
Location: mmmmgxmmnmmm 11950

mmbliclnformaﬁonMeeﬁngwmpmvidemoppbmmhyform:publictoexprmﬂwirviews and opinions on the
potenﬁalinmﬂadonofnnitarynwmhtbeircommmﬁty. We look forward to seeing you on July 28*.

Very truly yours, ;
Anderson, P.E.
Commissioner

GA:FM:dm

Cec: Jim Morgo, Chief Deputy County Executive
Thomas LaGuardia, P.E., Chief Deputy Commissi
Wiltiam Hillman, P.E., Chief Engineer :

SUFFOLK COLUNTY |8 AN EQUAL OPFPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

L ALl L Ll L a YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 " ax E::: } 8824010
) 8824150



Public Information Meeting

Sewers for CR 80, Montauk
Highway in Mastic/Shirley

History:

« It was the intent of the Department to
install dry sewer lines on CR 80 in
conjunction with the proposed roadway
project from Barnes Rd to Wm Floyd
Pkwy.

« However during the design process the
following issues were identified:

History: (Continued)

1. The cost to the residents/businesses had
never been discussed with the Public to
determine if it is acceptable.

2. The location of the sewer plant has not
been identified. Knowing that this issue
will be controversial and sensitive, it is
prudent to discuss this with the
community.

History: (Continued)

3. A preliminary investigation of the
properties along CR 80 indicates that the
majority of the facilities have septic
systems in the rear or side yards. This
configuration makes it more cost effective
to the owners to install the sewer lines
behind the buildings.




History: (Continued)

4. A concept has been developed to install the dry
sewers along CR 80 corridor and make a
connection to the proposed sewer plant at the
Holiday development on CR 46 at'the Links at
Shirley golf course.

5. The Developer has set aside 10 acres for a
sewage treatment plant. 10 acres can
accommodate 1 million gallon per day plant.

6. A 100,000 gpd plant would be required for the
proposed Holiday development.

History: (Continued)

+ Therefore, the County believes it is
prudent to fully explain to the community
the pros and cons of the development of a
sewers in this area.

Process to Develop a Sewer
District

» The limits of the sewer district must be
established and the cost associated with the
sewers must be bourn by the residents within
the district.

+ Upon determination of the limits and cost it must
be approved by the NYS Comptrollers office to
ensure it is appropriate and beneficial to the
community.

Project Limits
Alternate 1

« Install sewers on CR
80 from Bames Rd
to Wm Floyd Pkwy

« Trunk sewer from
CR 80Wm Floyd
Pkwy to Holiday site

« This will service 197
parcels.




Cost - Alternate 1

» Low pressure sewers & E-1 Pump System - § 4.25 million
« Pump Station & Force Mains - $ 4.25 million

< 300,000 gpd Sewage Treatment Plant - $ 13.25 million

« Contingency & Engineering - $ 2.5 million

Total Cost - $ 24.25 million

Operating and Maintenance Costs - $ 600,000

20 Year Loan for $ 24.25 million - $ 1,780,000
Total Annual Cost - $ 2,380,000

Cost/Parcei (Commaercial)- $ 2,380,000/197 parcels = § 12,081/yr = $ 1,006/mo
Cost for Residential Parcel - § 2,380/yr (Norma! Cost $ 300#4T to $ 600/yr)

Sewer Plant — Alternate 1
400,000 gallon per day plant

Project Limits
Alternate 2

« Install sewers on CR 80
from Bames Rd to Wm
Floyd Pkwy

.+ Trunk sewer from CR
.1 80ANm Floyd Pkwy to
: i Holiday site

i

" TRUNK LINE N

ko |« Install sewer on CR 46 from
-7 WILLIAM FLOVD SEWER LINE CR 80 to Holiday Site

-
el

« This will service 272
parcels

HOLIDAY »
DEVELQPMENT." - - :

Cost Alternate 2

Low pressure sewers & £-1 Pump System (CR 80) - § 4.25 million
Low pressure sewers & E-1 Pump System (CR 46) - $ ? million
Pump Station & Force Mains - $ 4.25 miilion

400,000 gpd Sewage Treatment Plant - $ 17.25 miflion
Contingency & Engineering - $ 3 million

e+ e s .

Total Cost - $ 32 milion
Operating and Maintenance Costs - $ 600,000
20 Year Loan for $ 32 million -~

Total Annual Cost - $ 2,950,000/yr

Cost per Parcel - $ 2,950,000/272 parcels = $ 10,845/yr = § 903/mo




Sewer Plant — Alternate 2
600,000 gallon per day plant

| R

Total Build Out

10 Acres are available for 1 million galion per
day (gpd)sewage treatment plant.

100,000 gpd plant proposed for development
Development + Alt 1 = 400,000 gpd plant
Development + Alt 2 = 500,000 gpd plant
500,000 gpd remain for future expansion of the

plant. This could potentially sewer an additional
1667 homes.

Total Build Out

1 million gallon per day ptant
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Wright, Ben

From: Donovan, John

Sent:  Tuesday, July 22, 2008 1:05 PM
To: Hillman, William

Cc: Wright, Ben

Subject: Mastic Sewers CR80

Bill,
As per your powerpoint, here is the additiona! info | think you need:

Sewer Plant — Alternate 1

O&M Costs $600,000/yr
20 yr loan payback (24.25 Mil)  $1,780,000/yr
$2,380,000/yr
Per 300 gpd (Single Family unit) $2,380/yr
Per lot (197 total lots) $12,000/yr
Cost Alternate 2
Low Pressure Sewers & E1 Pump (CR80) 4.25 Mil
Low Pressure Sewers & E1 Pump (CR46)
(10,000 ft and 75 lots) 3.25 Mil
Pump Station and Forcemain (from CR80) 4.25 Mil
400,000 gpd STP 17.25 Mil
Contingency and Engineering 3.0 _Mil
- 32 Million
Sewer Plant — Alternate 2
O&M Costs $600,000/yr
20 yr loan payback (32 Mil) $2,350,000/yr
$2,950,000/yr

Per 300 gpd (Single Family Unit) $2,215/yr
Per lot (272 total lots) $10,850/yr

John Donovan

712812008
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Wright, Ben

From: Anderson, Gilbert

Sent:  Thursday, November 06, 2008 12:39 PM
To: Broughton, Lisa

Cc: Rosen-Nikoloff, Jill; Wright, Ben
Subject: RE: mastic update

Lisa

Pursuant to resolution 369-2008 the Department of Public Works is preparing a report and making
recommendations necessary to form a sewer district at Mastic/Mastic Beach/Shirley. The report will be
competed by years end and we are coordinating it with Brookhaven Planning who has indicated they are
looking to authorize Henderson & Bodwell to update their prior report for this area.

Over the summer, a public hearing was held in Mastic specific to the federally aided Highway Project for
the CRB0, Montauk Highway corridor within this area. One of the major points of discussion was the
inclusion of a dry sewer within this section of highway, which DPW opposed because of the lack of service
area definition needed size and install any pipe of this nature properly. DPW has been advised that federal
funds will not be permitted to be used for the installation of sewers within this project. As such, we do not
anticipate inclusion of a dry sewer under this road project.

Discussion with regards to sewers centered around the construction of a treatment facility by the Holiday
Corporation on the western side of CR46, Wm. Floyd Parkway, south of Montauk. There was some local
opposition fo the placement of a plant in this area. Similarly there was opposition to the creation of a plant
north of Montauk from community leaders of that area.

DPW provided information on a proposed district that would include the businesses along Montauk, as well
as along CR 46. A proposed annual tax rate for those that would be located within that district was also

provided. At the mention of the fees, there was opposition from those that would be included within the
district.

There was also some opposition noted from some community leaders should the county proceed with

creation of this district, separate from efforts previously made by the Town of Brookhaven toward this
end.

Any questions give me a call. Otherwise I will see you tonight.
Regards,

Gil Anderson

Gilbert Anderson, P.E., Commissioner

Suffolk County Department of Public Works

335 Yaphank Avenue

Yaphank, NY 11980
Phone.: 631-852-4010

11/R/70NK
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EXHIBIT NO. 4

Please refer to the back portion of the binder for the flow map for this report



Engineering Analysis
fora
- Wastewater Treatment Plant and Collection System
“to service a
MasticlShirIey
Business Improvement bistrict

November 8, 2004

Prepared by:

Henderson and Bodwell, L.L.P.

35 Fairchild Avenue
Plainview, NY 11803
E
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. :/ _ PLAINVIEW, NEW YORK 11803
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Engineering Analysis

for a
Wastewater Treatment Plant and Collection System
to service a
Mastic/Shirley
Business improvement District

November 8, 2004

Prepared by:

Hendérson and Bodwell, L.L.P.
35 Fairchild Avenue
Plainview, NY 11803

John C. Berchtold, P.E.
Partner
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INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared to provide preliminary cost estimates for a
sanitary collection system and treatment plant to service a proposed Business
Improvement District (BID) in the Mastic/Shirley area, along the corridor of

Montauk Highway stretching from the Carmans River eastward to the Forge

River.

This area currently employs the use of septic systems for disposal of sanitary
waste, and envisions rezoning that will greatly increase sanitary discharge. As a
result, more effective treatment of wastewater (i.e., denitrification) will be

required.

In fact, the present discharge, although in a corridor with SCDHS limitations of
300 gpd/acre, is averaging +650 gpd/acre and includes one site approaching
5,000 gpd/acre, based on Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) records

analyzed during this study.

The proposed rezoning now being adopted will essentially double the potential
water use and sanitary discharge on *+ 140 acres located within the BID, between
William Floyd Parkway and the Forge River. A solution for collecting existing and

proposed sanitary discharge has been documented in this report, along with cost



estimates and a preliminary plan for the formation of a Town of Brookhaven

Sewer District consisting of the following:

A Collection system funded by Suffolk County, operated and maintained
by the District, with funds being generated from a special taxing district

composed of connectees;

B.  The treatment plant itself, to be built with private funds, where all
connectees pay a standard connection charge, with portions of the
connection fees paid for by Suffolk County, if the plant services
working class housing. The operation of the plant to be funded by an

annual charge of approximately $1.70/gpd/year. This equates to

$510/year for every 300 gpd design flow required by a connectee.




I. BACKGROUND

As is common for many areas of Suffolk County, the Mastic-Shirley area
was developed without public sewers. Therefore, conventional subsurface
sewage disposal systems (commonly referred to as “septic systems”) are the
norm. Septic systems will, when properly installed and maintained, function as
intended when there is adequate distance to groundwater.

However, in areas of high groundwater, as is the case for the Mastic-
Shirley area, those systems tend to malfunction and fail, resulting in pollution of
groundwater and contamination of adjacent surface waters. Even when septic
systems here function as intended, the high concentration of nitrogen in septic

system discharge, coupled with the relatively small lot sizes, results in
unacceptably high levels of nitrogen mass loading as compared to the Suffolk
County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) regulations.

Provision for a community sewerage system will reduce nitrogen levels,
resulting in improved groundwater and surface water quality. It will also facilitate
redevelopment of the downtown Mastic area, as outlined in the “2004 Montauk
Highway Study and Land Use Plan,” currently being proposed by the Town of
Brookhaven.

The William Floyd Community Summit (WFCS) is plannjng to create a

Business Improvement District (BID) along Montauk Highway. Henderson and



Bodwell has been retained by WFCS to perform a feasibility study for the
development of a Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and sewage collection

system for the purpose of servicing the BID.

Study Area

The study area considered in this report is the proposed BID, located on
the Montauk Highway corridor of the Mastic-Shirley area. This corridor runs
along Montauk Highway and is bounded on the west by the Carmans River, and
on the east by the Forge River. Itis approximately 2.7 miles long, and
encompasses +175 total acres (see Figure 1). Prdposed rezoning within this
corridor between William Floyd Parkway and the Forge River is shown in Figure

2. Please note the area to be rezoned is larger than the proposed BID.

Existing Wastewater Treatment

There are currently no community sewerage systems in the study area.
However, a +80,000 gpd wastewater treatment plant is being planned to service
a PRC community of Mile Development Corporation, located just east of the
Brookhaven airport and north of Sunrise Highway. In fact, this site was 1 of 3

considered for a wastewater treatment plant to service the BID, along with this

PRC community.
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A detailed evaluation of the proposed treatment plant sites will be

addressed later in this report.

Requlation of Septic Systems

The SCDHS is responsible for regulation of wastewater systems pursuant
to Article 6 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code (SCSC). The SCSC requires a
minimum lot size of 40,000 square feet to utilize septic systems for lots in
SCDHS Groundwater Management Zone VI, in which the study area is located,
and a maximum sanitary discharge of 300 gpd. However, existing lots held in

“single and separate” ownership that are Ieés than 40,000 square feet, but at

least 5,00Q square feet in size, may be built upon using septic systems, as long
as such systems are at least 150 feet distant from any water supply weli. As a; i
result, many lots breviously deveioped are»dischargi-ng an average of 650
gpd/acre, which are more than twice SCDHS standards.

Although SCDHS regulates the design and construction standards for
septic systems and wastewater treatment plants and monitors wastewater
treatment plant operations on a monthly basis, there is no effective regulation of
septic system operation or repair. Thus, malfunctioning or failed septic systems

may continue their discharge of contaminants unabated.




Requlation of Wastewater Treatment Plants

Depending upon the form of ownership of the real estate or facility being
served by a wastewater treatment plant, regulation is either by Suffolk County
(SCDHS and/or Suffolk County Department of Public Works — [SCDPW]) as
delegated by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC), or directly by the DEC. For example, privately owned wastewater
treatment plants that serve one owner, such as in an apartment development or
shopping center, are regulated by SCDHS. In the case of privately owned plants
serving multiple owners, such as a condominium development, regulation is by
the SCDPW and SCDHS, after approval by the Suffolk County Sewer Agency
(SCSA). Publicly owned treatment works (POTWSs), such as Suffolk County
Sewer Districts, are regulated by the DEC. All treatment works, public or private,
operate pursuant to a New York State Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(SPDES) permit, requiring monthly discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) that are

submitted to the DEC by the licensed plant operator.

Proposed Brookhaven Sewer District

It is proposed that the BID area be sewered, with a regional wastewater
treatment plant constructed under the jurisdiction of the Town of Brookhaven.

Provision of sewerage will allow for connection of businesses with malfunctioning



or failed septic systems, and these septic systems will subsequently be properly
abandoned. Furthermore, it is an objective of the Town of Brookhaven that the
BID area be rejuvenated, and provision of sewerage would be necessary to
accomplish this.

The environmental benefits of converting businesses from septic systems
to sewers are significant. Properly functioning septic systems discharge “treated”
wastewater at a nitrogen concentration of about 35 mg/L"". By comparison, a
“state-of-the-art” wastewater treatment plant, such as a Sequence Batch Reactor
(SBR) facility; a Biologically Engineered Single Sludge Treatment (BESST)
facility; or a Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) facility, discharges treated wastewater
at a nitrogen concentration of about 5 mg/L. The SCDHS design standard is 10
mg/L. Thus, itis obvious that a significant reduction in nitrogen discharge results
from each business with a septic system converting to sewers. This reduction

directly benefits groundwater quality and nearby surface water quality.

Plant Design Criteria and Staging of Construction

The plant will be designed to meet all current DEC and Suffolk County
criteria with regards to discharge: Total Nitrogen less than 10 mg/L from any

sample, and a pH of 6.5 t0 8.5.

() mg/L = milligrams per liter



The initial stage and all future stages of the plant will be constructed as an
enclosed facility. Effluent recharge will be subsurface (i.e., leaching pools) and
also phased to keep pace with plant expansion to handle 1-2 MGD. This can be
done in multiple stages, depending upon public and developer needs and funding

availability.
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{I. SUMMARY

Sewerage System

At the direction of the WFCS, three (3) potential sites for the wastewater
treatment plant were evaluated. These are shown in Figure 3.

The result of this analysis was that the Brookhaven Airport Site, a 500-
acre parcel owned by the Town of Brookhaven, located north of Sunrise Highway
and east of William Floyd Parkway, was identified to be the preferred location.
The plant will be located on a +19-acre parcel within the airport property (labeled
“B” on Figure 4), with a potential layout as indicated.

Sewage will be transported from the BID area to the site by pump stations
and force mains, with the pump station sites located near the eastern and
~ western boundaries of the BID area, as well as near the intersection of William
Floyd Parkway and Montauk Highway (see Figure 5).

The collection system will convey water to the pump stations via
conventional gravity sewers or vacuum systems (for high water table areas).
The two (2) smaller pumping stations along Montauk Highway will feed a master
pump station near the intersection of William Floyd Parkway and Montauk
Highway. That master pump stétion will convey the sewage to the plant, as
shown in Figure 5. This force main will be approximately 4,750 feet in total
length from the master pump station to the treatment plant. A more in-depth

discussion of the collection system can be found later in this report.
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Costs

Total cost for the initial sewerage system to service the BID and to provide

for treatment capacity is estimated to be $8,500,000.

