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1 Comments and Responses 

This chapter addresses the comments received during the SEQRA public hearing and the public 

comment period on the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS). The comments 

are grouped by subject matter, summarized, and referenced to the original source. Where 

multiple comments have a similar theme and/or are repetitive, not every individual comment is 

listed and they are grouped, summarized, and responded to once. Copies of the public hearing 

transcript and written comments are provided in ATTACHMENT 1 and ATTACHMENT 2 

respectively. 

1.1 GENERAL COMMENTS 

  Comment 1:

Several members of the Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee (CPAC) commented that 

the Comprehensive Plan Update (CPU) presented by the Village did not fully reflect the plan 

authored by the CPAC and presented to the Board of Trustees. Some reflected that it was 

fundamentally different on some issues. Others noted that there is general agreement on 

most ideas and goals within the Master Plan, with the desirable level of future growth and 

density desired as the main point of diversion.  

Some requested that the CPAC plan be made available to the public and that a Public 

Hearing be held on the CPAC plan. Some noted that the responsibility to produce the Plan 

rests with the Board of Trustees. Some requested that their names be removed from the 

CPU, with the concern that members of the community would think that they supported 

everything in the CPU. Some of these issues were also voiced by members of the public who 

did not serve on the CPAC. 

Virginia Capon, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 115-120 
Donald Pawluk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 120-124 
Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 130-131 
Mike Francis, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 135 
Andrea Howard, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 184 
Mary Bernero, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 198-199 
Judy Fischer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 218 
Letter from Donald Pawluk 
Letter from Virginia Capon 
Letter from Philip Griffith 
Letter from Mike Francis 
 

Response:  

The CPAC was established as an advisory committee to the Board of Trustees.  As such, its 

recommendations were valuable and considered seriously by the Board in crafting the final 

version of the Comprehensive Plan Update.  In fact, the Board of Trustees made a draft 

version of the Comprehensive Plan Update available to the CPAC in MS Word format so that 
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the CPAC might make edits and any changes it felt were appropriate.  The Board then 

reviewed those changes and accepted many, but not all.  The final version that was made 

available for the public hearing thus reflected many of the changes requested by the CPAC.   

Only the draft Comprehensive Plan Update that was accepted by the Board of Trustees was 

made available for public comment. That document was the one that the Board agreed 

reflected the best long-term interests of the Village of Port Jefferson. It contained many, but 

not all of the recommendations of the CPAC. The Board of Trustees is the sole entity 

responsible for the adoption of a Comprehensive Plan.  

The Board of Trustees is grateful to the members of the CPAC for their commitment and 

hard work.  The names of the CPAC members remain in the document so that the residents 

of the Village of Port Jefferson can acknowledge the contribution of the CPAC to the 

Comprehensive Plan.  This FEIS makes clear the fact that not all of the recommendations of 

the CPAC are incorporated into the document. 

  Comment 2:

Was what was available for review at Village Hall, and online the same plan presented at 

the Hearing? Ray Calabrese, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 137. 

The Public Hearing was invalid as the some of the Appendices were only available for review 

online. Letter from Virginia Capon; Virginia Capon, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 116-

117. 

Response:  

The hard copy of the Comprehensive Plan Update available at Village Hall was the same as 

the electronic version available online.  All Comprehensive Plan Update appendices were 

available online.   

  Comment 3:

Several speakers were concerned about communication between the Village and the Town 

of Brookhaven concerning future development within the Village north of the train station 

and in the unincorporated area of Port Jefferson south of the train station and Village 

boundary. The recent Port Jefferson Station Commercial Hub Study was referenced. 

Joan Nickerson, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 163-164 
Charlie McAteer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 193-195 
Letter from Philip Griffith 

Response:  

The Town of Brookhaven was consulted during the development of the CPU and was 

included in the SEQRA review process.  The adopted Comprehensive Plan Update will be 

made available to the Town of Brookhaven and will be online for public access.  The Town 

and the residents of Port Jefferson Station/Terryville can thus determine to what extent they 

wish to coordinate the plans.   
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  Comment 4:

Several speakers voiced their support of the CPU, noting that it is consistent with the Vision 

Statement, considers input from a wide cross section of individuals and organized groups 

within the community, identifies the present and future needs of the Village, provides 

planning and zoning measures to address those needs in the future, will facilitate the 

procurement of funding for state and federal agencies, and will carefully manage new 

growth and development. Others mentioned positive economic impacts. The Long Island 

Railroad representative strongly endorsed transit oriented development (TOD) plans in the 

vicinity of the Port Jefferson Station. 

 
Ray DiBiase, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 141-145 
Brigitte Demes, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 172-175 
Samir Nizam, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 175-176 
Suzanne Velazquez, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 199-203 
Dom Famularo, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 213-214 
Letter from Ray DiBiase, Chairman of the Planning Board and Mark Brosnan, Chairman of 
the Zoning Board of Appeals 
Letter from Elisa Picca, Chief Planning Officer, LIRR 
Letter from Barbara Sabatino 
 

Response:  

The Final Comprehensive Plan Update is the result of an extensive outreach process that 

reached a variety of stakeholders and reflects a vision of the future of the Village that the 

Board of Trustees believes is in the best interest of a broad cross section of residential, 

business, municipal, civic, environmental, and institutional interests.   

  Comment 5:

Several speakers expressed concern that the plan favored developers at the expense of 

residents, the environment, and quality of life.  

