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This document serves as the Final Generic Impact Statement (FGEIS) and Final 
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA) Nomination Study for the Village of Farmingdale 
Downtown Master Plan. 
 
Chapter I provides a general overview of the Proposed Action, the State Environmental 
Quality Review Act (SEQRA) process, and the purpose of this Final Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/Final BOA Nomination Study. 
 

 
A. Introduction 

 
This FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study is submitted on behalf of the Village of 
Farmingdale Board of Trustees (the Lead Agency) and has been prepared in 
accordance with the requirements of the New York State BOA Program and 
SEQRA.  
 
This FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study has been prepared in response to 
comments on the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study.  The DGEIS/BOA Nomination 
Study was submitted on May 27, 2011 and accepted as complete by the Lead 
Agency on June 13, 2011.  A Public Hearing was held on the DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study at Farmingdale Village Hall on July 11, 2011.  The transcript 
from the Public Hearing is included in Appendix A, Public Hearing Transcript 
of this FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study.  Written comments were accepted 
until July 22, 2011.  All written comments received by the Lead Agency during 
the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study comment period are included in Appendix B, 
DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study Comments and Correspondence of this 
FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study.  
 
This FGEIS incorporates the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study by reference and 
responds to all substantive comments received (either at the public hearing or in 
writing) on the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study.  Appendices are not repeated 
here, but are also included by reference. Comments were compiled and 
organized by topic.  Each comment is referenced as to its source and responded 
to within Chapter II of this FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study. 
 
This FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study is organized as follows: 
 Chapter I, General Overview 
 Chapter II, Comments and Responses 
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B. Description of the Proposed Action 
 
The Proposed Action, as defined by SEQRA, involves the adoption of the 
Downtown Master Plan and proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning 
District by the Village of Farmingdale.  
 
1. Downtown Master Plan Concept 

 
The concept for Downtown Farmingdale seeks to enhance its position as a 
vibrant transit-oriented location and a lively commercial center through a 
balanced program of beautification, redevelopment, and connection. In 
order to best illustrate the downtown concept, a Downtown Concept Plan was 
developed. Figure I-1, Downtown Concept Plan presents the concept plan 
for Downtown Farmingdale.   
 
As indicated on the Downtown Concept Plan, components of the concept 
include: 
 Village Gateways 
 Frontages 
 Key Transition Areas 
 Key Parking/Residential Transition Areas 
 Key Corner Buildings/Sites 
 Key Design Sites 
 Open Spaces 

 
2. Land Use and Proposed Zoning 
 

Since the Village of Farmingdale is an already built-up community, the 
Downtown Master Plan has been designed to reinforce existing land use 
patterns where they are appropriate and to shape a rational context for 
planned redevelopment of specific area and provide the basis for the 
recommended zoning changes necessary to support these land use patterns.  
 
In order to accomplish this land use pattern, a number of policy changes 
would need to occur, including new zoning for the downtown area. This new 
zoning, titled the Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) District, is proposed as one of 
the elements of the Proposed Action. This proposed D-MU District, follows a 
tiered approach with three sub-areas within the district; the areas closest to 
the LIRR train station and along the northern portion of Main Street would 
allow greater heights, densities, and FARs, with the permitted intensity of 
development decreasing first south to Prospect Street and then to Route 109. 
All sub-areas of the proposed D-MU District would permit mixed-use, with 
residential apartments and offices above commercial uses. The main purpose 
of this new district is to differentiate the type, use, and development density 
between Main Street and the more automobile-oriented Route 109 corridor 
and other D-zoned areas in the Village. 
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3. Downtown Master Plan Strategies, Proposals, and Recommendations 
 

In addition to the concept for Downtown Farmingdale, the specific land use 
pattern that would result, and the zoning that would need to be developed to 
accomplish that, the Downtown Master Plan provides a number of strategies, 
proposals, and recommendations in the following concept areas: 
 Downtown Urban Design/Beautification Strategies/Proposals—One of 

the key objectives of the Downtown Master Plan is the beautification of the 
downtown area and Main Street specifically. To that end, the Downtown 
Master Plan contains numerous strategies and proposals related to the 
improvement of the built environment, including design, signage, public 
parking areas, and open spaces in the downtown area. These 
beautification and design efforts, coupled with re-development of 
brownfields, vacant, and underutilized properties, seek to revitalize 
downtown and provide a pleasant experience to visitors, residents, and 
businesses alike. 

 Downtown Economic Development Strategies/Proposals—The 
Downtown Master Plan for the downtown area brings together a number 
of elements that support and enhance the Village as a “cool downtown,” 
including mixed-use development at the LIRR train station, the addition of 
residential units on Main Street, the introduction of small and more varied 
stores and storefronts within the Village, and the creation of space for 
sidewalk restaurants and cafes. A key piece to the economic development 
strategy in the downtown area is to work closely with the Chamber of 
Commerce, including the recommendation to explore the possibility of 
establishing a Business Improvement District (BID) to further promote 
Downtown Farmingdale. With a separate set aside of tax revenues from 
downtown property owners, the BID would have funds for special events, 
promotions and beautification efforts, expanding upon what the Village 
and the Chamber already do in Downtown Farmingdale. 

 Other Downtown Strategies/Proposals—Many of the other strategies, 
proposals, and recommendations, including those for traffic and parking, 
infrastructure, historic resources, etc., are proposed as part of the 
Downtown Master Plan. 