Financing

Financing for the treatment plant and collection system is available from a
number of sources.

One method could result in the Town of Brookhaven receiving
considerable wastewater infrastructure at no cost: developer financing.

Property owners with planned developments within the BID might wish to
fund the treatment plant that could be dedicated to a Town sewer district. In
return, the developer(s) could earn a return on their investment by collecting
connection fees that offset their initial capital outlay.

Other financing options are discussed later in this report.

14



[l. ALTERNATIVES

Flow

We have established the BID service area to be the listing of tax map
parcels found in Appendix A.

This list is a combination of data received from the Town of Brookhaven
(T.0.B.) assessor’s office, along with manual identification of all lots found within
the proposed BID boundary (See Figure 1). Corresponding acreages were
obtained from the tax maps and T.0.B. database.

Next, the Zoning designation of each of these lots was determined. For

those parcels west of William Floyd Parkway, existing zoning was obtained from
the T.O.B. assessor's database. For those parcels east of William Floyd
Parkway, zoning was assigned based on the proposed zoning indicated in Figure
2.

Table 1 is a summary of projected flows calculated from zoning, density
and SCDHS design flows. The values of “FAR” and “unit/acre” were assigned
based upon existing and proposed land uses. For example, “A1” zoning utilizes
5.5 units/acre, because typical residential lot sizes within the service area are
+8,000 square feet (1 acre = 43,560 square feet). Similarly, “MF" zoning was
assigned a density of 9 units/acre due to projected future development. The “J",

“J2" “J4” and “J5" zoned areas were assigned a floor to area ratio (FAR) equal to

15



BID Projected Flows Summary Sheet 5-Nov-04
Eastern PS _ —
~ Zoning | UnitAcre | FAR | Total Ac| Unit SF Built | GPD/Unit | GPD/SF | GPD
Al - 5.5 3.31 18 300 5,461.50
J 0.2 11.38 99,142.56 0.06 5,948.55
Je” 0.6 20.96 547,810.56 0.15 82,171.58
J6 rest 6 0.11 28,000.00
MF 9 5.76 52 450 | 23,328.00
* includes 1.95 Ac of A2 as per TOB recommendation FARTOTAL: 144,909.64
WATER RECORDS TOTAL:  47,923.35
OVERALL TOTAL: 192,832.99
Western PS _
[ Zoning | UniUAcre | FAR | Total Ac] Unit SF Built | GPD/Unit | GPDI/SF | GPD
32 0.35 18.27 278,544.42 0.03 8,356.33
J5 0.25 0.48 5227.2 -0.15 784.08
A1 55 0.63 3 300 | 1,039.50
FARTOTAL: 10,179.91
WATER RECORDS TOTAL: -
OVERALL TOTAL: 10,179.91
Master PS -
~Zoning | Unit/Acre | FAR | Total Ac | Unit SF Built | GPD/Unit | GPD/SF | GPD
A1 5.5 0.41 2 300 676.50
D 5 2.25 11 600 6,750.00
J 0.2 3.5 30,492.00 0.06 1,829.52
J2 0.35 5.82 88,731.72 0.03 2,661.95
J5 0.25 0.59 6,425.10 0.15 963.77
J6 0.6 34.45 900,385.20 0.15 135,057.78
J6 rest ! 3 0.11 14,000.00
MF 9 1.1 10 450 | 4,455.00
. FARTOTAL: 166,394.52
WATER RECORDS TOTAL:  10,889.39
EASTERN PS: 192,832.99
WESTERNPS:  10,179.91
OVERALL TOTAL: 380,296.81
Average Daily Flow for Lots with Water Records _ _
Water Record Zoning Acreage. GPD | GPD/Ac
Pathmark Shopping Center J3 1231 2,150.02| 174.66
Southport Piaza Shopping Center J2 28.82 | 8,552.36 | 298.75
Shirley CVS J2 0.50 187.00{ 374.00
Movieland of Mastic and Laundry Experience J6 5.25 1 25,381.74 | 4,834.62
Forge River Nursery A2 11.50 885.62 77.01
WEIGHTED AVERAGE:  636.46
By Zoning
—fcaning Flow Acrea_g_g_
A1 7,177.50 4.35
D 6,750.00 2.25
J 7,778.07 14.88
J2 19,757.65 53.41 NOTE
J3 2,150.02 12.31 Forge River Nursery component of total flow based on
J5 1,747.85 1.07 half its acreage (5.75Ac) being unusable
J6 + A2 307,152.72 81.16 (wetlands) and remainder developed
MF 27,783.00 6.86 as zoned "J6".
TOTAL 380,296.81 176.29 This was done in lieu of water record data for this property.




the maximum allowed under current Town zoning regulations, which may be
found in Appendix B.

The “J6" zoning designation is a new category with a maximum FAR of
0.6. Before assigning this FAR to all land to be zoned “J6", further analysis was
done to ensure projected flows from the BID would be both representative and
realistic of the development that could potentially take place over the next several
years.

Discussions with the Town Planning Department resulted in the projection
of seven (7) 200-seat restaurants within the BID, covering nine (9) acres. These
contribute 42,000 gpd of flow to the BID, and are distributed between the Master
and Eastern pumping stations as shown in Table 1.

The remainder of the “J8" zoned acreage was assigned an FAR of 0.6.

The gallons per day (gpd) on a “per unit” or “per square foot” basis are
specified as per current SCDHS design flow standards (except “J6 rest”, which
represénts the restaurant flow contribution described above).

In addition, actual water bills for some of the existing businesses within the
BID were obtained from SCWA. For these businesses, actual flows (rather than
calculated) were used. These are listed near the bottom of Table 1. Location of
the corresponding parcels is shown in Figure 5.

Please note that the Forge River Nursery was assigned a daily flow of
22,542 gpd. This was based on assuming development of half its acreage using
the “J6” zoning designation, which is greater than its water record usage of 886

gpd.
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As a result of this analysis, projected flow from the BID is calculated to be
380,297 gpd.

Table 1 also breaks down this flow by pump station. Flow into each
station is as follows:

o Master pump station: 189,045 gpd
¢ Eastern pump station: 181,072 gpd
o Western pump station: 10,180 apd

Total 380,297 gpd

Please note that the Master pump station will convey all of this flow to the
treatment plant, as it will also be receiving all flow from the eastern and western
pump stations.

Another development area to be considered as part of an initial sewer
district is the 475-unit PRC community of Mile Development. Sewage flow from
this cc;mmunity will be an additional +80,000 gpd.

Future additions to thé sewer district might include improvements to the
Town of Brookhaven airport itself, previously projected require +80,000 gpd.

Therefore, a wastewater treatment plant designed to treat 0.6 MGD
(600,000 gpd) would service the BID, Mile Development and the Brookhaven
Airport.

Phasing
Recognizing that the initial needs for the sewer district are probably

200,000 GPD (0.2 MGD) or less, it is suggested that the initial plant be designed
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to treat 0.2 MGD and that plant staging be in 0.2 MGD increments, as needed,

for future expansion, as connections to be made overa long period of time are

expected.

Plant Siting

Siting a plant of the size projected (0.2 MGD up to 1-2 MGD) must take

into account a number of factors:

Vicinity tc; residential communities

Depth to groundwater

Public well locations

Soil recharge capabilities

Site availability

Accessibility and proximity to area served
Applicable regulat@ons A

Future use of adjacent properties

Ability to accommodate future expansion

Topography

Among the measures considered to ameliorate potential concerns about

the plant siting are the following:

Process tankage will be housed in a building;

Recharge of treated effluent will be by subsurface methods; no
—-—

open beds; “') 7

—————— w | N
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o The plant structure will be aesthetically pleasing;
o Retrofit capabilities, should odor control become a factor; and

« When possible, the plant should be placed as not to require /

setback variances from existing uses.

Plant Sites Considered

A preliminary list of six (6) sites was submitted to the WFCS who
narrowed it down to three. The preferred site was chosen based on evaluation of
pros and cons for each of these three (3) sités, while considering the plant siting
criteria listed above. The Brookhaven Airport Site, being the closest to the
master pump statlon (i.e., least expensnve force main to construct), is being
recommended for construction of a-wastewater treatment plant for the District.

Tom Murray of Savik and Murray, LLP was consulted about use of this site
for a plant. Mr. Murray indicated there are no FAA restrictions on using this land
for this purpose. However, plant design must ensure that birds and wild animals
would not be drawn to the site. - A d“ b‘b"

Figure 3 is an aerial photograph showing the three (3) sites evaluated.

A brief summary of the analysis of the sites is as follows:
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Pros

AVR Site (105 Acres)

Can accommodate BID WWTP, expandable to 2 MGD
Good access to site

+40 feet to water table (estimate)

No residents in vicinity

Heavily wooded ;(

K

i v’,
Furthest (21,000 feet) from master pump station (+$1 million force

main — including jacking under Sunrise) 3‘
High energy operating cost with potential for odor problems b

Mile Development (50 Acres to be dedicated to Town) o

Can accommodate BID WWTP, expandable to 2 MGD
+40 feet to water table (estimate)

No residents in vicinity

Heavily wooded

Relatively flat site

8500 feet from master pump station (+$500,000 force main —
including jacking under Sunrise)

Not readily accessible, but can access site thru Mile Development
Unable to use open recharge due to 600 ft. wide parcel

Brookhaven Airport (500 Acres)

Closest (4800 feet) to master pump station (+$300,000 force main
~ including jacking under Sunrise)

Can accommodate BID WWTP, expandable to 2 MGD
+40 feet to water table (estimate)
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e Good access to site
o Some open areas not near residences
« Relatively flat site

« Open areas not contiguous

No OPSN pers AAYWED

o Potential leasing agreement with agricultural use of buffers
providing further income.

Specific Location of Treatment Plant

Three (3) possible locations (within the airport) have been evaluated for
the treatment plant (see Figure 4). It is recommended that parcel “B" be set
as’ide, due to its proximity to the BID, and the fact that it does not border any
residential development. Furthermore, its size (+19 acres) will allow for a facility

ultimately treating 1-2 MGD.

Collection System

Three (3) alternatives were considered for the BID area collection system.
These are summarized as follows:
l. Option A
Install two pump stations at the extreme eastern and western ends
of the BID area to feed a master pump station located on Montauk

Highway near Titmus Drive, with a combination of force mains and gravity

23



sewers. This master pump station would collect all the sewage from the
BID area, and convey it to the treatment plant.
I Option B

Only utilize gravity sewers (no force mains) along with six (6)
smaller pump stations that would feed a master pump station near Titmus
Drive, which would convey all the sewage to the treatment plant.
. Option C

Construct two pump stations near (but not on) the eastern and
western ends of the BID to feed a master pump station at or near William
Floyd Parkway, with a combination of force mains and gravity sewers
designed based on Montauk Highway topography characteristics. The
master pump station would collect all the sewage from the BID area, and
convey it to the treatment plant via force main routed north and east as

indicated in Figure 5.

A detailed analysis of these options may be found in Table 2.
Option C is recommended for the following reasons:
e Estimated to be the least costly;
« Requires land for only three (3) pumping stations;
« \Wet wells to be built above the water table
Note that “$/ft” estimated for gravity sewer and force mains in Table 2
assumes that these lines would be installed at the same time as the planned

future road improvements to Montauk Highway. This means that all road digging

24



Collection System

Montauk Highway - Mastic BID
Alternatives Cost Comparison

November 5, 2004

Option A - Two pump stations at ends pumping to master pump station at Titmus Dr.

ontauk Highway Gravity Sewers and Force Mains

Option B - Gravity Lines to multiple smaller pump station

Montauk Highway Gravity Sewers

Description Type Length (ft) $ift Cost
Wm. Floyd Pkwy to Smith Rd. Gravity 4400 |$ 60.00|$ 264,000
Wm. Floyd Pkwy to Titmus Dr. Gravity 4700|$ 60.00|% 282,000
Gravity to Titmus (from East) Gravity 700|$ 6000|$ 42,000
Gravity to Barnes Rd. Gravity 4200|$ 6000|$ 252,000
Smith Rd. to Wm. Floyd Pkwy. Force 4,400 |$ 4000}|% 176,000
Smith Rd. to Wm. Floyd Pkwy. Gravity 4,400| % 60.00|% 264,000
Barnes Rd. to Grav. In between Force 42001 % 40.00 $ 168,000
Barnes Rd. to Grav. In between Gravity 42001% 6000|$ 252,000
Main Trunk to WWTP Force 3,275| % 40.00|% 131,000
Sunrise Highway Road Jacking Road Jacking 350 | $ 300.00 | $ 105,000
Subtotal $ 1,936,000
30% Engr/Legal/Contingency $ 580,800
TOTAL $2,516,800
Pumping Stations

Location Cost

Smith Rd. $ 450,000 |(see note 1)
Barnes Rd. $ 450,000
Titmus Dr. (master PS) $ 500,000
Subtotal $ 1,400,000
30% Engr/Legal/Contingency $ 420,000
TOTAL $ 1,820,000

s that pump to gravity lines into the master PS at Titmus Dr.

Description ‘_Type Length (ft) S/t Cost
Smith Rd. to PS #1 Gravity ~ 52015 8000]% 41,600 |(see note 2)
PS#1 to PS#2 Gravity 440 % 8000|% 35200
PS#2 to PS#3 Gravity 2,300 {$ 80.00|$% 184,000
PS#3 to master PS Gravity 4540 |% 80.00}% 363,200
Barnes Rd to PS#4 Gravity 4201 % 80.00($ 33,600
PS#4 to PS#5 Gravity 1,180 |$ 80.00|$ 94,400
PS#5 to Master PS Gravity 3,360 | $ 80.00|% 268,800
Main Trunk to WWTP Force 32751% 40.00|$ 131,000
Sunrise Highway Road Jacking Road Jacking 350 | $ 300.00 | $ 105,000
Subtotal $ 1,256,800
30% Engr/Legal/Contingency $ 377,040
TOTAL $1,633,840
Pumping Stations

Location Cost

Smith Rd. (#1) $ 200,000
Barnes Rd. (#4) $ 200,000
Titmus Dr. (master PS) $ 500,000
East of Smith/West of Wm. Floyd (#2) | $ 200,000
Just west of Wm. Floyd (#3) $ 200,000
East of Titmus/West of Barnes (#5) $ 200,000
Subtotal $ 1,500,000
30% Engr/Legal/Contingency $ 450,000
TOTAL $ 1,950,000 Ta ble 2



Collection System
Alternatives Cost Comparison

Option C - Two pump stations farther in towards middie than Option A, and Master PS at Wm. Floyd Pkwy.

s shown in Figure 5

Montauk Hig_h\_rvay Gravity Sewers and Force Mains

Description Type Length ()] _ S/t Cost
Smith Rd. to PS#1 Gravity 500 $ 60.00$ 30,000
PS#1 to FM/GS Manhoie #1 Force 1,200 % 4000;% 48,000
PS#1 to FM/GS Manhole #1 Gravity 1200(% 60.00|% 72,000
FM/GS MH #1 to Master PS (Wm. Fid) Gravity 2,700 |$ 60.00|% 162,000
Master PS to FM/GS MH #2 Gravity 3,1501$% 60.00($% 189,000
FM/GS MH#2 to PS #2 Force 45001% 40.00|$% 180,000
FM/GS MH#2 to PS #2 Gravity 4500(% 60.00|% 270,000
Barnes Rd. to PS#2 Gravity 6501% 60.00{% 39,000
Main Trunk to WWTP Force 4,40019% 40.00(|% 176,000
Sunrise Highway Road Jacking Road Jacking 350 | $ 300.00 | $ 105,000
Subtotal $1,271,000
30% Engr/Legal/Contingency $ 381,300
TOTAL $ 1,652,300
Pumping Stations

Location Cost

PS #1 (~500ft East of Smith Rd) $ 400,000
PS#2 (~650ft West of Barnes Rd) $ 400,000
Wm. Floyd Pkwy. (Master PS) $ 500,000
Subtotal $ 1,300,000
30% Engr/Legal/Contingency $ 390,000
TOTAL $ 1,690,000
TOTALS -
OptioN AL $ 4,336,800 Notes:
OptioN B....vvveieeeeee e 3,583,840 1|In the case of Option A, the two outer
OptionC......ooovvieaiiivieeieneeee. $ 3,342,300 wet wells will be below the water table,

so costs reflect a "bulked up™
structure

N

There is significant digging to be
performed if Option B is selected, as
the gravity sewer will be 15-20ft below
grade in spots




and restoration will in essence be paid for with Federal and County funds. In
.~ fact, these funds may also cover the cost of installing the gravity sewer and force
mains.

The best location for the westernmost pump station is a Suffolk County-
owned lot just east of Dorsett Place on Montauk Highway. The tax map number
for this lot is 0200 85000 0500 021000. Gravity lines would feed this pump
station from approximately 800 feet to the west and approximately 1,700 feet to
the east. A force main would carry the sewage approximately 1,700 feet east,
where it can be converted to a gravity line, which will run east all the way to the
master pump station. This gravity line will be able to pick up any necessary
house connectidns between Francine Place and William Floyd Parkway.