Letter from Philip Griffith 
Bill Hydek, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 181-182. 
Judy Fischer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 214-217 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update reflects the desire of the residents, as documented in the 

survey, to revitalize Uptown Port Jefferson and stabilize the overall tax base.  The Plan 

offers incentives to Uptown developers if they provide community benefits.  The Plan also 

recognizes that new business and residential development will add to the tax base, thus 

helping to slow the rate of increase in taxes.  This is especially important in light of the 

uncertain future of the power plant and the taxes paid by its owner. Numerous 
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recommendations contained in the Plan will improve the natural and built environments as 

well as the quality of life.   

  Comment 6:

I served for three and-a-half years on the CPC. And the people that were on the CPC were 

residents just like you who donate their time. We met every single week. The meetings 

were open. Everybody was welcome. I have learned, during that time that the residents, the 

businesses, and the trustees, are working from totally different books. My hope for the next 

30 years is that the residents, the businesses, and the trustees, will be able to come 

together, work with each other, and acquire and compromise together. That's the only way 

things are going to happen. We need more people to serve, who have no personal or 

political agenda. The only way you can change things, is to participate in the process. Carol 

Donegan, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 152-153. 

Response:  

The residents, businesses, and trustees all provided important recommendations for their 

respective areas of interest.  The Board of Trustees is satisfied that the Plan represents the 

interests of a broad cross section of the Village.  The Board is grateful to all those that 

participated in the process. 

  Comment 7:

My only fear about revitalizing Uptown is that, are other residents going to support the 

businesses that are going up there? People are going to spend a lot of money to put 

businesses up there, and are we going to support it? Dennis Mannarino, Hearing Transcript 

6/24/14, pages 167-171. 

Response:  

Developers and their potential tenants may conduct market studies to determine to type of 

businesses most suited to Uptown.  That analysis will consider competition from existing 

businesses and area demographics.  New Uptown businesses will certainly benefit from the 

patronage of all Village residents.   

  Comment 8:

I would like to talk to Senator LaValle about limiting terms of local government. I would like 

to talk about transparency. I really wish you would step down. I am glad that, finally, Mr. 

Rosner is leaving, because I think it is unconscionable that he should be partners with one 

of the developers of the community. When a developer goes in there, what they do is they 

promise you everything, and then they do whatever they want. Jim Eagan, Hearing 

Transcript 6/24/14, pages 188-189. 
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Response:  

Comment noted. 

  Comment 9:

Northville and Miller Marine should be noted on Figure 7-2 (Waterfront Ownership). Letter 

from Lisa Claire Kombrink 

Response:  

Figure 7-2 has been updated. 

  Comment 10:

We recommend that Northville's remaining two properties (SCTM #0200-7-1-7 and #0200-

7-1-6) be reconfigured so that the area along Beach Street can be rezoned to MW-1 and the 

rear of Lot 6 be rezoned to RB-2.1 (A lot line application for reconfiguration of these parcels 

is pending before the Planning Board.) Letter from Lisa Claire Kombrink 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update formulates an overall plan for the Village’s future and does 

not include zoning details for an individual property owner, which is appropriately handled 

at the Village Board level. In addition, as the referenced application is in litigation, it is not 

addressed herein. 

  Comment 11:

The CPC stands ready to work with the Board to finalize a Plan that has public support, a 

Plan that carefully manages development and preserves open space, while controlling taxes. 

Letter from Virginia Capon 

Response:  

The CPAC provided significant input to the Comprehensive Plan Update. It is the Board of 

Trustees responsibility to consider that input, but not necessarily include all of that input, in 

the adopted plan. 

1.2 SEQRA COMPLIANCE 

  Comment 12:

Please add these comments to the record for this matter. I look forward to your response to 

these comments as required by SEQRA. Letter from Virginia Capon 

Response:  

This Final GEIS is the required mechanism to address all of the comments received on the 

Draft GEIS. 
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  Comment 13:

The Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF) lacks details regarding proposed 

development, demand for public water supply, generation of liquid waste, storm water 

runoff, traffic increase, hazardous material corrective activities, and safety of pedestrians. 

Letter from Philip Griffith 

Response:  

The FEAF addresses the additional development and environmental impacts that could occur 

over and above what is possible under current zoning.  As discussed in the DGEIS, the 

recommended zoning changes will not increase densities over what is currently permitted.  

There will therefore be minimal additional adverse environmental impacts as a result of the 

recommended zoning changes.  

  Comment 14:

Several people expressed concern about the level of detail in the DGEIS and the conclusion 

of no adverse environmental impact from 500 additional rental apartments uptown.  

Virginia Capon, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 118 
Ms. Bernero, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 199 
Letter from Virginia Capon  
Letter from Philip Griffith 
 

Response:  

See above response.  The number of units possible under existing and proposed zoning is 

approximately the same.  Consequently, there will be little if any additional adverse 

environmental impact over and above what is already possible under existing zoning. 

  Comment 15:

There is an absence of quantifiable results of the build out analysis. Letter from Philip Griffith 

Response:  

A build out analysis was conducted and was described in section 3.1 of the Comprehensive plan 

Update.  The goal was to determine the number of residential units (apartments) and the 

retail area that property owners could construct under existing zoning.  The numerical 

results are described in that section.   