There are potentially two parcels for the master pump location near
William Floyd Parkway. The first parcel was Afound to have no tax map
designation, and is best identified as a triangular piece of land in the southeast
cc;rner c;f the intersection of Will'iam Floyd>Parkway.and Montauk Highway.
Existing on this site is a sign that says, “Welcome to our Historic Community,”
along ;Alith sorﬁe landscaping. The second parcel is directly north, on the
northeast corner of this intersection. The tax map number for this lot is 0200
85100 0200 005002. This lot is owned by Marie Parisi, according to the Town of
Brookhaven Assessor's Office. The lot is currently vacant, with a sign that reads
“Will Build to Suit”. Purchase of this lot by the BID may be a worthwhile
endeavor. Gravity sewers will feed this pump station from the east and west, and

the force main will travel north and east, about 4,750 feet to the treatment plant.
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The easternmost pump station will be the most challenging to locate.
There are very few empty lots available on the eastern side of the BID area.
There is a vacant parcel of land, located between the northern and southern
splits of Montauk Highway, approximately 600 feet west of the Forge River. Its
tax map number is 0200 82400 1000 019000. This lot is owned by 803 Realty
Corporation. There is another parcel of land, located approximately 300 feet to
the west of this lot that would also be suitable. Its tax map number is 0200
82400 1000 008000. This land is owned by Joan and Vincent Burkard. Perhaps
either of these owners might be willing to make a deal for use of their land.

A third, less favorable alternative, might be the parking lot of the nearby
movie theater. The movie theater is located directly east of the previously
mentioned parcels (tax map number 0200 82400 1000 044001).

Gravity sewers will feed this pump station from the east (Forge River to »
pump station location), and from the west (Monroe Street). The pump stétion will
transport the sewage west about 5,000 feet back to Monroe Street, where a
gravity sewer will convey the sewage to the master pump station.

In Suffolk County, house connections must tap into a gravity sewer, as
they cannot be connected to a pressurized force main. This requirement was
considered in our layout, o as to allow the maximum number of service
connections directly into a main trunk gravity sewer line. Gravity sewers and

force mains are proposed to be run side by side only where absolutely

necessary.
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IV. COSTS
We have looked at three (3) major capital cost elements: plant
construction, conveyance system to the plant, and the collection system for the

BID. In addition, we have evaluated operating costs.

Capital Costs

Using a first phase plant of 200,000 gpd, we estimate the initial plant cost
at $25/gallon (or $5 million).

The 200,000 gpd flow may be allocated entirely to the BID, or divided as

follows:
o BID service area 120,000 gpd
o Mile Development 80,000 gpd

Total 200,000 gpd

First phase sewerage costs are estimated as follows:

¢ First Phase Plant Cost: 200,000 gpd @ $25/gallon............... $ 5,000,000

e Collection and Conveyance System Cost
(Option Cof Table 2)..........ccooeeeevvnnnn. $ 3,342,300
Total for firSt PRase......ooviii e $ 8,342,300
For purposes of this report, this is rounded to...........cooeeiinnenns $ 8,500,000

Note that the estimated cost of the conveyance and collection system for

the BID is for a system that can handle the entire projected BID flow of 0.38
MGD.
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Operating Costs

Initial budget figures for annual operating cost of the plant and collection
system to include labor, utilities, chemicals, administration, collections and
miscellaneous system maintenance charges (pump station operation and
maintenance):

200,000 gpd x $1.60/gpd/year = § 320,000/year

In addition to capital and operating costs described above, there is the one
time cost of disconnecting from an existing septic system (to be abandoned by
pumping and filling and connecting to the new collection system), which is
estimated to be a minimum of $2,500/system.

East individual connectee would be responsible for this cost.
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V. POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

Alternates for financing the treatment plant, along with the

conveyance/collection system are listed below.

Treatment Plant

Construction costs for the first stage of the plant (0.2 MGD) are estimated
to be $5 million.

One or more developers in the BID have expressed interest in paying for
this with private funds. They could then sell capacity at a minimum of $25/gallon

plus a premium to defray interest costs and even make aqprofit.

Mile Development will have to connect to this facility, as mandated by the
Town. Their design flow needs are +80,000 gpd. At $25/galion, $2 million would
be generated. This would lower the private funds needed up front for the BID to

$3 million.

Conveyance/Collection System

Construction costs to service the maximum projected BID flow of +0.38
MGD are estimated to be $3.5 million.

Some of this cost should be offset by Federal and County funds that have
been allocated for the Montauk Highway road improvements believed to be

scheduled for 2007-2008.
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Another potential funding source is the Suffolk County Workforce Housing

Program. Beginning in 2005, capital will be available for developers producing
workforce homes, as defined in Article XXXVI of the Suffolk County
Administrative Code.

Henderson and Bodwell has previously met with Jim Morgo, who is
Commissioner of the Suffolk County Department of Economic Development. Mr.
Morgo is aware of the development potential for the BID corridor of
Mastic/Shirley and would welcome applications for funding from this program.

Other alternates for funding the collection system include:

« Federal EPA grant, justified by the relatively high septic discharge per

~acre within the BID;

« New York State grant similar to a request from the Village of Sea Cliff for
$3.7 million to take its downtown businesses off septic tanks;

¢ Long-term bonds (10-20 years) to be repaid through a special taxing
district formed by the Town;

o Connectees baying $2/gpd/year for plant operating costs, where +20% of
this fee goes to fund any bond costs (200,000 gpd x $0.4/gpd/year =
$80,000/year).

This list is not all inclusive and the options mentioned above are real

possibilities that require further investigation.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

Based upon our preceding analysis, it is very feasible to provide
wastewater treatment and infrastructure to service the BID and a future Town of
Brookhaven Sewer District. Costs may be reasonable, particularly if grants and
developer contributions are available to offset a portion of the $8,500,000
estimated cost.

The selected site for the wastewater treatment plant, the Town of
Brookhaven Airport, is well suited for construction of the treatment plant. Itis

relatively close to the BID, yet far enough from homeowners to not be a potential

nuisance.

Recommendations

We recommend the following as the next steps towards implementing the
plan for serving the BID: ‘
« Meet with Town of Brookhaven officials to gain cdnceptual support and
begin the process of forming‘ a Sewer District to include the BID and

proposed treatment plant site;

« Ascertain allocation of funding for Montauk Highway road improvements,

as well as expected construction timeframe;

« Fully investigate grant/financing availability as to specific programs,

amounts, timing and other requirements;

« Initiate discussions with SCDPW and SCDHS regarding conceptual

acceptance of this plan.
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TAX MAP LISTING OF PARCELS INCLUDED IN PROPOSED BID

— Tax Map Number Acreage | P_Zone Total Acreage By Zoning

200 323 170 10.2 0.34] Al ~

200 824 2 24 0.23 Al

200 824 4 25 0.09 A1

200 324 4 68 0.23 A

200 824 7 15 Al

200 824 7 16 Al

200 824 7 17 A1

200 824 7 18 2.09 Al

200 824 10 12 0.23 Al

200 825 1 17 5.32 A1

200 825 1 18 0.37 A1

200 350 4 4 0.63

200 851 3 55 0.18 A1

200 852 1 22 0.23 A1

200 852 1 23 0.18 A1

200 852 1 24 0.23 A

200 852 i 84 0.18 Al

200 853 1 1 0.23 Al TOTAL ACRES = 4.35
200 824 10 7 0.13 A2

200 824 10 8 0.13 A2
. 200 824 10 14 0.06 A2

200 824 10 15 0.11 A2

200 824 10 19 0.12] A2

200 825 3 1.1 11.5 A2

200 825 3 2 0.22 AZ -
200 825 3 25 0.68 AZ

200 825 3 26 0.5 AZ TOTAL ACRES = 13.45]
200 851 4 22 0.43] Dl. '
200 851 4 23 0.44 D

200 851 4 24 0.38 D

200 851 4 25 0.5 D

200 851 4 26 0.5 5] TOTAL ACRES = 2.25
200 - 823 10 9 0.33 J

200 823 10 20 0.32 J

200 823 10 21.1 0.46 J

200 824 2 25 0.46 J

200 824 2 27.1 1.41 J

200 824 2 28 0.23 J

200 824 3 18 0.23 J

200 824 3 19 0.09 J

200 824 3 20 0.14 J

200 824 3 55.5 0.46

200 824 4 26 0.23 J

200 824 4 27 0.18 J

200 824 8 3 0.27 J

200 824 8 8 0.14 J

200 824 8 9 0.09 3

200 824 8 12 0.41

200 824 8 13 0.09
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852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
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852
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852
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852
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852
852

8 14
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8 17
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8 19
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1 25
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1 30
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1 38
1 39
1 40
1 41
1 42
1 43
1 44
1 45
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48]
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50
521
53
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60.1
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86

4

6.1

5.1*

91

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1 62}
1
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3

0.04
0.09
0.14
0.14
0.23
0.23
0.14
0.41
0.46
0.21
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.12
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.09
0.06
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0.05
0.05
0.05
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0.23
0.23
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0.23
0.41




200 852 3 13.2 0.41 J
200 852 3 64.1 0.52 J TOTAL ACRES = 14.88
200 850 3 24 0.75 S
200 850 4 7 0.75 B
200 850 4 8 0.37 i
200 850 4 9 0.37 Nl
200 850 4 104 0.86
200 850 4 10.2 0.01 P2
200 850 4 11 0.87 Az
200 850 4 19 15 JE
200 850 4 20 0.55 i
200 850 4 241 0.47 S
200 850 4 25 0.3 2
200 850 5 18 0.18 d2
200 850 5 20 0.36 22
200 850 5 21 0.24 2
200 850 5 22 0.3 J
200 850 5 24 0.39 Jé
200 850 5 25 0.24 J2
200 850 5 26 0.4 JZ
200 850 5 27 0.67 i
200 850 6 1 0.3 z
200 850 6 2 0.15 z
200 850 6 3 0.09 jz
200 850 6 4 0.06 Z
200 850 6 5 0.06 i
200 850 6 6 0.06 i
200 850 6 7 0.18
200 850 6 8 0.12 Az
200 850 6 9 0.18 2
200 850 6 10 0.5 i
200 850 6 12 0.18 £
200 850 6 15 0.18 J
200 850 6 16 0.18 i
200 850 6 17 0.12 Ja
200 850 6 18 0.12 e
200 850 7 1 0.53 2
200 851 2 1 0.16 -
200 851 2 2.1 0.29 -
200 851 2 2.2 1.11 i
200 851 2 2.3 0.65
200 851 3 50.2 ST BT 42
200 851 3 51 0.5 J2
200 851 3 53.4 1.75 J2
200 879 1 31 1.87

200 879 1 174 4

200 879 1 3 0.75

200 379 i 3 1.01

200 379 2 1 0.5

200 880 1 2 0.26 TOTAL ACRES = 55.16




200 850 6 42.2 12.31 TOTAL ACRES = 12.31
200 850 4 23.1 0.59 i
200 850 6 13 0.18
200 850 6 14.1 0.3 TOTAL ACRES = 1.07
200 823 8 78 0.14 J6
200 823 8 38 0.18 J6
200 823 8 66 0.23 J
200 823 8 80.1 1.42 38
200 823 8 81 0.04 J6
200 823 8 82 0.14 J8
200 823 10 42 0.32 J6
200 823 10 4.3 0.42 J6
200 823 10 5 0.23 J6
200 823 10 7 0.04 J6
200 823 10 8 0.23 J6
200 824 4 24 0.09 J6
200 824 4 28 0.23 J6
200 824 4 70 0.32 J6
200 824 5 14 0.23 J6
200 824 5 15 0.14 JE
200 824 5 16 0.09 Je
200 824 5 46 0.53 J6
200 824 5 48.1 0.23 J6
200 824 8 31 0.23 J€|per TOB recommendation on 11/2/04
200 824 6 13 0.14 Ja
200 824 6 14 0.09 J8
200 824 6 15 0.23 J8
200 824 6 27 0.23 B
200 824 6 44 0.23 18
200 824 6 452 0.12 JE
200 824 6 46.1 0.22 18
200 824 6 471 0.27 JE
200 824 8 1 0.93 8
200 824 8 2.1 0.24 46
200 824 9 18 0.23 I8
200 824 9 5 0.32 J8
200 824 9 11 0.23 J8
200 324 3 12 0.23 JE
200 324 G 13 0.14 JE
200 824 9 14 0.32 Je
200 824 9 15 0.32 J6
200 824 9 16 0.14 JE
200 324 2 17 0.23
200 824 10 131 0.09 S8
200 824 10 13.2 0.1 Je
200 824 10 1 0.12 Jé8
200 &24 19 2 0.14 J6
200 324 10 3 0.14 46
200 324 10 5 0.27 J8
200 824 10 6 0.27 Ja
200 824 10 9 0.14 JE
Z00 3 i 0.14 R
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27
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34
35

0.14
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0.1
5.25
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1.08
0.73
1.28
0.35
0.2
0.28
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0.14
0.14
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851
851
851
851
851
851
851
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851
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851
851
851
351
&51
%51
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852
852

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

48.1

53.2
54

17.2

18.1
19

21.2

28.1
29

30.1

30.2
39

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
3241

4.2
71
8.1
91
10
11
12
13
371
37.2
83.1
63.1
64
66.1
67
711
751
76
77

0.4

0.1

0.1

0.4

0.1

0.1

0.3

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.8
0.64
0.58
0.58
0.48
0.59
0.64
0.34

0.3
0.04
0.02
0.36
0.18
0.37
0.18
0.19

0.2

0.3
0.16
0.16
1.19
0.49
0.66
0.28
0.11
0.59
0.54
0.04
0.09
0.23
0.09
0.03
0.12

0.9
0.28
0.44
0.19
0.12
0.26
0.05
0.05
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200

852 1 78 0.05 J6
200 852 1 79 0.05 J6
200 852 1 80 0.05 J6
200 852 1 81 0.06 J6
200 852 1 83.2 0.11 Jé
200 852 1 87 0.16 J6
200 852 1 88 0.16 J6
200 852 1 89 0.46 Jé
200 852 1 90 0.58 JE€
200 852 1 911 0.09 J6
200 852 1 91.2 0.09 J6
200 852 2 1 0.23 J6
200 852 2 2 0.23 J6
200 852 4 1 0.23 J6
200 852 4 6 0.23 J6
200 852 4 7 0.23 J6
200 852 4 15 0.14 J€
200 852 4 16 0.09 J6
200 852 4 17 0.23 J6
200 852 4 20 0.23 J6
200 852 5 2.1 0.32 Je
200 852 5 3.1 0.17 JB
200 852 5 4.1 0.3 J6
200 852 5 5.1 0.28 J6
200 852 5 8.1 0.24 J6
200 852 5 9.2 0.31 J6
200 852 5 9.3 0.09 J6
200 852 5 1.2 0.97 J6
200 852 5 12 0.09 J6
200 852 5 13 0.09 J6
200 852 5 14 017 J6
200 852 5 15 0.46 Je
200 852 5 17.2 0.81 J6
200 852 5 17.3 0.17 J6
200 853 1 2 0.22 J6 TOTAL ACRES = 63.31
200 824 7 13 0.33 MF
200 824 7 141 11 MF
200 824 7 14.2 0.74 MF
200 824 9 1 0.37 MF
200 824 9 4.2 0.23 ME
200 825 1 19 2.99 MF
200 851 1 12 o IS TOTAL ACRES = 6.86




Business Districts: Table of Dimenslonal Regulations

§ 85-207
*(Please consult the ndividual zoning district for a complete list of uses permifted)*
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June 18, 2008
1:00 - 4:.00 PM
Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan Meeting
1* fioor auditorium
360 Yaphank Avenue, Yaphank, NY 11980

_ Welcome & Introduction ~ Martin Trent (1 :00-1:10)

Review of vital questions fo be answered ~ CDM (1:10-1:30)

Task 4.1 Report Groundwater Quality — CDM (1:30-2:15)
a. Private well surveys, nitrogen and density — Andrew Rapiejko
b. Sewered vs. unsewered nitrogen levels — Ron Paulsen
¢. Pharmaceutical testing ~ Paul Ponturo
d. Agricultural nitrogen impacts & pesticide trends — Martin Trent

Task 5.2 Report — Future Land Use Impacts - CDM (2:15-2:45)
a. Mastic Corridor Pilot Project — major findings
b. On-site Wastewater disposal
i. Density in other jurisdictions
STPs and Cromaglass evaluations
STPs and Cromaglass corrective actions implemented — Walter Hilbert

oo

Task 5.3 & 5.5 — CDM (2:45-3:15)
a. Task 5.5 Refined Source Water Assessment update
b. Task 5.3 Contaminated aquifer segments

Task 3.1 Land Use & Population density ~ Planning Dept (3:15-3:45)
a. Statistical Land use report
b. Historical aerials & contributing areas to 30 wellfields

Task 7.4 Report — Non-Community Water Supplies — CDM (3:45-4:00)

Discussion and next meeting



Suffolk County Department of Health Services
Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan

Summary of Steering Committee Meeting No. 4
(June 18, 2008)

The fourth Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan Steering
Committee meeting was held at the Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS)
office in Yaphank, NY on Wednesday, June 18, 2008. A copy of the meeting agenda and sign-
in sheet are attached.

Introduction and Overview

Martin Trent, Chief of SCDHS's Office of Ecology and Project Manager for the
Comprehensive Plan, welcomed the Steering Committee members and introduced the
agenda. Mary Anne Taylor briefly reviewed the continued relevance of the four vital
questions posed to the Steering Committee at the initial Steering Committee meeting in 2005,
and reiterated the purposes of the Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan (e.g.,
to revisit the 1987 Comp Plan and build upon the evaluation framework developed during
the Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) to assess the impacts of land use management
choices upon water quality). No additional issues requiring consideration were identified by
the Committee.

Task 4.1 - Water Quality

Mary Anne Taylor presented an overview of water quality in Suffolk County, as characterized
by levels of nitrates, tetrachlorethene, MTBE, perchlorate and pesticides measured in
untreated water from public supply wells. The untreated, or source water nitrate data
revealed that nitrate levels in over 98 percent of public supply wells in the County remains
below the 10 mg/L drinking water standard, and that nitrate levels in nearly eighty percent of
the wells are below 6 mg/L. However, a significant increase in nitrate levels in both the
upper glacial and Magothy aquifers (as indicated both by average nitrate concentrations, and
number of wells with elevated concentrations) since the last comprehensive water resources
management plan was completed in 1987 has been observed. Higher nitrate levels are
observed throughout the County, particularly in unsewered densely developed and
agricultural areas, underscoring the relationship between overlying land uses and
groundwater quality.

Similarly, while neither tetrachloroethene (PCE) nor trichloroethene (TCE) have been detected
in untreated water from nearly 90 percent of the County’s public supply wells, and both PCE
and TCE concentrations in raw water samples from over 98 percent of the supply wells are
below the drinking water standard of 5 ug/L, both the number of detections and the average
concentrations of these VOCs have increased since 1987. While it is likely that the increased
number of wells with VOC detections is at least partially attributable to the lower detection
limits achieved in recent years, the higher average and higher maximum values indicate that

Document code



Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan
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Page 2

the contaminants continue to be introduced to the aquifer, particularly in the more densely
developed western part of the County.

Suffolk County has monitored for MTBE since 1991 - the gasoline additive was widely
detected in untreated water samples collected in 2005 around the County and has been
banned since 2004. While MTBE levels in untreated water from 99 percent of the County’s
public supply wells remained below the 10 ug/L drinking water standard, low levels of
MTBE were detected in raw water samples from 16 percent of the supply wells sampled in
2005. Perchlorate was also detected in untreated or source water samples from six percent of
all supply wells tested, including wells located in the western part of the County and wells
located in the eastern agricultural areas. None of the detections exceeded the 18 ug/L action
level established by New York State. An overview of the results of SCDHS’ extensive
pesticides monitoring program was also provided; pesticides and/or their breakdown
products have been detected in community supply wells located from west to east
throughout the County, and pesticide-related chemicals were detected above the MCL (most
often, the unspecified organic chemical MCL of 50 ppb) in raw or untreated or water in 15
community supply wells (over two percent of the wells).

Andrew Rapiejko presented a County-wide map relating land use to projected nitrate levels
in groundwater, based upon relationships developed by SCDHS during earlier studies. He
presented nitrate data collected during a variety of investigations that showed good
agreement between the predicted nitrate levels and measured values — e.g., nitrate levels in
agricultural areas of the North Fork and densely developed unsewered areas such as
Mastic/Shirley and Rocky Point were indeed elevated, while nitrate levels in less densely
developed areas such as the Pine Barrens and the South Fork were not. He also presented an
assessment of groundwater nitrate levels resulting from upgradient land use in study areas
where an extensive water quality database could be assembled from private well sampling
programs. The evaluation of nitrate levels in unsewered shallow private wells located south
of BNL clearly showed the impacts of on-site wastewater disposal on downgradient nitrate
levels and was consistent with SCDHS's earlier studies.

Ronald Paulsen compared nitrate levels in monitoring wells installed within and outside of
the Southwest Sewer District (SWSD). The monitoring wells, which were installed in support
of other SCDHS programs and investigations, provided a snapshot of water quality
conditions in the upper glacial aquifer. Except for one study area, nitrate levels were
significantly lower within the SWSD than in the unsewered residential areas to the east. In
addition, observed nitrate levels were higher in areas of increased density.

Paul Ponturo provided an overview of pharmaceuticals and personal care products. SCDHS
has been monitoring for a variety of these contaminants for several years and a variety of
parameters have been detected in the groundwater. One of the pathways by which these

Taylor/c:kmy documentsicomp plan/Steering Committee/CS SC3 Meetingnotes.doc
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parameters may be introduced to groundwater is from large laundromat facilities, which
were discussed in some detail. He cautioned that no drinking water standards have been
established for these parameters, and also presented the current recommendations with
respect to pharmaceutical disposal.

Martin Trent presented water quality data characterizing nitrates and pesticides in
agricultural areas of the County based upon samples collected from monitoring wells with
long term records. The results demonstrated that agricultural land uses continue to result in
high levels of nitrogen in excess of the 10 mg/L drinking water standard. Pesticide
monitoring conducted in these wells revealed that pesticides and/or their breakdown
products continue to be detected in agricultural areas for decades after their registration was
withdrawn. He also noted that the unspecified organic contaminant level of 50 parts per

billion is still applicable to most pesticides, as specific drinking water MCLs have not been
promulgated. 4

Task 5.2 - Future Land Use Impacts

Daniel O'Rourke reviewed the modeling approach that was developed for Suffolk County to
use to evaluate the impacts of proposed development upon nitrate levels in area
groundwater. He briefly described the model development, the assigned relationship
between land use and assigned nitrogen loadings, and how the model was able to
successfully reproduce nitrate levels measured in area monitoring, private and non-
community wells. The average simulated total nitrogen concentration in the shallow
groundwater beneath the study area under existing conditions was 12.6 mg/L (average parcel
size was estimated at approximately 8,800 square feet).

Because the model results had been demonstrated to reasonably represent observed

" conditions in the study area, it could be used with some confidence to project the changes in
nitrogen levels that might be expected from the proposed development scenario. The model
was used to simulate nitrogen levels resulting from development according to the proposed
Montauk Highway Corridor Land Use Plan. The resulting model simulation showed that
average nitrogen levels in the study area were estimated to increase to 15 mg/L as a result of
the increased development. If sanitary sewering of the Main Street Corridor was included in
the simulation, the average nitrogen level was estimated at 14.3 mg/L; if the entire study area
was to be sewered, a significant improvement in groundwater quality could be expected, with
average nitrogen levels reduced to 4.1 mg/L.

The model was successful in achieving SCDHS's objective of development and application of
a modeling tool that could readily be applied elsewhere throughout the County to assess the
impact of proposed development scenarios upon groundwater quality.

Tayloric:my documentsicomp plan/Steering C ICS SC3 Meetingnotes.doc
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Mary Anne Taylor presented an update to a review of density restrictions based upon
nitrogen loading elsewhere throughout the country, for comparison to Suffolk County’s
Article 6 requirements (e.g., areas within the deep recharge zone require sanitary sewers if
residential density exceeds 1 dwelling unit per acre and areas outside of the deep recharge
zone require sanitary sewers if residential density exceeds 2 dwelling units per acre). Based
upon available regulations, studies and interviews:

¢ No communities were identified that allow development densities greater than two

dwelling units/acre in areas that are both unsewered and that derive potable supply
from groundwater;

¢ Unsewered areas that have historically permitted more than two dwelling units/acre

have reported water quality problems prompting subsequent construction of sanitary
sewers or code changes.

However, available land use and tax map data indicates that approximately two-thirds of
Suffolk County residential properties are less than V2 acre, and approximately one-third of
residential properties are less than Y acre. Therefore, particularly in the west end towns,
where population has not increased significantly since 1981 when Article 6 was implemented,
existing density often exceeds the unsewered densities established to protect groundwater
quality.

Sanitary wastewater from approximately one quarter of the County’s population is treated at
one of the nearly 180 sewage treatment plants (STPs) that exist throughout the County. Mary
Anne Taylor presented a brief overview of SCDHS' data on effluent nitrogen concentrations
from the County’s network of nearly 180 small sewage treatment plants (STPs). Data
collected by SCDHS from 2003 through 2006 indicated that the average effluent nitrogen
concentration from the 138 STPs discharging to groundwater and required to remove
nitrogen exceeded the 10 mg/L SPDES permit limit at over 50 percent of the STPs. As some
of the STPs were successful in consistently achieving the 10 mg/L limit, both technology and
operational information were explored. Based on the data provided, the average effluent
nitrogen concentration from the sixteen Cromaglass facilities was 22.3 mg/L, with only 25
percent of the facilities meeting the 10 mg/L limit; the performance of the SBR facilities was
somewhat better with an average effluent nitrogen concentration of 13 mg/L, and over half
meeting the 10 mg/L limit. The data also revealed that all fifteen of the STPs operated by the
Suffolk County Department of Public Works (SCDPW) consistently achieved the SPDES limit,
with an average effluent nitrogen concentration of 5.2 mg/L. This suggested that it was
possible for most of the STPs to achieve the required nitrogen reduction if additional time and
resources were invested in operations and maintenance at the plants. SCDHS documented
design and operational issues at the small STPs, particularly with the Cromaglass facilities
and identified a program of required corrective actions.

Taylor/c.imy documents/comp plan/Steering Committes/CS SC3 Mestingnotes.doc
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Walter Hilbert presented historical background information on the approximately 180 small
sewage treatment plants (STPs) in Suffolk County, and provided an overview of the steps that
Suffolk County is taking to improve Cromaglass and small sewage treatment plant
compliance with SPDES permit limits for nitrogen. While the plants can be successfully
operated to comply with permit limits, SCDHS has identified a number of factors (e.g.,
inadequate operator attention, inadequate funding for maintenance and repairs, lack of
replacement parts inventory, etc.) that have historically contributed to permit violations.
Since implementation of the County’s program o improve STP performance, including
imposition of fines for non-compliance, effluent nitrogen levels have been reduced.

Task 5.3 - Contaminated Aquifer Segments

Dan O'Rourke listed the five sites with historical releases of contaminants to the groundwater
that SCDHS identified for incorporation into the updated SWAP evaluations (BNL, Fairchild,
Lawrence Aviation, Northville Holtsville and Servall), and presented a three-dimensional
depiction of contaminant migration from the 2007 Fairchild plume limits.

Task 3.1 - Land Use and Population Density ‘

Ron Verbarg from the Suffolk County Planning Department (SCPD) presented an example of
how the SCPD is working with historical aerial photos and land use information to assess
land use changes within the source water areas for the wellfields identified by SCDHS. He
also provided copies of the Department’s 2007 Existing Land Use Inventory for Western -
Suffolk County for the Committee. ‘

Due to the length of the meeting, two of the agenda topics (an update on the refined source
water assessments that are underway, and an overview of the non-community systems) were
deferred until the next meeting. Vito Minei and Martin Trent concluded the meeting by
thanking the Committee for their participation and noting that the next Steering Committee
would be scheduled for later in the year.

Please advise Mary Anne Taylor/CDM at taylormb@cdm.com of any oversights or errors in
these summary notes. -

cc: Meeting Attendees/ Distribution List

Tayior/c.fmy documentsicomp plan/Steering Committee/CS SC3 Meetingnotes.doc
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

THOMAS LAGUARDIA, P.E. GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. LOUIS CALDERONE
CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
MEMORANDUM
TO: File
FROM: Ben Wright, P.E. K
!
5

SUBJECT: Mastic/Bodwell Report '

DATE: December 16, 2008

On December 16™ I discussed the updated report with John Berchtold from Henderson
and Bodwell. The Town of Brookhaven has yet to authorize their proceeding with updating their
report. Mr. Berchtold indicated that a proposal was received and modified with the Town to
update the report and also include as much residential area south of Montauk Highway that a
gravity system would incorporate. They have also looked at a small area north of Sunrise

Highway with the plan that all sewage would be conveyed to the airport that could support a
facility of a few mgd.

BW:ni

bwl2-16-08 Mastic-Bodwell Report memo to file

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

(631) 852-4010
335 YAPHANK AVENUE a YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 u FAX (631) 852-4150



COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

THOMAS LAGUARDIA, P.E. GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. LOUIS CALDERONE
CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM

TO: File

FROM: Ben Wright, P.E.
SUBJECT: Mastic/Shirley Sewers
DATE: June 24, 2008

On June 23*% John Donovan, Matt Bell, and I met with Greg
Kelsey and Diane Mazarakis of the Town of Brookhaven Planning
Department. Brookhaven had requested the meeting to provide an
update on the information they had with regard to the Mastic and
Shirley areas as it impacts our sewering evaluation and also the
planning activities that they have for the future. The meeting
involved a number of discussions that wandered from the original
topic and included Brookhaven’s 30 year planning studies that
are in progress along with the details of many reports that are
related to sewering including SD #2 and SD #3. Much information
was provided including copies of spare reports and applications
to the Planning Department. It appears that Brookhaven
representatives were overly anxious to provide information to
assist wus in our efforts and we are assuming that the
duplication of effort is not something that would benefit either
agency and we will provide them whatever final documents we
develop by the end of the year and coordinate the efforts.

It is apparent from the meeting that the Brookhaven Airport
site is desirable with respect to locating the sewage treatment
plant for the CR 80 area as well as others and that the
groundwater levels and wastewater treatment plant could be done

by holiday at the Links site will be restricted by groundwater
levels.

BW:ni

bw6-24-08 mastic-shirley sewers memo to file

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

(631) 852-4010
33% YAPHANK AVENUE | YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 a FAX (631) 852-4150
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Newsday.com

Boarded-up homes pose threat to LI neighborhoods
BY ELLEN YAN

ellen.van@newsday.com

January 11, 2009

A street-facing window has been smashed, torso-sized
holes punched in walls and part of the ceiling ripped out
after pipes burst one winter, creating a river of ice down
the driveway and a moldy basement.

Neighbors park their cars in the home's driveway for a
lived-in look, and once in a while they clear trash from
the yard. The home's initial for-sale price of $879,000
three years ago has sunk to $429,000.

It's the blight of the block - in West Hempstead.

Unoccupied and boarded-up homes are piling up across

Long Island, the latest wave of woes from the mortgage

meltdown. As they struggle to keep more troubled

borrowers from losing homes, Long Island officials have begun trying to dam the ripple effects of
vacant homes on communities and keep past investments from going under. Banks shutter homes as
protection from vandals, while governments spend more to nail boards on houses and enforce codes,
such as grass height.

The crisis is so fast-moving for local officials and community leaders that they have not been able to
quantify the impacts, such as crime, but agree that the vacant homes are "calling cards" for mischief. No
official figures exist on the number of unoccupied homes in Nassau and Suffolk, and while not all are
foreclosures, one real estate broker who specializes in Long Island foreclosures said the number of
boarded-up listings has doubled over the past year.

Banks repossessed more than 78,000 properties nationwide in November, according to RealtyTrac, an
online site for foreclosure listings. New York ranks fourth nationally in projected subprime-loan
foreclosures through the end of 2009, about 122,000 homes, said the Center for Responsible Lending.

That alone would drive down property values of almost 3.6 million homes in the state, with the average
loss of $18,117, the center's report said.

A boarded-up or vacant house starts a downward spiral, said Long Island officials, real estate agents and

residents. Utilities are turned off. Squatters, raccoons and thieves move in. If the house is damaged, it's a
hard sell that languishes.

"It's just demoralizing for the property owners who remain," said Marianne Garvin, chief executive of

http://www.newsday.com/services/newspaper/printedition/sunday/lilife/ny-licov5991515ja... 1/12/2009
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the Community Development Corp. of Long Island, a nonprofit housing counselor. "In a neighborhood
where people are investing in their properties, you want to keep up with the Joneses kind of thing, so

you invest in your property. If you have vacant houses, you have people disinclined to make investments
in their properties."

Abandoned houses cleaned

This past summer, the spread of abandoned houses prompted Hempstead Village to hire six workers for
its public works crew to clean up properties, sometimes repeatedly. At one house facing foreclosure,
crews hauled off about 10 mattresses, dead trees, about three couches and several large bags of trash
before calling in a payloader to remove the hill of construction and roofing rubble.

"When you pick up a lot of debris and ... it has been sitting there for a while, it starts smelling," worker
Khalil Easa said.