1.3 GEOLOGY, SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY 

  Comment 16:

Island Boat and Heritage properties are sited on ground contaminated by the Lawrence 

Aviation Superfund Site. How can the Village support 180 apartments on deeply 

contaminated land, which will not be remediated for 30 years, if ever. If cancer clusters 
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develop on these properties, who will be liable? The Harborfront Park area, this land here, 

was similarly contaminated, and no residential properties can ever be developed on this site. 

Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 132-133.  

Response:  

The Lawrence Aviation Superfund Site is actively monitored by the US Environmental 

Protection Agency.  The position of the contaminant plume is well known and remediation 

has been underway for some time.  The developer of those properties must address all 

potentially adverse environmental conditions on the property as a part of the review 

process.  Adverse environmental conditions must be mitigated to the satisfaction of the 

SEQRA Lead Agency, the Village. 

1.4 STORMWATER 

  Comment 17:

Stormwater management director for the Village of Port Jefferson supports the 2030 

Comprehensive Plan's recommendations on stormwater infrastructure improvements, which 

are to establish Green Streets Program, and to install stormwater structures to infiltrate and 

treat stormwater discharges to Mill Creek. Over the last decade, the administrative controls 

implemented by the Village's Stormwater Management Program, such as stormwater 

management ordinances, inspections, and public education, have coincided with steady 

improvements in water quality in the harbor. However, administrative controls can only 

reduce stormwater pollution to a certain extent. Stormwater infrastructure improvements, 

as engineering controls, will be needed to further improve water quality in Port Jefferson 

Harbor. Therefore, I am strongly endorsing the 2030 Comprehensive Plan's 

recommendations for the Village's stormwater infrastructure improvements. Brian 

McCaffrey, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 204-208. 

Response:  

Comment noted. 

1.5 LAND USE AND ZONING 

General 

  Comment 18:

I want to close with the kind of development that was mentioned by Molly Mason. It shows 

how urgently we need some guidance, as to our future development. These two properties 

in the downtown area that are large concentrations of apartment buildings with, slash, 

parking areas, you will see that if this is allowable -- we had mentioned, other people 

mentioned, that the mixed commercial and residential development that should be 

implemented into the plan -- that would not allow that we look along the waterfront for 
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large parking areas and residential, but only to have business develop there. Brigitte Demes, 

Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 174-175. 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update sets forth guidance on future development.  Mixed use 

development is encouraged in the Plan.  The proposed waterfront revitalization discussed in 

the Plan adds green space and public amenities. 

Height 

  Comment 19:

The building height should remain at 35 feet as per present code and not extended to 45 

feet. Letter from Phil Griffith. 

I respectfully request that you reconsider several aspects of the Plan that are incompatible 

with the small town character of our Village as follows. Do not allow 4-story construction 

Uptown; Letter from Virginia Capon 

I, personally, am opposed to four-story buildings. I think, that they will change the theme -- 

the feel of the Village. Judy Fischer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 217. 

I feel that new construction at the current permitted height of 35 feet, can accomplish an 

attractive business community. Sandra Swenk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 149. 

Response:  

The zoning recommended in the Comprehensive Plan Update retains the 35-foot height 

limit.  It does, however, make 10 feet of additional height possible in the C-2 commercial 

district if the developer provides major community benefits.  The Plan further requires that 

the additional height must be set back from the street wall of the building by 12 feet.  That 

requirement will make the additional height scarcely visible from the street.  The Board of 

Trustees believes that the community benefits that could be delivered by developers in 

exchange for the additional height are in the best interests of the residents of the Village of 

Port Jefferson.  

Housing: 

  Comment 20:

From a planning point of view, I always believed that putting housing downtown is good. It 

legitimizes a lot of year-round businesses. That's good. It produces stability. But to crowd 

people is not good. I'm afraid that what's proposed here, crowds people in uptown. Ray 

Calabrese, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 137. 
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Response:  

The zoning changes recommended in the Comprehensive Plan Update increase property line 

setbacks and increase minimum unit sizes from 400 to 500 square feet.  These changes will 

not increase density over what is currently permitted.   

  Comment 21:

I've lived in Port Jefferson Station for 26 years. I worked at the university for 36. I 

understand the concepts of what the housing needs are, as was just mentioned. A lot of it is 

new buildings. We have professional and faculty needs, graduate students. Things we have 

to look at for the Village, is we have to be able to say, it's not (sic) going to go across the 

track. It will go across the tracks, whatever happens in the development. The students; yes, 

they are going to Comsewogue right now. That could be discussed. The other thing is, what 

is going to be the density? There has to be a proper study. We've worked on that. That's a 

big piece now. What kind of density is this? Is it studios? Is it one or two bedrooms? Think 

about that. Whatever you vote in, is going to affect all the areas around the Village. It's an 

anchor. Charlie McAteer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 196-197. 

Response:  

See response to above comment.  The number of studios, one, two, and three bedroom 

units would be proposed by each developer.  As discussed in the Comprehensive Plan 

Update, the mix of units is influenced by market conditions and area demographics. 

Potential Uptown developers indicated that the market they envisioned for new units was 

for young workers/professionals in the hospitals and Stony Brook University. The other 

market segment was for so-called ‘empty-nesters.’ Many of these households prefer studios 

and one bedroom units. Unit mix is best determined by developers as they respond to the 

market.   