Lynbrook Road in Mastic Beach is an example of what can happen when vacancies are clustered in a
small area - less than a mile long. Among well-kept houses are at least four boarded-up homes and more
homeowners who say they're in the foreclosure pipeline.

Living next to a sealed house where he once ordered squatters to leave, Glenn Svoboda and his
neighbors had talked of maintaining their quality of life by buying some empty homes.

Svoboda knows of neighbors who want to pack up. He's begging them to stay. "We just want to see
quality home ownership here," he said.

An exodus could counter the $1 million spent on Neighborhood Road - the local business strip - to

attract merchants to empty storefronts. The town recently finished new sidewalks. Antique-looking lamp
posts are in and next are flower planters. -

Ali Top bought the Pase gas station and mart on Neighborhood Road a year ago, and since then, he said,
business has dropped 20 percent from the exodus of residents who lost their livelihoods.

"Once in a while, they come back and say, 'How are you?" Top said. "They say, T moved. I lost my
business."

The dangers downwind have prompted government officials to funnel resources to the front lines. In
Suffolk County, cops will get the addresses of houses with foreclosure judgments in their patrol areas -
more than 1,450 properties in the five western towns. Nassau does not have a similar program.

While crime in Suffolk has been going down, abandoned houses attract squatters and criminals who

ransack the places for copper pipes, metals and other items to sell, said Police Commissioner Richard
Dormer.

"This is a concern for the police," he said. "When they have a free moment, they can take a ride down
the street and keep an eye on the home. We're certainly not going to be able to check them on a regular
basis, because ... the numbers are very high."

Twice in 2008 Brookhaven Town added funds to "board and secure" contracts - $292,000 - but county
residents who don't even live in the town share the cost because the county reimburses the town. The

httne//www newsdav com/services/newspaper/printedition/sunday/lilife/ny-licov5991515ja... 1/12/2009
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towns also get reimbursed on cleanup costs of vacant homes, from the labor to landfill dumping fees,
and the county adds the bill to the vacant property owner's taxes.

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development recently announced $19 million in
"emergency” funding for Long Island municipalities to buy and fix abandoned foreclosures under a $4-
billion nationwide program. It's to be spent within 18 months. Garvin's Community Development Corp.
seeks $11.5 million from various grants to buy 35 foreclosures, and the Long Island Housing Partnership
has done its first rehab, a boarded-up Commack foreclosure.

Affordable-housing boost

A silver lining in the crisis may be the reinvigoration of affordable-housing proposals: "land bank

authorities" that buy empty homes, rent-to-own programs and mortgage advantages to owner-occupied
buyers of foreclosures.

Nassau officials said the county recently assigned several employees to check for empty foreclosures the
old-fashioned way: calling listing agents and driving to the house.

"We're going to have to know how many homes out there can be purchased," said Connie Lassandro,
Nassau County's director of housing and homeless services. "What we need to do is get people who are

qualified, so we can hook up a buyer with a house. It's like a game: Is this empty? Is this one ready? OK,
let's make this match."

However, many warn that there are no quick fixes to the vacancy problem.

Towns seal up more houses in response to residents' complaints, but the boarding up makes
neighborhoods look "lousy," said Todd Yovino, broker owner of Island Advantage Realty.

"As soon as you put the boards on the windows, you're taking 10 percent off the property [value]," said
Yovino, who added that about 20 percent of his foreclosed homes were empty or boarded up last year,
compared to 40 percent today. Instead of boarding up homes, the Huntington broker said, banks will pay
"preservation companies” for upkeep, but they often limit expenses.

As the crisis deepens, it might not get pretty in some areas. When the real estate market got hot and
financing got creative, people bought second homes or traded up in neighborhoods. Yovino has about 25
$600,000-plus homes, or up to 5 percent of its foreclosure listings, in areas like Brookville.

"That's going to be one of the more disturbing trends," said Michael Watt, head of the Long Island
Builders Institute. "You're going to see blights on neighborhoods that aren't used to seeing blights."

House numbers

Data on local home loans and the larger mortgage problems
County Total 90+Days In Bank-

Loans* Delinquent Foreclosure Owned

Nassau 243,000 6,826 3,840 406

http://www.newsday.com/services/newsoaner/orintedition/sundav/lilife/nv-licov§991515ia  1/12/7000
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Please refer to the back portion of the binder for the parcel information that accompa.nie_s
the attached memos.




COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

MEMORANDUM
TO: Ben Wright, P.E.

FROM: Diane Booth %

DATE: April 14, 2008

SUBJECT: CR 80/Mastic Shirley Proposed Sewer Installation

A study was conducted during the week of April 7, 2008 regarding the proposal of a Mastic/Shirley sewer district.
This study involved the 197 tax parcels located along Montauk Highway, between the Westerly boundary of
William Floyd Parkway and the Easterly boundary of Barnes Road (Forge River). Both sides of Montauk Hwy
(north and south) were surveyed. There are 117 parcels located on the North side of Montauk Highway and 80
parcels on the South side of Montauk Highway.

Northern tax parcels showed 50% commercial, 41.5% were vacant/parking lots and 8.5% were =
residences/apartments.

Southern tax parcels showed 50% commercial, 32.5% were vacant/parkmg lots and 17.5% were
residences/apartments. Overviews of findings are as follows: :

Septic system Locations:

Northern Sidc of Montauk Hwy: Southern Side of Montauk Hwy

Rear of building - 54.2% - Rear of building — 50.8%

Front of building - 4.2% Front of building -9.83%

Side of building - 23.6% Side of building — 27.9%

18% unable to determine , 11.5% unable to determine
Basements:

Northern side of Montauk Hwy: Southem Side of Montauk Hwy

43.5% has basements 30.3% has basements

50.7% on slab 54.5% onslab

5.8% has crawlspace 15.2% has crawlspace
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LiRo Engineers, Inc.

A LiRo Group Company

Three Aerial Way, Syosset, NY 11791-5501  Telephone 516.938.5476 Facsimile 516.938.4368

EIVE])

5 November 2007

NOV 09 2007
William Hillman, P.E.
' RKS
Chief Engineer Deet OF PUBLIC WO
Suffolk County Department of Public Works DOCUMENT NO.

335 Yaphank Avenue
Yaphank, NY 11980

Re:  PIN 0756.68
CR 80 Montauk Highway Reconstruction from CR46 to Mastic Road
Suffolk County, NY

TRANSMITTAL OF PLAN AND PROFILE DRAWINGS
LiRo Project 198-54-301

Dear Mr. Hillman:

Enclosed for your use, please find plan and profile drawings (3 copies) prepared to present a conceptual
design for the installation of dry sanitary sewers in conjunction with the referenced project. Please
forward these materials to the Division of Sanitation (sewerage facilities) for their review and comment.

The conceptual layout presented in these drawings generally conforms to that presented in the
information and Reports provided to us by the Department. The concept invelves the installation of a
master pump station in the vicinity of the William Floyd Parkway and pump stations near the eastern and
western limits of the corridor to be sewered. The pump station at the eastern end is within the limits of
the roadway reconstruction project and has been located on the north side of CR 80 east of Mastic Road
in the sidewalk area. The pump station at the western end is beyond the limits of the roadway
reconstruction project. The depth of the master pump station was established based on the depth of the
gravity sewer to the east. The gravity sewer to the west can be extended beyond the limits of the
roadway reconstruction project to the vicinity of west of Windsor Place. The critical control for this
gravity sewer extension would be at a low point between Plymouth Place and Ashley Place where there
would be roughly 4’ cover based on the profile presented. This can be improved by deepening the
master pump station and the gravity sewer to the west. However, the practical limit of this gravity sewer
is the vicinity of Windsor Place as the roadway grade falls considerably to the west; 10 feet in 500 feet
between Windsor Place and Dorset Place and 125 feet in 700 feet between Dorset Place and Smith Road.

The proposed sanitary sewer line has been located on the north side of the roadway for the entire length.
This has been proposed in order to avoid interference with existing water main generally located in the
south sidewalk area of the existing roadway section. The proposed sanitary sewer would parailel
proposed storm drains for much of its length. The offset between these two proposed installations was
generally set at 8 feet center to center in an attempt to locate the sanitary sewer trench in the existing
shoulder pavement clear of the existing concrete pavement.

However, as depicted in the plans presented, the proposed sanitary sewer installation will require
removal of portions of the concrete pavement for much of its length.

Construction Managers = Engineers * Architects



We trust this material is adequate for your use and we look forward to receiving your comments and
further direction regarding the preparation of design and construction documents for the installation of

dry sanitary sewers. Should you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to
call.

Very truly yours,

LiRo Engineers, Inc.

. S ol Shr—

Kenneth J. Holmstrom, P.E.
Project Manager

KIH:kss
Encs.
u:\suffolk\198-54-301 - dpw-cr B0\engineering\final design\corespondihiliman trans plan and profile drawings 11-5-07.doc




COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

STEVE LEVY
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

THOMAS LAGUARDIA, P.E. GILBERT ANDERSON, P.E. LOUIS CALDERONE
CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM

TO: Gil Anderson, P.E., Commissioner
FROM: Ben Wright, P.E.

SUBJECT: Mastic Sewers 6/

DATE: April 22, 2008

At the request of County Executive Levy, the Sanitation
Division has completed a preliminary  ,evaluation of the two
viable concepts of providing a sewer system to Mastic/Shirley
area between William Floyd Parkway and the Forge River. Due to
the financial limitation of $1 million, the low pressure system
and gravity system were compared. As indicated below, we agree
that the concept that you have proposed, i.e., low pressure
sewers on the north and south of CR 80 in front of the existing
business, commercial and residential lots for a distance of

approximately one-half mile is most beneficial.
. \

Two general concepts were explored, that is using the
gravity system designed by LiRo along with their updated cost
estimate of April 2008, and low pressure systems. The 1low
pressure system could be installed on both sides of the CR 80
route whether it be in front of the existing lots or in the rear
of those 1lots. We considered house connections to each
individual parcel or utilizing side streets for access from the
rear of those parcels. It is noted that our survey of the area
indicates nearly 80% of the lots have on-site systems in the
rear or side yard which lend the lots to access to a sanitary
systenl in that location. As with any concept, there are benefits
realized and concerns to be resolved. The low pressure lines
can be installed in the shoulder of CR 80 on both the north and
south to avoid disturbance of the concrete panels in the
roadbed. At the intersecting side streets, a lateral would be
extended, however, existing and proposed utilities may conflict

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

(631) 852-4010
335 YAPHANK AVENUE L YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 » FAX (631) 852-4150



for future service for all lots through the rear of the lots.
This concept would allow approximately 2,500 feet of sewer to be
installed as a dry line for future connection and use depending
on the development in the area and the creation of a sewerage

system that would include additional wastewater conveyance and
treatment.

As with both options, we conclude that work should begin in
the easterly portion of the route due to the impact of on-site
systems on the Forge River, the need to provide service to.those
areas through conventional and advanced waste treatment systems
as early as possible and the relatively new construction in the
vicinity of the CR 46/CR 80 intersection. We do note, however,
that the majority of on-site system underflow to the Forge River
is from areas north and west of CR 80 (see attached).

Gravity System

LiRo has provided a preliminary .design for the entire
length of the route. That estimate has been wupdated from
December 2007 to April 2008 and amounts§ to a value of over $3.7
million ($400 per linear foot) of which 15% is a contingency
which includes dewatering. The preliminary design includes a
gravity system from Washington Avenue going east to a pumping”
station .with a force main then in the westerly direction until
it meets the gravity system which can flow toward William Floyd
Parkway and a main pumping station that.would then convey sewage
to an undetermined wastewater treatment site. The cost estimate
includes all aspects required to install the facility including
6 inch house connections. There are aspects of the estimate that
are unclear and inaccurate including the total length of house
connections being approximately 4,200 feet for 200 lots.
Recognizing the number of lots with rear and side yard sanitary
systems this particular Dbudget 1line item is severely
underestimated. It is also not clear if the concrete panels that
exist within CR 80 are avoided and thus add a significant cost
in trenching for the sanitary system and rehabilitation of those
panels. Rerouting rear and side lot plumbing is costly but will
also lower the depth of the mainline into groundwater. With the
cost -of this option being approximately $4 million, only 25% of

the length or, therefore, 2,200 feet of the 1.7 mile route could
be served.



Low Pressure Sewers -

Due to the evaluation being linked to a $1 million
construction cost, the option of installing lines in the rear of
the various lots and the unknown ability to obtain easements for
200 lots.the concept is to install properly sized low pressure
1ines to the extremities of the right-of-way on both the north
and south sides of CR 80 and extend the system a minimum of 25
feet for each side road. This concept would allow future
connections to be made to the nearest side road mainly by the
number of lots with systems in the rear or side areas. The dry,
low pressure sewers could be installed on the north to Midland
Avenue and the south to Pershing Street (see attached).
Following this route for approximately 2,500 feet, only one lot
has been observed that has the septic system in the front and it

is located at an intersection where the Montauk or CR 80 roadbed
would not be disturbed.

Once engineering assistance is obtained a more detailed
evaluation of the final design criteria can pe prepared and
incorporated into the contract documents.’ It 1is noted that the
material cost of the low pressure system is minimal with respect
to the gravity system materials for the installation associated
with both options. With the shallow depth and being _under
" pressure during operation the slope and horizontal alignment is
not as critical as the gravity system would be. However, one
million dollars would only gervice 25-30 percent of the CR
length in the study area. ‘

BW:ni

Attachment

cc: Tom LaGuardia, P.E., Chief Deputy Commissioner
John Donovan, P.E.
Bill Hillman, P.E. .

Jim Peterman, P.E.
bwé-22-08 Mastic Sewers memo to GAnderson
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Exhibit No. 11
Mastic — Shirley Sewer District

In accordance with Resolution No. 497-2009, the area to be considered for forming a
sewer district at Montauk Highway in Mastic/Shirley encompasses the parcels described
in Exhibit ‘A’ of the resolution and the area shown in the maps attached as Exhibit ‘B’ to
the resolution. Those attachments include 197 lots on the north and south side of CR 80
between William Floyd Parkway and the vicinity of the Forge River. Sewers would be
provided to all parcels and two pumping stations would be required with the main station
conveying all sewage to a wastewater treatment facility located on the Brookhaven
Airport site.

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 11 Mastic/Shirley Sewer District
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Wright, Ben

From: Scott Hansen [SHansen@wrtlic.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2008 12:58 PM
To: Wright, Ben

Attachments: Farrell Grinder Pump Article Pumps&Systems Mar 08.pdf ‘
Ben:

Last year we gave a presentation to your group, arranged by Matthew Bell; | spoke to Bob Carballeira at the
presentation. We have been working in Suffolk County as you are aware. We have supplied Environment One

Grinder Pumps and Pressure mains in Patchogue and other locations. We feel we have the low cost-high quality
alternate to gravity or vacuum.

Water ReSource has a service presence that is available to support any LPS systems we are installing.
We have immediate plans to open an office in Suffolk County with a local sales and service man.

| would like the opportunity to speak you about what we do and how we do it; at your convenience. The main

subject would be controlling storm water infiltration, and high ground water complications for installing and leak
control over the years.

| have attached an article on LPS ad E/One grinder pumps. | have presentation | am working on not yet

complete, | would like to share with you. | can forward a Disc or come by and present this material. ltis just to
large to forward via email.

Scott Hansen
Cofounder Sales
Water ReSource Sales & Service, LL.C

10 Millpond Drive Unit #10
Lafayette, New Jersey 07848
973.300.0036 office phone
973.300.3231 fax

973.903.6194 cell
shansen@wrtlic.com -
www.wrtlic.com ~

Emergency Service call 973.271.5798
Emergency Service call 973.903.7676

12/16/2008
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PROJECT CASE STUDY )

Primed for growth

Fast-growing Hooper, Utah, installs vacuum sewer technology
to accommodate development and protect water resources.

By Steve Gibbs

* Project -

- Hooper, Utah, vacuum sewer systgm .
- Civilengineer 0 o
.7 JU-BEngineers, Inc. - " oo

~ Project application .-

: -+ Vacuum sawer- technology from AIRVAC - provided "a.
- less-costly wastewater management soluti ‘jfgr asmall
2277 town with shallow groundwater. *~ . © '

or more than 150 years, Hooper, Utah, was a small,
unremarkable rural community near the eastern
shore of the Great Salt Lake. It was much like many
Western settlements — friendly neighbors, plenty
of space, and limited local infrastructure. Hooper began to
change in the 1990s as the nearby cities of Ogden and Salt’
Lake City expanded into the area, What was once a loose
collection of farmhouses separated by acreage became a small
town. Between 1990 and 2000, Hooper's population grew by
17 percent, from about 3,400 to more than 4,000. It incor-
porated as a city in 2000. Today there are more than 5,500
people living in Hooper, and the town continues to grow.
Although Hooper is typical in many ways to other small
towns, it is unique in both geography and geology. The com-
munity sits on what is essentially a peninsula in the Great
Salt Lake, surrounded on three sides by wetlands. The ter-
rain is extremely flat and the water table is high. Its situation
is much like that of low-lying coastal communities — flat
ground with water just below the surface.

Priarity problem

When it incorporated, Hooper immediately became
the largest unsewered city in Utah. At the time, almost all
Hooper residents were relying on septic tanks and drain
fields for sewage treatment. A study conducted by the
Weber-Morgan (counties) Board of Health in 2001 raised
significant concerns about the amount of sewage and gray

CE NEWS October 2007
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Hooper's vacuum sewer system, including valve pit sumps ‘(shown here)"‘f.;
was installed amid existing utilities with no disruption of service or incon-
venience to residents.
\
\'\
water that was entering the groundwater supply.

“The Board of Health study led to further investigation of
the situation by Hooper's public works officials, and what they
found was troubling,” said Tracy Allen, PE., of J-U-B Engi-
neers, Inc., the consulting engineers for the city of Hooper.
“There were dozens of documented cases where raw sewage
or gray water entered the local waterways, either directly or as
a result of a septic tank overflow. This put Hooper at the top
of the state’s priority list for funding.”

Hooper clearly needed a municipal sewer system, but
designing and installing it would be far from routine. The
city’s sewer project began with formation of the Citizen’s
Advisory Committee in 2002. By the end of that year, the
decision was made to authorize a sewer feasibility study. The

www.cenews.com



A study ... in 2001 raised significant concerns about the amount of sewage and gray water that

ras entering the groundwater supply.

feasibility study revealed a situation that would be obvious
to any experienced engineer: Installing sewers in Hooper
would be an expensive proposition. :

“Geologically, Hooper has groundwater at about 5 feet
below the surface,” noted Dennis Steele, the construction
manager for J-U-B Engineers. “In cost projections for a
gravity sewer, we had to allow for dewatering and installing
foundation materials for the collection lines. We estimated
that we would need trenches about 20 to 25 feet deep in
many locations to establish gravity flow. The excavation
would have taken out roads and existing utilities.”

Designing a new sewer was further complicated by the
fact that some of the local real estate developers had cre-
ated their own small sewer collection systems within the
incorporated city limits. All were gravity systems with small
pumping stations. Connecting the patchwork of sewers and
integrating them into a master plan made the issue even
more complicated. ,

There was a sense of urgency around the project because
of Hooper's rapidly growing population and the need to

*

eliminate sewage contamination of the groundwater supply.
Also, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Phase
II Stormwater Management Program required towns like
Hooper to reduce pollutants that were entering the storm-
water outfall and, ultimately, the Great Salt Lake.

Gravity versus vacuum

Given the geographic situation, it quickly became obvious
that gravity sewers would be very expensive and disruptive
to install. “The projected cost of a gravity system led us to
consider other alternatives,” said Allen. “One of the systems
we considered was vacuum technology. At the time, it was
something we were unfamiliar with. The more we studied
it, the more we realized that we could save a tremendous
amount of money by installing vacuum sewers.”

Allen and his team chose to work with AIRVAC, Inc.,
of Rochester, Ind., as their vacuum technology provider.
Vacuum sewers have the benefit of being relatively easy to
install; Because the vacuum collection mains do not require
a continual downgrade slope like gravity mains, they can be

Sewer Systern Manager Dennis Steele {right) discusses operating details with Technician Tymm Fowers inside one of Hooper's new vacuum stations.

www.cenews.com
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Hooper's vacuum stations are clesn, quiet, odor-
free, and were designed to blend in with the homes
in the neighborhood.

buried in shallower trenches, usually 4 to
6 feet deep. The vacuum collection mains
are also smaller in diameter. This means
faster installation, less heavy equipment,
and no dewatering or trench boxes.

Vacuum sewers are remarkably simple
in design, have few moving parts, and
require little maintenance. Household
wastewater enters the vacuum system
through a gravity service line (see Figure
1). It empties into a vacuum valve pit that
usually is located near the street. Typi-
cally, two to four homes can be connected
to a single valve pit. Each valve pit is
equipped with a vacuum interface valve
that activates when wastewater in the
lower sump reaches a predetermined level, usually about 10
gallons. Operation of the valve pit is completely pneumatic,
so electrical power is not required.

When the valve activates, wastewater is pulled by vacuum
pressure into the vacuum collection line, followed by a vol-
ume of air. The wastewater forms a slug that is driven by
the air because of differential (vacuum) pressure. The slug
moves rapidly within the collection main, usually at 15 to 18
feet per second, scouring the pipe and preventing the build
up of grease or sludge. And because vacuum technology is
a closed system, there are no leaks in a vacuum collection
main. That means no groundwater infiltration or sew-
age exfiltration. Treatment costs are reduced and the local

\

Figure 1: How a vacuum sewer system works

How Traditional gravity When 10 gallons of wastewater
lines carry wastewater | collects in the sump, the in the vacuum main, which is
Al RVAC from the customer to AIRVAC valve opens and laid in a sawtooth fashion to
an AIRVAC valve pit differential pressure propels the | insure adequate vacuum levels
Works: package. contents into the vacuum main. | at the end of each line.

groundwater is protected.

Vacuum pressure within the collection mains is created by
vacuum stations. A single vacuum station can provide service
to a large area, often replacing multiple lift stations that would
be required for.a gravity-flow system.

“The initial plan for gravity sewers would have required
something like 15 lift stations and hundreds of manholes.
The cost would have been astronomical,” said Steele. “With
the vacuum system, we have only three vacuum stations and
no manholes. The total [cost] of installing the vacuum system
was 25 percent less than a gravity system would have cost.”

Steele also noted that they were able to install the new
sewer system with little disruption to existing utilities or traf-

Wastewater travels at 15t0 18 fps  Wastewater enters the collection | Vacuum pumps cycle on and
tank. When the tank fills to a | off as needed to maintaina
predetermined level, sewage | constant level of vacuum on

pumps transfer the contents to the | the entire collection system.

treatment plant via a force main.
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. “Hooper is 2 farming community with a lot of culverts
and irrigation ditches. There are also two major highways
through the city. We were able to keep the roads open during
installation, sometimes with just one lane, but they remained
open. Traffic flow and existing utilities were virtually uninter-
rupted,” he said.

After Steele completed installation of the AIRVAC sys-
tem, he accepted 2 position as the city’s new sewer system
manager. One of his primary responsibilities is management
of the vacuum sewer network. ~

“We did a great deal of research before we chose vacuum
technology for Hooper's sewer system,” said Steele. “We
spoke with operators who have experience with AIRVAC and
they all told me that maintenance is very easy. Low mainte-

nance helps keep costs under control for the long term, which
benefits everyone.”

Primed for growth

Hooper's new AIRVAC system recently went on line, and
agreat deal of attention is focused on how well the technology
will work. “This is the first time vacuum sewer technology has
been used in the state of Utah,” said Mayor Glenn Barrow.

WWW.CBNEWS.com

“We are being watched very closely by the state Department
of Water Quality and by other communities.

“We're very excited about this project,” he continued. “We
have beautiful vacuum stations that fit in with the existing
architecture, we saved money on installation, and we will
continue to save money on maintenance costs.”

Hooper can expect more growth in the coming years
because the city has a modern sewer system that is cost-
effective and reliable. Barrow noted that property values are
already increasing, a good sign for Hooper's homeowners and
business leaders.

“I'm proud of what we have accomplished, and I think this
is a great service to our citizens,” said Barrow. “As the area
develops, we will continue to see new homes built in Hooper.
We want to be smart about our growth, and this new vacuum
sewer system certainly looks like a smart idea.”m

\
Steve Gibbs has written about public works and infrastructure for
more than 20 years.

The World Leader in Vacuum Sewer Technology ‘
www.airvac.com
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Suffolk County Sewer District Formation Process

The steps necessary to establish a County district are included in New York State
County Law Article 5-A. The various sections that apply and are attached and include
Section 253 Preparation of Map and Plans, Section 254 Public Hearing, Section 256
Establishment of a County District, Section 257 Permissive Referendum, and Section 258
Application to the Department of Audit & Control.

In summary, the Preparation of Map and Plans is authorized by the County
Legislature following a petition by the chief executive officer of a municipality or by at
least 25 owners of taxable real property within an area that wishes to become a sewer
district. The Legislature would then direct the Sewer Agency/Department of Public
Works to prepare the maps and plans for the district formation. The map and plans would
show the boundaries of the area, a description of the area, the proposed location of
facilities including the sewer system pumping station and treatment plant, and the
properties requiring constructional replacement of onsite wastewater facilities. An
estimate of the cost would also be included along with statements on the consistency of
any comprehensive plan for sewers in the area. It is recognized that if a County district is
established, then that district would reimburse the municipal district or persons who have
initially paid for the cost of preparing the maps and plans.

Once the maps and plans have been prepared, they are transmitted to the
Legislature and the Legislature calls a public hearing for the proposal to establish a
district. Following the notice of public hearing in the legal or official newspapers, the
hearing is held within 10-20 days from that publication. The details of the notice for the
hearing are described within Section 254 of the law. :

Following the public hearing and after consideration of any recommendations or
comments, the Legislature provides a findings resolution which would lead to an
application being prepared for submittal to the New York State Department of Audit &
Control. It is noted that if comments are received that require further study or an
amendment to the map and plans, then that direction is given to the Agency/Public Works
and a modified map and plan is prepared and would be subject of the new public hearing
( properly advertised). It is noted that the findings resolution would indicate that all the
property and property owners within the proposed district will be benefited and that all
property or property owners benefited are included within the limits of the proposed
district and that it is in the public interest to establish. Section 256 also includes an
exception in Suffolk County. It indicates that if the owner or owners of all land within the
proposed district consent in writing to the formation and the Board of Elections certifies
that there are no registered voters within the district, then a resolution adopted by the
Legislature approving the establishment shall not be subject to a referendum, permissive
or otherwise. If this situation is not confirmed, then a referendum would be necessary.

Section 258 details information with respect to the application to the State
Department of Audit & Control. There are documents that are much more detailed than



what is contained in Article 5-A that have been utilized in the past in preparing the
application. The application process is detailed and somewhat lengthy depending on the
attorney reviewing the documents for the State Department of Audit & Control. The
application is prepared under the guidance with the County Attorney’s office and must be
certified and transmitted by the Legislative Clerk to Albany. In some cases, it is
necessary to modify information provided and to hold additional public hearings if
deemed necessary by the State Department of Audit & Control.

An example is Sewer District No. 17 which was created for the Walt Whitman
Mall. The single owner petitioned the Legislature for the district to be established and it
was done in a relatively short period of time. Other districts have taken more than a year
from the time of the public hearing to have an agreement with the State Comptroller
office and in some cases applications to the State Comptroller have been denied.

BW/ni

Attachment
ga-bw11-18-08 sewer district creation attachment
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§ 253. Preparation of maps and plans. 1. A petition may be presented
to the board of supervisors requesting that a certain area or areas of
the county be established as a county district. Such petition shall be
executed and acknowledged on behalf of a municipality or district, any
part of which is included within such area or areas, by the chief
executive officer of such municipality, or of such district furnishing a
gimilar service as the district to be established hereunder. In lieu of
execution of the petition by the chief executive officer of such
municipality or district, the petition may be executed and acknowledged
by at least twenty-five owners of taxable real property of record
situated within such municipality or district, or in Suffolk county, if
all of the taxable real property of record situate within such
municipality which is to be included within a certain area or areas of
the county to be established as a county district is owned by one or
more but less than twenty-five owners, then the petition may be executed
and acknowledged by one or more of said owners within the area or areas
to be established as a county district. Upon presentation of such a
petition or on its own motion, the board of supervisors may direct the
agency to cause maps and plans to be prepared for a project as requested
in the petition or for the establishment of a certain area or areas of
the county as a county district, provided, however, that if the
petitioning municipality, district or owners of taxable property
undertake to furnish or pay the cost of such maps and plans at its or
their cost and expense, the board of supervisors shall direct the agency
to accept or prepare the same. In the case of a petition to create or
extend a water quality treatment district, the petition may be executed
and acknowledged by one or more of the owners of taxable real property
of record situated within such municipality whose private well water is
contaminated. At the time the petition is executed and acknowledged,
notice and copy of such petition shall be submitted to the state
department of health. Such maps or plans shall show (1) the boundaries
of the area or areas which the agency in its judgment considers will be
benefited by the particular project, (2) a description of the area or
areas sufficient to permit definite and conclusive identification of all
. parcels of property included therein, (3) the proposed location of all
facilities such as (a) reservoirs, stand pipes, wells, pumping stations,
water purification or treatment works, mains and hydrants, the source of
water supply, a description of the lands, streams, water or water rights
to be acquired and the mode of constructing the proposed water works,
(b) benefited parcels of properties with water quality treatment units
or devices installed prior to the formation of the district and/or those
properties requiring installation of water quality treatment units or
devices and the mode and freguency of testing, monitoring, modifying if
required, operation and maintenance, regenerating of such water quality
treatment units or devices and the administering of the treatment and
disposal of residuals and any other requirements pursuant to rules and
regulations adopted by the public health council under section two
hundred twenty-five of the public health law. Any water quality
treatment unit or device which has been installed prior to the formation
of the district must be approved pursuant to rules and regulations
adopted by the public health council under section two hundred
twenty-five of the public health law, prior to acceptance of such unit
or device and its Dbenefited property within the district, (c) trunk,
interceptor and outfall sewers, pumping stations, sewage treatment and
disposal works, (d) properties requiring construction or replacement of
private on-site wastewater disposal systems and the mode and frequency
of conveying, treating and disposing of wastewater and residual
wastewater, (e) drains, ditches, channels, pumping stations, dams,
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RETRIEVE BILL Page 2 of 2

dikes, bulkheads and retaining walls, or (f) refuse disposal and
incinerator plants and all necessary appliances appurtenant thereto, (4)
estimates of the cost of construction, or procurement and installation
of the facilities, and/or in the case of water quality treatment
districts, estimates of the costs of monitoring, testing, modifying, if
required, operation and maintenance, regenerating of such water guality
treatment units or devices and the treatment and disposal of residuals,
as shown on the maps and plans and the method of financing the same and
(5) an evaluation of rehabilitation needs based upon water quality,
public use and private development, special wildlife, scenic or other
values, sedimentation, shoreland zoning, potential for adequate
pollution and erosion controls within the drainage bagin, and potential
for future successful management. Such maps and plans pertaining to
sewer districts shall be consistent with, so far as possible, any
comprehensive plan for sewers developed pursuant to section 17-1901 of
the environmental conservation law. Such maps and plans pertaining to
water districts shall be consistent with, so £far as possible, any
comprehensive plan for public water supply systems developed pursuant to
title thirteen of article fifteen of the environmental conservation law.

2. If the report of the agency required by section two hundred
fifty-four of this chapter shall contain recommendations for the
establishment of two or more 2zones of assessment within a county
district, such maps and plans shall show the boundaries of each of such
zones and the estimated initial allocation of the cost of the

construction of the facilities recommended to be charged to each of such
zones.

3. Where acceptable maps, plans and related data have theretofore been
prepared by or for one or more existing or proposed municipal special or
improvement districts, the board of supervisors may, instead, authorize
the agency to adopt and utilize such maps, plans and data and, where a
county district is thereafter established and facilities constructed
thereby on the basis of such maps, plans and data, the district shall
reimburse the municipalities, districts or persons who have paid for all
or part of the cost of such maps, plans and data in a reasonable amount
to be agreed upon among them, which amount shall not exceed their net
expenditures therefor, and shall not include any portion of the cost
paid from federal or state aid and which amount, when paid, shall be
deemed part of the cost of the construction of the facilities by the
agency.