  Comment 22:

As far as Section 8, our community has more Section 8, on Dark Hollow Road, on Belle 

Terre Road. They are people, too. You know, what? That's all right. I've been poor. I've 

been really poor. There is nothing wrong with the people that are already up there. They 

are afraid they are going to get knifed on 25A. Greed is a bad thing. Jim Eagan, Hearing 

Transcript 6/24/14, page 190. 

Response:  

Comment noted. 

  Comment 23:

I am a realtor in the community, and I deal with people on a daily basis, both as tenants 

and as landlords. I do encounter, daily, at least one, on a home that's for sale, someone 

coming to me and saying, "Please, don't let this home turn into a rental. Please, don't sell 



Port Jefferson 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update  November 2014 

Appendices 

 

Cameron Engineering & Associates, LLP   

this home to someone that's going to turn it into a rental." Then, on the other end, the next 

phone call I get is, or the next five phone calls I get is, someone looking for a house to rent. 

In my experience, we do not have enough housing for the growing university that is very 

much feeding the economy right now. We are very fortunate, I feel, this area, over the last 

few years, during what was a tremendous downturn, to have a private university and 

private hospitals. But housing has been an issue, and I do find that on a daily basis. 

Amanda Eckart, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 190-192. 

The texture of the Village must be carefully managed so as to prevent our primarily 

homeowner community from becoming a majority of rentals. Letter from Phil Griffith. 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update encourages a mix of residents by age and income in the 

Village of Port Jefferson.  Residents at the beginning of their careers may prefer rentals as 

well as residents near or post retirement. Those in between might rather own.  It will be 

important to the success of the redevelopment of Uptown in particular to offer a mix of 

ownership and rental units. 

  Comment 24:

Also, I just wanted to mention that there was a comment made about the downtown 

businesses getting more than they give. In my opinion, the downtown businesses give a lot 

to this community. Maybe, I am not talking, in terms of, necessarily, tax dollars, but there 

was a campaign that went around recently to save one of the downtown businesses. Tens 

of thousands of dollars were raised, not to let it go under. I think, that shows how much 

people do value having the economy that we have downtown, and that that could even be 

expanded on. So in order to support the types of businesses that we would like to see 

downtown, we also need to have the residences. Amanda Eckart, Hearing Transcript 

6/24/14, pages 192-193. 

Response:  

The Village’s businesses are important to the character of the Village.  They provide tax 

revenue, support local families, and provide jobs.  Although some businesses specialize in 

products that appear primarily, but not exclusively, to tourists, there are many others that 

serve the residents.  The businesses do need the support of area residents, particularly in 

the off season.    

  Comment 25:

I would say you need to take the density from downtown, and make the developers buy the 

density above the buildings downtown, and transfer them uptown.  Jim Eagan, Hearing 

Transcript 6/24/14, pages 186-188. 
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Response:  

Redevelopment of Uptown will be more likely and more successful if the Village provides 

incentives.  Existing zoning permits property owners Downtown to build out their properties 

to the extent allowed by the code. 

  Comment 26:

While there is no question that the Uptown business area needs a complete makeover that 

would attract good tenants and business, I feel strongly that a corridor of high-rise 

construction, greater density, and relaxed parking, are not the answers. Progress, in 

moderation, can achieve many of the goals necessary for a better looking Uptown 

business/residential community. Sandra Swenk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 148-149. 

The density in our Village is crucial to the quality of life. Too many rentals, cars, traffic tie-

ups, tourists, and lack of parking to accommodate such unrestrained growth is detrimental 

to the environment of the community. Letter from Phil Griffith 

I was the liaison for the CPC. I had the pleasure of sitting in to, probably, about 40 of their 

meetings. I was interested to hear that the plan in Port Jefferson Station took one year -- 

very interesting. The CPC has been working on this plan, since 2009. When I drive through 

Upper Port Jefferson -- I've lived in the Village for 12 years, but I have been a resident of 

this area, since 1983. And if I pass by that diner one more time, and see that it's not 

developed, it tells me -- and I am not a trained planner -- it tells me that the zone of Upper 

Port Jefferson is not welcoming development. I mean -- is that something we can agree on? 

Is the zoning up there welcoming development? If it was, we would be developed. So to 

submit a plan that doesn't allow any additional part -- that ignores transit-oriented 

development, which has worked all over two counties on Long Island -- I only saw the 

article in Newsday that talks about Rockville Centre. That's urban density. That's the same 

density that Upper Port was built, long, long before there was even a Village of Port 

Jefferson. But this plan encourages development. We need to encourage development up 

there. The diner has got to go. Bruce D’Abramo, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 218-

221. 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update recommends that building height remain the same at 35 

feet, but that an additional 10 feet be permitted for the provision by the developer of major 

community benefits.  That additional 10 feet would need to be set back 12 feet from the 

street wall.  

The development density that would result from the changes recommended in the 

Comprehensive Plan Update is similar to or less than what could be built under existing 

zoning.  The proposed C-2R residential overlay district would increase setbacks and the 

minimum unit size has been increased.  These changes allow for less density.  This would 
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be balanced to some extent by the change in the onsite parking requirement (see below) 

and the potential for additional height. 

There is a modest relaxation of parking requirements and recommendation that parking 

could be provided offsite in a public lot or structure through payments in lieu of parking.   

Growth in Uptown is and will continue to be controlled by zoning.  The traffic study 

conducted as part of the Uptown Study found that provision of up to 500 additional units 

would generate additional traffic, but provided mitigation to reduce potential impacts.  

Additional public parking would be provided with funds generated through payments in lieu 

of parking and a new Uptown managed parking system. 

The survey conducted by the Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee found that a majority 

of respondents supported Uptown redevelopment.  The Comprehensive Plan Update 

provides modest incentives for such redevelopment.   

  Comment 27:

Our firm represents Northville Industries Corp. ("Northville"), the owner of properties 

located on Beach Street in the Village.  The 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update ("CPU") 

recommends the amendment of the Village Code to recognize additional conditional uses in 

the MW-1 Zoning District (see CPU 7-1). The uses include, but are not limited to, certain 

types of retail sales, the unloading and sale of finish and shellfish, and recreational fishing 

boat, sailing, and maritime sightseeing operations. However, the current use of Northville's 

Marine Facility is not listed as a proposed additional conditional use. The CPU's failure to 

recognize existing water-related and water-dependent commercial uses such as Northville is 

inappropriate, especially considering the long-standing and important nature of these uses. 

Specific inclusion of such uses would not only recognize them, but also provide the Village 

with an opportunity to better regulate them in the future. To accomplish this, we 

recommend that Northville's operation be included as a conditional use in the MW-1 District. 

Letter from Lisa Claire Kombrink 

Response:  

A response to the requested change to the Comprehensive Plan Update cannot be 

addressed as it is the subject of current litigation. 

1.6 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

  Comment 28:

Several speakers want the Village to designate the six-acre, Village-owned property on 

Highland Boulevard as parkland, and preserve it for all the residents of the Village of Port 

Jefferson to enjoy as open space in perpetuity. The current document's wording leaves the 

six acres unprotected.  

Kathleen Riley, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 153-158.  
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Joe Dessi, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 158-159. 
Letter from Kathleen M. Riley 
Letter from Phil Griffith 

 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update was amended to include the following additional language 

and action item: 

This parcel was dedicated to the Village by the developer of the Highlands Condominium 

project in the 1980s to be used for recreational purposes.  It was critical to study the 

highest and best use of this property for the Village as it currently is situated within the C-

2 commercial zone and was therefore included in the Upper Port Revitalization Plan study.  

ACTION ITEM 
 The Board of Trustees should rezone the parcel restricting it for passive and 

active recreational use only, preserving it for years to come as open space and 
recreational space to support the residential populations throughout the Village. 

  Comment 29:

Also, keeping our harbor front protected, and not continuing to have this gigantic parking 

lot on the west side. Brigitte Demes, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 173. 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update includes a detailed waterfront plan that recommends 

removal of a large portion of the parking on the waterfront. That parking would be replaced 

elsewhere in the Village as described in the Plan.  

1.7 TRANSPORTATION – TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

Traffic and Transportation: 

  Comment 30:

The over development of these two properties, the potential increase to three or four 

stories, 180 units, will create enormous traffic gridlock. It's extremely difficult to take a left 

turn on Beach Street, right now, onto Broadway. I own a house on Beach Street. There will 

be extraordinary air, water, soil, and noise pollution from runaway -- increased density built 

into the plans for the adjacent Heritage and Islander sites. The development of these two 

sites should be vastly scaled back. Village taxpayers do not want to pay for extensive 

support services, such as parking, infrastructure for development, and for the Business 

District. Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 133-134. 

In my opinion, it should not be the focus of our elected officials to provide hundreds of 

apartments for our neighboring university students and staff and other professionals, nor to 

create a hub that will overshadow the intent of revitalization. With two major hospitals, 
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numerous medical facilities, and three schools within a mile of the railroad area, the traffic 

will become unbearable for local residents. Sandra Swenk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 

149. 

The traffic study is flawed. It is incomprehensible that if you add 500 rental units plus retail 

shops, it will have no impact on the present traffic problems in upper port. Letter from Phil 

Griffith 

Response:  

The proposed development on West Broadway is not specifically addressed in the 

Comprehensive Plan Update and is the subject of its own environmental review.   

The Village of Port Jefferson determines the zoning that ultimately regulates the type and 

intensity of development in Uptown and the rest of the Village.  As discussed above, the 

changes proposed by the Comprehensive Plan Update will not significantly increase the 

intensity of development in Uptown over and above what is permitted under current zoning. 

If Uptown is to be revitalized, there will be new apartments per the new and existing zoning 

code.   

The traffic study does identify an impact from future development, but also provides 

mitigation of that anticipated impact.   

  Comment 31:

I am not a resident of Port Jefferson. I live in Poquott. When you talk about over 

development here in Lower Port, I worry about the effects it is going to have on us being 

able to get out of Washington Street. It's the closest exit to getting out of the village for us. 

The fact that we always, as your neighbors, use Port Jefferson as our downtown. We come 

here to eat. We come here to play. We come here to go to doctors, and to lawyers, and to 

businesses and shop. And the difficulty already to try to get out of Washington Street -- to 

make a left-hand turn on 25A, is almost impossible. Tonight it took me almost five minutes 

sitting there, and the cars go whizzing by me. Trying to make a left-turn over there is 

almost taking your life in your hands. So I don't think any consideration has been made, as 

to what the increase in traffic will be, because of the over development of Lower Port. I am 

hoping that that would be taken into consideration, even though we don't have a say of 

what happens. It will affect the business of Port Jeff. I think it could be more effective, in 

terms of other things to get here. We support you. We want to see Port Jefferson do well, 

because Poquott depends on you, also. So, please, take into consideration not doing over 

development. Let's do it as smart development. Kathleen Matthews, Hearing Transcript 

6/24/14, pages 178-180.  