J T N )
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§ 254. Public hearing; cost to typical property. 1. When the agency
has caused such maps and plans to be prepared, it shall transmit them to
the board of supervisors, together with a report of its proceedings and
its recommendations, including a recommendation as to what officer,
board or body should be the administrative head or body of the proposed
district. Such report may further include the recommendations relating
to the establishment of two or more zones of assessment within the
proposed district and the estimated initial allocation of the cost of
the construction of the facilities as between such zones to be assessed,
jevied and collected in each zone in the same manner and at the same
time as other county charges. Upon receipt of the report and the maps
and plans, the board of supervisors shall call a public hearing wupon a
proposal to establish a county district, to comprise the area or areas
described and defined in said maps and plans. No public hearing shall be
called to establish a water quality treatment district until the maps
and plans have been submitted to and approved in writing by the state
department of health. Copy of such notice of approval or denial of the
maps and plans shall be filed in the office of the clerk of the board of
supervisors of the county in which the proposed district is located.
The clerk of the board of supervisors shall cause a notice of the public
hearing to be published at least once in the official newspapers of the
county and in such other newspapers having a general circulation in the
proposed district as the board may direct, the first publications
thereof to be not less than ten or more than twenty days before the day
set therein for the hearing. The notice of hearing shall contain a
description of the area or areas to be included within the proposed
district, and if the report shall have recommended the establishment of
zones of assessment, a description of the area or areas to be included
within each zone of assessment, the improvements proposed, the maximum
amount to be expended for the improvement, the estimated cost of hook-up
fees, if any, to, and the cost of the district or extension to, the
typical property and, if different, the typical one or two family home,
the allocation of such maximum amount as between the zones of assessment
recommended, if any, the proposed method of assessment of the cost and
shall specify the time when and place where the board of supervisors
will meet to consider the matter and to hear all parties interested
therein concerning the same. In the event that zones of assessment are
provided for and an allocation of cost of the facilities between such
zones of assessment, said notice shall further state that said zones of
assessment and said allocations of cost may be changed from time to time
by resolution of the board of supervisors adopted after a public hearing

_ whenever said board of supervisors shall determine that such changes are
necessary in the public interest. Prior to the publication of the
notice of hearing, the board of supervisors shall cause to be prepared,
and file for public inspection with the county clerk, a detailed
explanation of how the estimated cost of hook-up fees, if any, to, and
the cost of the district or extension to, the typical property and, if
different, the typical one or two family home was computed.

2. (a) If the permission of the state comptroller is not required
pursuant to section two hundred fifty-eight, two hundred sixty-eight or
two hundred sixty-nine of this article because it is proposed or
required that the county in in which the district is located shall
finance the proposed cost by the issuance of bonds, notes, certificates,
or other evidences of indebtedness of the county therefor or shall
assume the payment of annual installments of debt service on obligations
issued to finance the cost of facilities pursuant to section two hundred
sixty-two of this article but the cost to typical property or, if
different, the cost to the typical one or two family home is not above
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the average cost threshold described in those sections, a certified copy
of the notice of hearing shall also be filed with the state comptroller
on or about the date of publication of the notice.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (a} of this
subdivision, the state comptroller shall not be precluded from requiring
the submission of additional information or data in such form and detail
as the state comptroller shall deem sufficient or from causing an
investigation to be made with respect to the establishment or extension
of a district or an increase in the maximum amount to be expended.

htne/imuhlin laoinfa cfate nuv ne/T AWSSFEAF coi?0UERYTYPE=LAWS+&QUERYDATA... 1/2/2009



RETRIEVE BILL

rage 1 wvi 4

§ 256. Establishment of a county district. Upon the evidence presented
at the public hearing, and after due consideration of the maps and
plans, reports, recommendations and other data filed with it, the board
of supervisors shall determine, by resolution, whether or not the
proposed facilities are satisfactory and sufficient and, if it shall
determine such question in the negative, it shall remand the proceedings
to the agency for further study. The agency shall make such further
study and amend and revise the maps and plans (including the zones of
assessment and allocation of costs if the maps and plans provide
therefor) in conformance with its findings, and shall make a further
report to the board of supervisors in the same manner as hereinbefore
provided. If the revised maps and plans call for an increase in the
estimated maximum expenditure for the project, alter the boundaries of
the proposed district, or if the maps and plans provide for zones of
assessment and allocation of the cost of the facilities, alter the
boundaries of the proposed zones of assessment or change the allocation
or the costs of the facilities as between the zones of assessment, the
board of supervisors shall call a further public hearing thereon in the
manner provided in section two hundred fifty-four. When the board of
supervisors shall find that the proposed facilities are adequate and
appropriate, it shall further determine by resolution, (1) whether all
the property and property owners within the proposed district are
benefited thereby, (2) whether all of the property and property owners
benefited are included within the limits of the proposed district, (3)
whether it is in the public interest to establish the district and (4)
if said maps and plans and report recommended the establishment of zones
of assessment and the allocation of the costs of the facilities as
between such zones of assessment, whether such zones of assessment and
the allocation of the costs of the facilities thereto represent as
nearly as may be the proportionate amount of benefit which the several
lots and parcels of land situate in such zones will derive therefrom.

If the board of supervisors shall determine that it is in the public
interest to establish the district, but shall find that (1) any part or
portion of the property or property owners within the proposed district
are not benefited thereby or (2) that certain property owners benefited
thereby have not been included therein, or (3), if zones of assessment
are proposed to be " established and the costs of facilities allocated
among said zones of assessment, that any part or portion of the property
or property owners within a proposed zone of assessment should be placed
in a different zone of assessment or that a different allocation of the
cost should be made as between the zones of assessment, the board shall
specify the necessary changes of the boundaries of the proposed district
or the necessary changes of the boundaries of any proposed zone of
assessment or the necessary changes as to the allocation of costs, as
the case may be, to be made in order that all of the property and
property owners and only such property owners as are benefited shall be
included within such proposed district, or in order that such zones of
assessment and the allocation of the costs of the facilities thereto
shall represent as nearly as may be the proportionate amount of benefit
which the several lots and parcels of land situate in such zones will
derive therefrom, and the board shall call a further hearing at a
definite place and time not less than fifteen nor more than twenty-five
days after such determination. Notice of such further hearing shall be
published in the manner provided in section two hundred fifty-four,
except that such notice shall also specify the manner in which it is
proposed to alter the boundaries of the proposed district, or the
boundaries of the zones of assessment or the allocation of the costs of
the facilities as between said zones of assessment, as the case may be.
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If and when the board shall determine in the affirmative all of the
questions set forth above, the board may adopt a resolution approving
the establishment of the district, as the boundaries shall be £finally
determined, and the conmstruction of the improvement, and if zones of
assessment have been established and an allocation of the costs of the
facilities made as between such zones of assessment, further approving
the establishment of the initial zones of assessment and the initial
allocation of the costs of the facilities as between said zones of
assessment. Such resolution shall be subject to permissive referendum as
hereinafter provided, except in the case of a water quality treatment
district and except in the county of Suffolk. In the county of suffolk,
if the owner or owners of all of the land within the proposed district
consent in writing to the formation of the proposed district and the
board of elections certify that on or after the date of the £irst
publication of the notice of public hearing hereinabove referred to,
there is no registered voter within the proposed district, then and in
that case the resolution adopted by the board approving the

establishment of a district shall not be subject to referendum,
permissive, or otherwise.

’t
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§ 257. Permissive referendum. 1. The provisions of sections one
hundred one and one hundred two of this chapter and the applicable
provisions of the election law as to conduct of elections and
qualifications of voters shall apply to permissive referenda conducted
hereunder, except that only those electors shall be qualified to sign a
petition and to vote who are resident within an area included in the
proposed county district, and provided further that the number of
signatures required on the petition shall be one hundred or five per
centum of the owners of taxable real property situated within the
proposed district, whichever shall be less.

2. The clerk of the board of supervisors shall cause toO be prepared
and have available for distribution proper forms for such petition and
shall distribute a supply to any person requesting the same.

3. Whexre there are no resident electors within an area included in the
proposed county district, the referendum may be waived upon

certification by the county board of elections that there are no
qualified electors.

* .. it
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§ 258. Application to the department of audit and control. 1.
Whenever a resolution approving the establishment of a county district
shall have become effective, and it is proposed or required that the
county in which such district is located shall finance the cost thereof
by the issuance of the bonds, notes, certificates or other evidences of
indebtedness of the county therefor, or shall assume the payment of
annual installments of debt service on obligations issued to finance the
cost of facilities, pursuant to section two hundred sixty-two of this
article, and, if the state comptroller shall have computed average
estimated costs for similar types of districts, the cost of the proposed
district or extension to the typical property or, if different, the cost
of the proposed district or extension to the typical one or or two
family home as stated in the notice of hearing is above the average
estimated cost to the typical properties or homes for the establishment
or extension of similar types of districts as may be annually computed
by the state comptroller, the clerk of the board of supervisors shall
file an application in the office of the department of audit and control
for permission to establish the district. The state comptroller
annually shall provide to counties notice of the average cost thresholds
as may be computed in accordance with this section. Such application
shall be executed and verified by the chairman of the board of
supervisors or such other officer as the board may designate and be in
such form and contain such information as may be prescribed by the state
comptroller. The state comptroller may require the submission of
additional information or data in such form and detail as he shall deem
sufficient, or may cause an investigation to be made to aid him in
making the determinations below mentioned. Upon such application and
such other information, data and material which may be submitted, the
state ' comptroller shall determine whether the public interest will be
served by the establishment of the district and also whether the cost
thereof will be an undue burden upon the property of the proposed
district. If such resolution shall have provided for the establishment
of zones of assessment and the allocation of the costs of the facilities
as between such zones of assessment, the state comptroller shall further
determine whether the cost of the facilities allocated to each of said
zones of assessment will be an undue burden upon the property of each
proposed zone of assessment.

2. Upon completion of the examination of the application and
investigation of the project, the state comptroller shall make an oxrder,
in duplicate, granting or denying permission for the establishment of
the district and shall file one copy of such order in the office of the
state department of audit and control at Albany, New York, and the other
in the office of the clerk of the board of supervisors of the county in
which the proposed district is located. The clerk of the board of
supervisors shall present such order to the board at the next meeting
thereof. If the state comptroller shall deny permission for the
establishment of the district, no further proceedings shall be taken in
the matter. If the state comptroller shall grant permission for the
establishment of the district or if such permission is not required, the
board of supervisors may adopt an order establishing the district.
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Introduction

The consérvative cost € imate of repairing, replacing, and updating New York's municipal
wastewater infrastrucure is $36.2 billion! over the next 20 years. In the past, the federal and
state governments ha rovided significant funding for infrastructure repair and replacement.
This is not true today. In’ s,-the federal grants pro sram shifted to a low-interest loan
program, making it harder for many communities to address their infrastructure needs. New
York voters approved the 1996 Clean Water/Clean Air Bond Act (CW/CA BA) which provided
funding for wastewater infrastructure in certain areas, but these funds have been fully obligated.
To date, New York State has invested over $11 billion in wastewater infrastructure.

Across New York State there are
over :six hundred  wastewater
treatment facilities that serve 1,610
municipalities. The facilities range
in size from New York City’s vast
system that processes 1.3 billion
_gallons  of wastewater a day
through 14 facilities, to small
village systems that process less
thap 100,000 gallons a day. These
facilities  provide wastewater
treatment for more than 15,000,000
people across the state.

With limited federal and state assistance, the burden of
maintaining wastewater infrastructure falls on local
governments. Many local municipalities have trouble
convincing their residents that infrastructure must be
managed proactively, including planning for repairs and
replacement and charging rates that cover those costs.
Fewer than 40 percent of municipalities have 2 capital
improvement plan for their wastewater collection systems...
Except for transportation infrastructure, water and
wastewater infrastructure are the largest municipal assets.
This repoft is an initial step toward the development of a
sustainable infrastructure funding program at the federal,
state and local level. Adequate water infrastructure funding
is a critical component of urban revitalization, smart economic growth and property tax relief. It
is essential for the protection of public health and environment.

Report Overview : \

The state fiscal year 07-08 (SFY) budget included $300,000 to assist the Department of
Environmental Conservation (Department) in assessing statewide wastewater infrastructure
improvement needs and to report its findings.? This is the Department’s report. The Department

1The 2003 Drinking Water Needs Survey documented drinking water infrastructure costs in New York of $14.8
pillion over the next 20 years. United States Environmental Protection Agency, “Drinking Water Infrastructure
Needs Survey and Assessment, Third Report to Congress,” P. 58, June 2005. Available at
http://www.ep&gov/safewater/needssurvey/pdfs/2003/report_needssurvey_2003 pdf. Presently, the Department of
Health is compiling data for a 2007 needs survey. Itis expected that this updated information will document needs
in New York of at least $20-22 billion for drinking water infrastructure over the next 20 years.

2There are also thousands of small privately - owned residential wastewater treatment facilities that have small
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jans to use the budget item to further refine the estimates developed in this report to better
understand the full scope of infrastructure funding requirements and to present suggested cost-
effective solutions. -

There are many factors that have caused the cost of New York State’s wastewater infrastructure
to increase. Many facilities are past their expected useful lives. In addition, new federal

standards push the need for enhanced wastewater treatment systems, as well as the sometimes
costly programs to address stormwater, combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and separate sanitary
overflows. * All this is happening in the wake of the federal government’s systematic

disinvestment in wastewater infrastructure.

New York State is fortunate to have vast water resources. These resources are critical to the 18
million New Yorkers who rely on them for drinking, bathing and recreation. Plentiful waters can
form the foundation of economic expansion, as other areas of the nation suffer from chronic
shortages. Yet these resources arc in peril of being re-contaminated due to declining wastewater
infrastructure. Undertreated or raw sewage, street waste and nutrient pollution cause excess
algae and weed growth and otherwise impair New York States precious waters including: Long

Island Sound; the Hudson River; the Mohawk River; Lake Champlain; Lake Ontario, Lake Erie
and the Finger Lakes. ’

To assess New York's aging infrastructure, the Department and the Environmental Facilities

Corporation (EFC) formed a wastewater infrastructure workgroup. As one of the first steps in

developing the report, the workgroup reviewed the Clean.Watersheds Needs Survey (CWNS)
that EFC conducts every four years with the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). The Needs Survey covers a variety of infrastructure costs, is focused on municipal
systems and contains high quality data. However, thé Needs Survey covers a limited universe of
projects for which actual engineering plans have been prepared, and does not include estimates
of any anticipated needs that have not undergone this advanced level of project development.
Therefore, the Needs Survey provides only 2 limited and conservative cost estimate. Emerging

‘1S§g"_é___§"tja't“§ﬂ'éa future wastewater Tfrastructure needs are not Tncluded in the Needs Sufvey.
Nor does the Needs Survey Tholude residential septic systems because they are not eligible for
Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund (CWSRF) funding.

The following two charts show the results of the national and New York State specific Needs
Surveys from 1974 to 2004 (the most recently completed survey):

service areas, such as apartment complexes and mobile home parks. An assessment of the needs for these systems is
also included in this report. These systems are privately owned and presently not eligible for public funding.
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In addition to EPA’s CWNS, the workgroup reviewed other existing data sets held by the
Department and its partners, and considered pollutants and standards that wastewater-
infrastructure may have t0 address in the future. The data that the workgroup reviewed
fell into three categories for municipal wastewater infrastructure needs:

Clean Watersheds Needs Survey Data
& Municipal Wastewater Treatment Facility Upgrades
e Collection and Conveyance Systems
e Combined Sewer Overflow Correction
o Nonpoint Source Pollution Control

Other Existing Data Sets
e Maintaining Facilities and Appurtenances
« Operation and Maintenance
.+ Auxiliary Power at Plants
/’ " Restoring Water Quality
S Unsewered Communities

Future Infrastructure Needs Data

o Protecting Water Quality :
« Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Retrofit
. New Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDBLs)
. Enhanced Water Quality Standards *
. Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products

e Protecting Water Resources
o Water Shortages

The following chart shows the proportion of funding projected to be needed for each of these
data sets: (More details on how the data was reviewed and a table of the results can be found in
the Data Evaluation and Next Steps sectiqn of this report. The workgroup plans t0 refine many

of this repof't's estimates in its continuing work. Further research is likely to identify additional
needs.)




20-Year Estimate of Wastewater infrastructure Neads in NY ($36.2 pillion total)

acting Water Qualy

($1.7 titlion)
5% 3%
Restofing Water Quality (80.7
billion)

2%

Maintaining Faciities &
* Appurtenances ($2.1 biion)
X 6%

Municipal Wastewata?
Nonpoint Source Potution Treatment Faciity Upgrades

Contro! ($3.0 bittion} (5136 witlion)
8% 3%

Combined Sewer Overfiow
Correction (87.5 biton)
1%

Cotsction and Convayance
Sysems ($6.6 bition)
18%

It is unlikely that any one funding source will meet the projected financial needs of wastewater

infrastructure that arise under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and federal Safe Drinking

Water Act. Federal, state and local governments will need to establish stronger partnerships

- toward a long-term solution, Components for a sustainable funding program could include: 2
~well-funded CWSRF; low-interest loan Pprograms; federal grants; state grants; hardship
community grants and adequate local rates sufficient {o address current and projected funding
requirements. Considerations for developing the program include:  asset management;
innovative technology; fairness; future infrastructuré challenges; the relationship of

_infrastructure to smart growth and economic development; and local gové’r’iﬁﬁmm y. The
Department {ooks forward to working closely with the public and the Legislature on developing
this critical funding program.




NEW FUNDING PROGRAM COMPONENTS AND CONSIDERATIONS |-

New York has diligently leveraged and carefully managed both federal and state funds to
build and maintain a healthy wastewater infrastructure across the state. New York State's
goals-have always revolved around restoring impacted waterbodies and ensuring that the
people of the state have adequate clean water for personal and commercial use.

Over the past forty years there have been many changes to the programs used to fund
wastewater infrastructure. At one point, the state was successful in getting necessary
infrastructure built and maintained. The mechanisms in place today, however, are net
adequate to stimulate needed repairs and replacement, causing the potential return to
polluted waterways. New funding options for the twenty-first century are needed.