Response:  

The proposed development on West Broadway is not specifically addressed in the 

Comprehensive Plan Update and is the subject of its own environmental review.  Traffic 
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conditions would be included in such a review.  All other significant Downtown development 

proposals will also be subject to environmental review.   

The Comprehensive Plan Update acknowledges the need for sustainable economic 

development in the Village to support existing and new businesses and to stabilize the tax 

base for all property owners. 

  Comment 32:

If we could convince the 7bus network to move this end of the line a mere 3.7 miles from 

Stony Brook to Port Jefferson Village-thus connecting the Village directly to New York City-it 

would cost little or nothing but would have great advantages: 

 Real estate. It would make the Village much more attractive for people who want 

a suburb but with an easy urban connection. 

 Local business. Village businesses would be much more accessible to New York 

residents. The increased business would help the Village achieve the critical mass 

it needs to support its downtown businesses. 

 Local institutions. Port Jefferson's schools, clubs, the Village Center, and the 

library could take advantage of a direct connection for field trips to New York 

 City and its museums, parks, theater, etc. 

Letter from Todd L. Pittinsky, Ph.D 
 

Response:  

The following language was added to section 5.5.2 (Transform the Station into a Transit 

Hub for the Area) of the Comprehensive Plan Update: 

Local and regional bus lines might add a stop at the Station.  For example, the 

commercial 7 Bus that stops at the SUNY Stony Brook campus might also connect to the 

Uptown LIRR Station.   

Parking 

  Comment 33:

There were several comments about potential changes to the parking ratio, with the 

concern that two people with cars could live in a one bedroom apartment, exacerbating 

parking issues and allowing greater density.  

Don Pawluk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 121-124. 
Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 131 
Sandra Swenk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 149-150. 
Joe Dessi, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 159. 
Letter from Philip Griffith 
Letter from Virginia Capon 
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Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update has been amended to recommend the following parking 

requirements for Uptown: 1 space per efficiency plus 0.5 spaces for each additional 

bedroom.  

Some portion of the one bedroom apartments would be acquired by single occupants with 

one car. As those units would be supplied with 1.5 spaces, an additional 0.5 spaces would 

be made available for others.  

The Comprehensive Plan Update also anticipates that some portion of the residents that 

would occupy new development in Uptown would take advantage of its location near large 

employers, such as the two hospitals and medical offices.  Such residents could walk or 

bicycle to work.  They and others could also take advantage of transit opportunities 

recommended elsewhere in the Plan, such as shuttles to the university and Brookhaven 

National Lab. Additionally, new surface and structured parking will be provided as Uptown 

revitalization progresses.  Such parking would be paid for with developer payments in lieu of 

parking and by the managed parking system proposed in the Plan. 

  Comment 34:

Parking Committee would have liked greater involvement in CPU process. The Committee 

has not discussed needing a parking garage. Meter money goes into a parking fund which 

pays for improvements to the lots. (e.g Traders Cove, new lights in the Meadow lot, etc.).  

Committee meetings are open to all the residents. Dom Famularo, Hearing Transcript 

6/24/14, pages 209-213. 

Response:  

The Parking Committee had the opportunity to review early drafts of the Plan.  Plan authors 

also contacted the Committee directly for their input.  Comments were received and the 

Plan adjusted accordingly.  See the response to the comment below regarding a Village 

garage. 

Parking Garage 

  Comment 35:

There were many comments about parking garages, is there a demand, whether they were 

viable, where they should or should not be located, the expense of constructing and 

operating parking garages, how they should be paid for (public/private partnership, 

taxpayer, developer, etc.), whether they would increase traffic, encourage rentals, 

accommodate more tourists, create more density, urbanize the downtown area, have a 

negative impact on the Village and firemen, limit the views of the harbor, increase pollution, 

noise, litter, graffiti, vandalism, and loitering, etc. 

 
Phil Griffith, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 125-128. 
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Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 131-132 
Marge Tumilowicz, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 139-141. 
Joe Dessi, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 159-160. 
Andrea Howard, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 184. 
Bruce D’Abramo, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 221-222. 
Letter from Phil Griffith 
Letter from Mike Francis 
Letter from Virginia Capon 

 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update does not recommend a parking garage. An evaluation of 

the type, size, and costs of a potential garage is included as an appendix to the Plan.  That 

was required by the portion of the project that was financed by a State grant (the 

Waterfront Study). Section 11.2.7 of the Comprehensive Plan (Conduct Periodic Parking 

Needs Evaluation) has been amended to the following: 

ACTION ITEM 
 Conduct periodic parking needs evaluation. Explore all surface parking options 

including reconfigured lots, new lots, and additional shared parking if evaluation 
finds a parking deficit.   

 Review viability of existing shared parking arrangements and off-season use of 
school parking. 

 Consider a parking garage if all other surface parking options prove inadequate. 
 

  Comment 36:

There were comments about allowing developers to pay a fee in lieu of parking which would 

then be used by the Village to build and operate parking. Concerns included whether that 

should or should not be allowed, what the fee would be and whether the fee and meter 

revenue would be adequate to cover the entire cost or whether some of the cost would be 

borne by the taxpayers. 

Letter from Mike Francis 
Letter from Virginia Capon 
Letter from Philip Griffith 
 

Response:  

The dollar amount of the payments in lieu of parking would be based on the area average 

cost of constructing and operating a structured parking space.  The Village would utilize 

anticipated revenue from managed parking plus the payments in lieu of parking to fund 

parking improvements over the long term.  Improvements would likely be funded initially by 

a combination of developer payments and municipal bonds. Managed parking revenue from 

on street and structured parking meters would be applied to bond payments.   
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1.8 COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

  Comment 37:

Several speakers spoke about the need to revitalize Upper Port, but also expressed concerns 

about gentrification and affordability. Andrea Howard, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 

183-184.  

I am also concerned about what happens in terms of gentrification. What happens to the 

Latino community up in Port Jefferson? Can those residents be involved in the planning 

process? Judy Fischer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 217. 

Response:  

Any redevelopment of Uptown, with or without the changes recommended in the 

Comprehensive Plan Update (CPU), may result in some displacement of residents.  As 

detailed in the CPU, state law requires that developers of five or more units must make 10 

percent of the new units affordable as defined in the law.   

1.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Historic Impacts: 

  Comment 38:

As per the aforementioned survey of the residents, every attempt must be made to preserve 

the character of our historic maritime village. Letter from Phil Griffith. 

Another personal concern is the impact on our historic downtown and waterfront, in the 

event of greater building heights and parking easements are permitted uptown in the C-2 

District. Can you imagine the reaction of the local realtors and property owners, as they 

clamor to the Village Building Department to seek third stories on existing buildings on Main 

Street and East Main Street? Sandra Swenk, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 150-151.  

And the (Comsewogue) Historical Society is, also, very interested, because prior to 1960, 

Uptown was echo, and there were some important buildings up there. And so we would, 

certainly, like to see some preservation, if at all possible. Joan Nickerson, Hearing Transcript 

6/24/14, page 165. 

Response:  

Section 10.6.1 of the Comprehensive Plan Update addresses the need for architectural 

review of development proposals to maintain the character of the Village.  It recommends 

that the Village’s Architectural Review Committee (ARC) continue to confirm that 

development applicants meet the requirements of the Village’s Architectural Design 

Standards and should take an active role in protecting historic neighborhoods. The Uptown 

Report that is appended to the Comprehensive Plan Update recommends that the Village 

adopt specific architectural standards for the area’s redevelopment.  The Plan makes 
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recommends that the ARC review development applications for conformance with 

Architectural Design Standards and that the Village offer development ‘credit’ for designs 

that exceed the standards. 

1.10 COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Schools 

  Comment 39:

Upper students and [school] taxes will go to the Comsewogue District -- not the Port 

Jefferson School District.  

Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 130. 
Charlie McAteer, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 195-196 
 

Response:  

That is correct. 

  Comment 40:

And the school budget for next year, by the way, for 1,100 students is 40 million dollars. 

Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 134. 

We are extremely concerned about the impact of larger apartments on our school district. 

Joan Nickerson, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 164 

So if you have more students in your district -- -- your taxes are going to go up. If the Long 

Island power plant is not repowered, we're dead. Molly Mason, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, 

pages 134-135. 

Has there been any coordination with the Comsewogue School District? Jerry Maxim, 

Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, pages 160-163) 

Response:  

Discussions were held with the Comsewogue School District during the formulation of the 

Comprehensive Plan Update.  The District indicated that their enrollment was so low that 

there was consideration given to closing one of their schools.  New development will result 

in additional school children in the Comsewogue District.  New development will also 

generate new school tax revenue that will offset the additional cost for their education 

making an increase in school tax rates unlikely.  It is also noted that apartments generate 

far fewer school-aged children than single-family homes.   

  Comment 41:

My last comment is, I believe, if you live on this side of the railroad track, you should 

deserve to go to Port Jefferson Village School District. We are picking and choosing who 
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goes where, and I don't think that's right. And, I think, that we have to be inclusive, rather 

than exclusive. Dennis Mannarino, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 171. 

Response:  

The Village does not control school district boundaries.   

Taxes 

  Comment 42:

The survey mentioned earlier clearly cites taxes as the number one concern. Letter from Phil 

Griffith 

Response:  

The Village of Port Jefferson has an older population than Suffolk County or Long Island as 

a whole.  Tax increases are a concern especially for senior members of the community that 

are typically on fixed incomes.  As costs increase over time for all municipalities and school 

districts, both must seek additional revenue.  The Village can realize additional revenue to 

cover escalating costs by increasing tax rates on existing property owners.  Alternatively, it 

can encourage limited new development to expand its tax base and preserve rates for its 

existing residents.  The Village of Port Jefferson has been fortunate that the taxes on the 

power plant have contributed approximately 30 percent of the Village’s tax revenue.   

  Comment 43:

The commercial area really isn't paying its own way. So any way of enhancing that is good. 

Ray Calabrese, Hearing Transcript 6/24/14, page 138. 

Response:  

The estimated market value of all properties in the Village (from section 10.7 of the 

Comprehensive Plan Update) is $1,358,058,990 of which $1,070,063,708 is attributed to 

residential properties and $287,995,280 to the commercial sector. Property assessments are 

based on estimated market value that is determined by tax assessors following commonly 

accepted practices.  Residential taxes in the Village are reduced by the diverse commercial 

tax base as well as by the power plant. 