Components of a Sustainable Funding Program

Below are various components of a sustainable program for funding water infrastructure
needs. It is envisioned that a sustainable funding program would need to include a mix of
loy;igmgﬁwtam It is clear that the federal government has to
be re-engaged in providing appropriate levels of support for this federally mandated
program.

Strong CWSRF Loan Program

New York’s 15-year-old CWSRF program has been very well-managed and continues to
provide necessary funding for municipalities. However, this mechanism also is
insufficient to drive municipal reinvestment in infrastructure. For example, in FFY 2008,
only approximately 19 percent of the identified needs will be funded. Additional funding
to the program in the form of capitalization grants would allow an immediate merease, in

CWSRF16ans.~As more loans are issued, repayments would increase each year, allowing
the Tund to grow further. Thﬂ’SRF currently is not available to non-municigal
wastewater infrastructure. A change in the Tederal Iegislation to remove this restriction
"WBEH“BWO fund such projects. In addition, as federal assistance for the
CWSRF declines; 1655 state match is needed to get the federal funding. There may be an

opportunity to employ budgeted funds not need for a federal match to expand the state
fund or for hardship grants.

Other Loans

Other sources of loans are available, though not widely used. The United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development Program offers loans, though the
interest rate is not competitive with financing through the CWSRF. Also, the sums of

money available are sufficient to address only a small portion of the state’s wastewater
infrastructure concerns.
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Federal Grant Awards

-

No federal CWA grant funding has been available for wastewater treatment since 1991,"

and the decaying status of the nation’s infrastructure reflects this fact. EPA's recently
issued 2004 CWNS report identifies New York’s need as $24.5 billion, up 20 percent
from its 2000 report. A new program similar to the construction grants program, which

rovided grants for either 5 5"of 75 percent of eligible prq%@ﬁﬁige”@déﬂ'ﬁiﬁas
an effective approach in the past and federal participation would again ‘Spur infrastructure
improvements. Any renewed construction grants program could be layered on a base
CWSRF funding.

Other federal funding such as USDA’s Rural Development Program and United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development's (HUD) Small Cities Community
Development Program currently provide grants on a limited basis. These programs
cannot provide large sums of funding and have numerous priorities other than water
quality projects. Therefore, absent significant amendment these should not be considered
primary sources of grants in an expanded program. ‘

State Grant Awards

There is a need for expanded state grants for wastewater infrastructure projects. New
York State has a 40-plus year history of providing grant funding through the 1965
PWBA, 1972 EQBA and the 1996 CWI/CA BA. State‘grants for water projects are also
available through the EPF, but have not been made ‘available for wastewater
rFrsiruciure projects. The Governor's biidget langiage for the SFY2008-09 Would atiow
\ifited wastewater infrasiructure projects to receive EPF finding. ™ "

A A hansuai M;mw-n-wmmnw e

Hardship Community Grants

A portion of wastewater treatment infrastructure grant funding should be set aside for

service areas with populations which are subject to unusually high local user charges to
support a sewerage system. Under the CWSREF, thef® 1s mﬁu&é‘ interest or ’mtc'res‘.'-Eee”
w

financing to qualifying hardship communities.

In addition, many New York communities are small, rural communities with many low-
income families. In these communities, it is not uncommon for homes to be on small lots
where the septic systems and drinking water wells are in close proximity, thus increasing
the potential for water quality problems. Older communities tend to have older septic
systems that have not been properly maintained, further increasing the potential that
septic systems will pollute nearby waterways or drinking water SOUICES. These
communities may desire to build collection systems, treatment plants or other alternative

systems, but the lack of economy of scale frequently causes homeowners’ annual costs to
be very high.
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Fair Local Rates

There are still a number of municipalities which have neglected to increase sewer rates
even though their rates are far below average. While it is understandable that a
municipality may not want to further burden its ratepayers, it is fundamentally unfair to

provide state or federal grant assistance to these municipalities that fail to demonstrate a
commitment to a fair local share.

Considerations of a Sustainable Funding Program

There are several elements that should be considered when developing a sustainable
wastewater infrastructure funding program.

Asset Management

Proper asset managemeQs promotes Blanning for adequate maintenan gnance of infrastructure.
for effective use 0

Asset management forms the foundation of p anning imited
resources, including funds for operation, maintenance, and capital improvement.
Properly done, an asset management plan will determine the spending priorities for
infrastructure management by focusing on those assets identified as in need of repair or
replacement. At present, only 40 percent of municipal wastewater treatment facilities in
New York State have developed capital improvement plans. Yet after roads and bridges,
wastewater treatment plants are most municipalities’ largest asset. ‘An asset management
plan can then be used to determine local sewer use charges. It also can extend the
longevity of a wastewater treatment plant as it supports regular maintenance. Proper
plans can also provide for the maintenance of reserve funds for future needs. Presently,
asset management for wastewater tre lants is voluntary but it sho requi

if gr nding Js.provided to the municipality. Another alternative would be to provide
grants for municipalities to develop asset management plans.

Innovative Technology \

As infrastructure is replaced, there is a need to push for innovative and cost-effective,
new technologies. Projects that are more efficient effective should receive more
beneficial funding. Tor Instance, one Way 10 feduce the need and burden on wastewater
WRGESasTiTe-ts to reduce the amount of water that comes into the system. This can be

achieved through water conservation practices including emerging technologies such as

permeable surfaces that allow water to settle into the ground rather than tlow_into

municipal sewers.” mm————
- ,,,,,,‘.u_:mr"""‘ﬂ

%“Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure, Action Strategy 2008.” American Rivers, et. al.,
January 2008. [Online] Available http://www.gpa.gov/nﬂes/pubs/gi__action_strategy.pdf.
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the R verhead Wastewater treatment plant on Long Island, which is currently piloting a

project which uses its treated effluent at a source of irrigation water for a nearby golf
course.

Other innovations include water reuse for irrigation. An example in New York State is

There is growing interest in “green infrastructure” as a way to reduce the costs and
impacts of addressing CSOs. Measures can include tree planting, rain gardens,
infiltration systems, rain barrels and pervious parking lots and sidewalks. The concept is
that holding stormwater on the urban environment for slow release or infiltration into the
ground will reduce the amount of water that goes into a sewer system.

EPA has hot updated its best available technology standards for wastewater treatment for
over 30 years. Cost effective technologies for new infrastructure should be considered as
a requirement for funding. In addition, while seEurily..ncasyres for wastewater

infrastructure are relatively inexpensive, they should be included in any funded
infrastructure. T .
"—_..-u—‘

Finally, electricity is the second largest operating cost at our nation’s wastewater
treatment plants, making up anywhere from 25 to 40 percent of their total operating
budget. More than $6.5 billion is spent by municipal wastewater treatment plants each
year. Additional demand for electricity at such plants is expected to increase by 20

percent over the next 15 years. Any new funding program should support_energy
efficiency and alternatives. - O . o

There will be other categories of innovation to be considered in the future. The
establishment of an entity similar to NYSERDA that would focus on innovations in

wastewater technology could assure that new infrastructure in New York State
incorporates the latest technology.

Fairness : S -

There are many municipalities across \the state that have vigorously maintained their
wastewater facilities and proactively planned for and invested in needed upgrades. Any
new funding program must be fair and not penalize these municipaliti e '
ewards. 11 a new sustainabic ing program does not recognize good stewardship, it
could discourage proper maintenance, management and rate setting. Municipalities
should show that they charge fair rates before they could receive any grant funding, and

there is a compelling need to maintain consistent enforcement policies to ensure that bad
actors are not rewarded.
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Future Infrastructure Challenges

As noted above, there are many future challenges for protecting water quality that need to
be considered when updating and constructing new wastewater infrastructure. The extent
of the impact of these issues is hard to quantify. Any engineering of new infrastructure
will have to contemplate whether and to what degree these potential issues should be

considered in design. As new information is developed on these issues it must be taken
into account in decision-making.

Relationship of Infrastructure to Smart Growth and Economic Development

New York is fortunate to have many historic urban areas and there has been a renewed
effort to restore these communities back to their vibrant heydays. Not only can they be
attractive and unique neighborhoods and business areas but the re-vitalization of urban
areas is a key component of Smart Growth. Wastewater infrastructure is important to

1SRG ERTon T Smart Growth concepts, Concentrating development to where it already

“~EXTSTS protects open space, and should contain the costs of infrastructure. Yet many of
our urban areas are financially strapped and struggling to find the resources to address
their existing infrastructure needs. In fact, their costs are going up disproportionately
which drives residents and businesses to leave. Funding griteria should recognize the
importance of supporting Smart Growth and clean development concepts.

overall commw efforts, and_replacement projects should be dope in

Fixing our wastewater infrastructure will also support economic development. A
sustainable funding program should include the ability to both upgrade and expand
wastewater treatment works which service discreet urbanized areas. This could serve as
an inducement for Smart Growth in these areas. -

Local Government Efficiency

The Commission on Local Government Efficiency and Competitiveness is part of an
effort to étreamline government at every level. The Commission is charged with making
recommendations in the areas of local government merger, consolidation, shared
services, smart growth and regional services. Initiatives to consolidate
water/sewer/stormwater systems have been submitted by 10 counties in the state for
review by the Commission. It is planned that these projects will receive legal, logistical

. and technical assistance from state government, including referrals to grant programs and
other funding opportunities that may apply.
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Exhibit No. 15

PROJECT SCHEDULE/FINANCING

ON DISTRICT FORMATION
Public Hearing Resolution Submitted (See Note 1) Start
Public Hearing LOT 1 month
Public Hearing Set 2 months
Advertisement in Paper — 10 to 20 days before hearing 2.5 months
Public Hearing 3.5 months
Findings Resolution LOT 3.5 months
Findings Resolution Approved 4.0 months
Findings Resolution Advertised 4.5 months
Application to State Comptroller (See Note 2) 6.0 months
Comptrollers Order Received (See Note 3) 10 months
Adopting Resolution Submitted 10 months
Adopting and Appropriating Resolution LOT 11 months
Adopting and Appropriating Resolution Approved 12 months
Notes: 1. Engineering Report and SEQRA must be complete, each
time period is from start.
2. Findings Resolution effective 45 days after vote.
3. Comptrollers Office assumed to take 4 months.

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 15 project schedule/financing on district formation
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Exhibit No. 16
MASTIC - SHIRLEY
PROJECT SCHEDULE
Authorization to Proceed
Consultant Selection Process
Draft and Final Engineering Report
SEQRA Process with EIS
Financial Approval (See Exhibit No. 15)
Concurrent Preparation of Contract Documents
Permit Process
Advertise of Award
Construction (WWTP Sewer 3 years)**

Startup

TOTAL TIME

* Assumed 7/2011

*x Mid point of Construction — STP and Sewer 6/2017

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 16 project schedule

Day 1*

4 months
6 months
12 months
12 months
3 months
4 months

3 years

7.5 years
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EXHIBIT NO. 17

MASTIC - SHIRLEY
ENVIRONMENTAL COST ESTIMATE

Environmental Impact Statement

Generic statement for service area with all impacts

considered, growth potential, and public participation. $300,000
Wastewater Treatment Plant EIS Subtotal $250,000
TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL COST $550,000

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 17 Mastic/Shirley environmental cost estimate



EXHIBIT NO. 18




EXHIBIT NO. 18

MASTIC - SHIRLEY SEWERING STUDY
ENGINEERING COSTS

Design

a) Sewer System — Refer to Figure No. 7, Curve B and
Exhibit 23 which provides an estimate for the service area.
$11 million x 4.8 = $.53 million
75% design, 25% construction administrative
design = $0.40 million

b) Wastewater Treatment Plant — Refer to Figure No. 7
Curve A and Exhibit 24
$17 million x 5.7 = $.97 million
Design @ 75% fee = .75 x $.97 = $0.73 million

Construction Administration
a) Sewer System .25 x $.53 million = $0.13 million

b) Wastewater Treatment Plant = .25 x $.97 million =
$0.24 million

Project Labor Agreement

Based on previous projects performed, this task is valued at $500,000
TOTAL ENGINEERING COST = $2.0 MILLION

(Design = $1.13 million)
(Construction Administration = $.87 million)

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 18 Mastic/Shirley engineering costs
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EXHIBIT NO. 19

MASTIC - SHIRLEY
PLANNING AND ENGINEERING DESIGN COSTS

Planning — EIS — Exhibit No. 17 $0.55 million

Design — Includes PLA and Construction Administration

Exhibit No. 18 $2.0 million

TOTAL $2.55 million

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 19 plan and engr design costs
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EXHIBIT NO. 22




Sewer System

(See Figure
No. 4)

Treatment Plant
(See Figure
No. 6)

EXHIBIT NO. 22

MASTIC - SHIRLEY
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION SERVICES

2 miles and 2 pumping stations to be
constructed in CR 80, 18 month
construction period;

Staff required: (5+)

1 — Professional Engineer — Grade 32*
1 — Resident Engineer — Grade 26

1 — Office Engineer — Grade 23

2 — Inspectors — Grades 14 — 23

2 — Survey Crews (3 men each)*

2 — Testing Crews (3 men each)*

1 — Office Helper

18 month cost (2016 — 2017) = $2 million

0.4 mgd facility, 2 year construction period;
Staff required: (4+)

1 — Professional Engineer — Grade 32*

1 — Resident Engineer — Grade 26

2 — Inspectors Grade 18

1 — Office Helper

2 year cost (2016- 2018) = $1.8 million

TOTAL COST = $3.8 MILLION

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 22 construction inspection services
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EXHIBIT NO. 23

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE — SEWER SYSTEM*

Large Pump Station
Small Pump Station
Sewers (dry-wet)
Force main

Grinder Pumps

Crossings

$1,000,000
$750,000
225-450/1f
225/1f
$10,000 each

$1500/1f

Contingency will include easements and ROW

Land

$500,000/Acre

(pumping station site @.06 acre = $30,000/site, included in estimate)

Sewers

Grinders

Large Stations
Small Stations
Forcemain
Crossings
Subtotal
Contingency 10%
Total

Use

Million Dollars

$1.5
$2.0
$1.0
$.75
$2.4
$2.2
$9.9
$.99
$10.9
$11

*gravity/conventional/low pressure/pumping station — cost 2017
bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 23 project cost estimate
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EXHIBIT NO. 24
WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL COSTS

Plant 1 .4 mgd — Airport
Basic WWTP Costs 2- Smgd @ $30/gpd
Land — assume Brookhaven donates land
1. Treatment 0.4 mgd @ $30/gpd = $12 million

2. Disposal

Refer to Cameron SD # 6 Report = $6,000/pool
Add 50% for inflation = $9,000/pool

For a 1 mgd facility use
10’ diameter pools with an effective depth of 8 feet

@ 1.0 mgd 200,000 sq. feet required - 800 pools
use standard $50,000 for site work
per 1.0 mgd cost is
800 x 9,000 = $7.2 million
plus site work ($50,000)
Total Flow = 0.4 mgd — cost is

(.4 x $7.2 million) + $50,000
= $2.93 million

Summary of Treatment and Disposal Costs

(Million Dollars)
Treatment 12.0
Disposal 293
Subtotal 14.93
10% Contingency  1.49
Total 16.42 use $17

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 24 WWT & disposal costs
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EXHIBIT NO. 25

MASTIC — SHIRLEY SEWERAGE FACILITIES
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS (2018)*

Sewer System — 2 miles of sewers, 2 pump stations $225,000
1 — Operator 10,000
1 — Heavy Equipment Operator 10,000
2 — Helpers 15,000
1 — Vactor — 10 yr life, maintenance 80,000
System Maintenance 10,000
Subtotal $350,000
Treatment Plant— 0.4 mgd
a) Labor, equipment, utilities, material

and supplies, and sludge values were
used for SD # 18, adjusted as necessary

with inflation to 2018.
Subtotal £900,000
Total
Sewer system $350,000
Treatment Plant 900,000
$1,250,000
TOTAL $1.25 million

* multiplier applied

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 25 O & M costs (2018)*
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EXHIBIT NO. 26

PROJECT COST SUMMARY
Environmental (Exhibit 17) $ 0.55
Design (Exhibit 18) 1.13
Project Labor Agreement (Exhibit 18) 0.50
Sewer Construction (Exhibit 23) 11
STP Construction (Exhibit 24) 17
Construction Administration (Exhibit 18) .87
Construction Inspection (Exhibit 22) __38
TOTAL $34,850,000

Amortized Cost

$34,850,000 @ (20 yr, 5%) = $2,796,364 = $2.8 million/year

Annual Charges
Operations and Maintenance (Exhibit 25) $1.25 million
Debt Service 2.8 million
TOTAL ANNUAL  $4.05 million
Annual Parcel Charge = $4.05 million = $20,558

197 parcels

bw11-16-09 Exhibit No. 26 project cost summary