  Comment 44:

Taxes must be strictly controlled. The taxes collected from developers must offset the cost 

of services provided by the Village. Any tax abatements should not be subsidized by tax 

increases for homeowners. Letter from Phil Griffith. 

Response:  

New development in the Village will increase tax revenue to the Village above what is 

currently collected from parcels proposed for development.  New development in the 

commercial or office districts would likely occur on parcels that are already receiving 
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services from the Village.  New structures are less likely to require certain types of Village 

services (e.g., fire, code enforcement) than existing older structures.  Tax abatements, if 

considered, would be in exchange for some form of public benefit. 

  Comment 45:

Hundreds of new rental apartments won’t make up the taxes that would be lost if our power 

plant is shut down because the cost of services to the new families in these apartments 

would far exceed the taxes collected and all of the school taxes would go to Comsewogue, 

which means that the rest of the residents will bear the costs. Letter from Virginia Capon 

With the possible loss of our power plant, taxes must be stringently controlled. Letter from 

Phil Griffith 

We will probably lose the tax benefits of the Power Plant over the next few years. This could 

mean that Village taxpayers may see their tax bills double or triple within a decade if 

present, projected and future bonded expenses are to be paid. We may also lose the ability 

to acquire bonds if the loss of the power plants tax input lowers our bond or credit rating. 

Letter from Mike Francis 

Lastly, as the sun was setting over the smoke stacks, it, also, is setting over this Village. My 

greatest fear is that if they demolish it, they will abolish it. Ray Calabrese, Hearing 

Transcript 6/24/14, page 139. 

Response:  

Section 14.1 (Prepare for Change in National Grid Power Plant Property Taxes) of the 

comprehensive Plan Update recommends that the Village conduct a land use study of the 

power plant property should the utility decide to decommission the plant and sell the 

property.  The Plan recommends that the study investigate residential, commercial, and 

industrial land uses as well as the possibility of expanding the wastewater treatment plant.   

Redevelopment of the power plant property would generate tax revenue.  It is unclear 

whether the revenue from a redeveloped power plant property would equal that currently 

paid by National Grid.  New development elsewhere in the Village is important precisely 

because of the uncertainty associated with the future of the power plant and the taxes it 

pays.  New development can help offset a potential tax revenue shortfall associated with a 

power plant tax revenue decline.   
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1.12 UTILITIES 

Sewage Treatment: 

  Comment 46:

One of the speakers tonight mentioned that there would have to be sewage treatment for 

the increased density and development of the station. Judy Fischer, Hearing Transcript 

6/24/14, page 218. 

There has been in investigation of the use of the Port Jefferson Station sewage treatment 

plan, which has a capacity of 250,000 gallons per day. Developments north and south of 

L.I.R.R. will impact that capacity. Letter from Philip Griffith 

Response:  

Section 12 (Infrastructure – Wastewater) of the Comprehensive Plan Update references a 

study conducted for the Suffolk County Department of Public Works (SCDPW) on the 

capacity of the Port Jefferson wastewater treatment plant (WWTP).  The study reported that 

the Port Jefferson WWTP has 300,000 gallon per day (gpd) of excess capacity.  Of that, 

50,000 gpd must be set aside as a reserve.  Allocation of the remaining 250,000 gpd would 

be determined by priorities established by the Suffolk County Sewer Agency, SCDPW, and 

the Village of Port Jefferson.  It is conceivable that the County could allocate all excess 

capacity within the existing sewer district.   

  Comment 47:

The Village can’t afford to create a new department and hire personnel for the sole purpose 

of inspecting cesspools and septic tanks. Don’t compel homeowners to install septic systems 

when they sell their homes or even before they sell until technology catches up. Letter from 

Barbara Sabatino: 

Response:  

The Comprehensive Plan Update references only those systems that do not currently meet 

Suffolk County Health Department requirements for onsite wastewater disposal systems.  

The Plan recommends an inspection of these systems as part of real estate transfers or as a 

condition of issuing building permits for ‘major’ projects.  There would be a fee associated 

with the inspection to cover the cost of the inspection.  Replacement would be required for 

cesspools (rather than approved septic systems) for inadequate and especially non-

functional systems.   
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1.13 THRESHOLD REQUIREMENTS FOR A SITE-SPECIFIC EIS 

The Village of Port Jefferson will receive development applications for projects in areas 

discussed in the Comprehensive Plan Update (CPU). The accompanying Generic Environmental 

Impact Statement (GEIS) discusses potentially adverse significant environmental impacts 

associated with the recommendations contained in the CPU.  The Lead Agency associated with 

SEQRA review of future ‘actions’ (likely the Village) will need to evaluate the action to determine 

if there is a need for additional environmental review.  If significant adverse impacts of the 

future action are identified, and the Lead Agency determines that they were not adequately 

addressed in the GEIS, then a site- or project-specific supplemental EIS must be prepared.  

The entity preparing an application for a proposed action would submit an Environmental 

Assessment Form (EAF) to the Village for its review.  Depending on the proposed action, the 

EAF might include one or more supplements describing the proposed conditions and mitigation 

for: traffic; architecture, building form, aesthetics; noise; stormwater collection, treatment and 

disposal; and wastewater collection, treatment and disposal, community services, or other 

potentially adverse significance environmental impact.  If these issues are not adequately 

addressed in submissions, the Village may require the preparation of a supplemental EIS. 
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