 
4. Implementation 
 

The Downtown Master Plan contains a number of details regarding its 
implementation. The implementation program, as described below, includes: 
 New and modified zoning regulations and guidelines designed to direct 

private sector development in a manner that is consistent with Downtown 
Master Plan proposals. 

 Administrative actions to be adopted by the Village, clarifying procedures 
and streamlining the approval process for projects that are consistent with 
the Plan. 
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 Securing funding for certain public improvements identified in the Plan and 
separate funding that leverages and enhances the feasibility of private 
sector projects that are consistent with the Downtown Master Plan. 

 
When implemented, the Village anticipates that the following changes could 
result from the existing conditions, based on a mix of redevelopment and new 
development on many of the sites subject to change/strategic sites, as well as 
beautification of Main Street and the downtown overall: 
 60 percent increase in residential uses, including approximately 375 new 

residential units, some of which will be affordable 
 10 percent increase in retail uses 
 80 percent increase in restaurant uses 
 40 percent increase in open/greenspaces 
 10 percent increase in other public/quasi-public uses 
 3 percent increase in office space 
 20 percent decrease in industrial uses 
 Approximately 800 new parking spaces (surface, structured, and sub-

surface) 
 Approximately 800 additional residents of the Village, including 

approximately 40 school-age children 
 

5. Potential Impacts 
 

Although in and of itself plan/zoning adoption has no environmental impacts, 
the action does establish an implementation program consisting of a series of 
policies and administrative actions that would have both potential adverse 
and beneficial impacts. Potential impacts were evaluated in the DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study and included the following categories: 
 Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 
 Urban Design and Visual Conditions 
 Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 
 Socioeconomic Considerations 
 Community Facilities and Resources 
 Infrastructure and Utilities 
 Natural Resources and Environmental Features 
 Water Resources 
 Hazardous Materials  
 
The adoption of the Plan and zoning are considered a Type I Action under 
SEQRA. 
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C. Refinements and Clarifications to the Proposed Action (Downtown Master 
Plan/Downtown Mixed-Use Zoning District) 

 
Subsequent to the Public Hearing on the DGEIS and as a result of feedback 
received as part of the public comment period, as well as input from the Village’s 
consultants, some refinements and clarification to the Downtown Master Plan 
and Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District are suggested.  This section 
details those modifications and their associated impacts, if any.    
 
1. Revised Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District Concept 
 

a. Description of Refinement 
 

The Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District (see 
revised boundaries in Figure I-2, Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use 
Zoning District Boundaries) will be refined, with consideration of the 
following modifications: 
 Revise the list of permitted, special permit, and prohibited uses, as 

well as the list of permitted uses on upper-floors 
 Clarify the maximum height and how it is measured 
 Clarify how density would be regulated  
 Add a minimum front yard (front to curb) control 
 Eliminate the maximum area per retail establishment control 
 Refine the off-street parking requirements based on Village 

experience 
 Clarify the affordable/workforce housing requirement and define the 

incomes that would apply  
 Consider additional ways to streamline the site plan and related 

approval process within the downtown area 
 Restrict entrances to upper-floor residential uses to the rear of 

buildings 
 Revise the incentives that the Board of Trustees may provide 
 

b. Discussion of Impacts 
 

None of the suggested refinements and clarifications to the D-MU 
Zoning District, as conceptualized above, would result in a greater 
impact than was studied in the DGEIS and as part of the Downtown 
Master Plan. To that end, the suggested modifications presented in the 
FGEIS would not represent any additional significant adverse 
environmental impact. Should the proposed zoning be modified prior to 
adoption that would result in a greater impact, an EAF would need to 
be prepared that would analyze the impact and determine if it is a 
significant adverse impact. 
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2. Proposed Modifications to the Downtown Master Plan 
 

a. Description of Refinement 
 

The Downtown Master Plan was originally drafted in 2009. In 2010 and 
2011, the Downtown Master Plan has been undergoing environmental 
review under SEQRA. Based upon comments received as part of the 
SEQRA review, the Downtown Master Plan will be updated to reflect 
current conditions, including the current population of the Village, to 
clarify the status of the Nassau County Master Plan and the various 
concepts and terms in the Plan, include a graphic that depicts public 
transportation in the downtown area, reflect the revised zoning 
concept, and define affordable and affordability criteria.      
 
Note that it can be expected that moving forward elements of the 
Downtown Master Plan will need to be revisited as the revitalization of 
downtown Farmingdale will evolve over time, especially given changes 
in market conditions and the potential for specific parcels to change. 
An example of this is the former Waldbaum’s site. The Downtown 
Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study evaluated that parcel with 
the supermarket and associated commercial uses along with 
potentially a retail liner along Main Street. Although Waldbaum’s has 
since left and the store remains vacant, there currently is no proposal 
for the site. Should a particular proposal come before the Board of 
Trustees it would be considered at that time.  
 
As stated in the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study in V. Summary 
Analysis, Findings, and Recommendations of the BOA and 
Strategic Sites, B. Recommendations and Next Steps, 4. Make the 
Downtown Master/BOA Plan a Living Document, in order to ensure 
that the Downtown Master/BOA Plan is not relegated to a document 
that collects dust on the shelf, it is recommended that at least every 
five years, the Village review the Downtown Master/BOA Plan and 
assess its findings and recommendations and if they are still relevant. 
At that time, additional suggested changes could be integrated into the 
updated document. 
 

b. Discussion of Impacts 
 
None of the suggested refinements and clarifications to the Downtown 
Master Plan would result in a greater impact than was studied in the 
DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study. To that end, the suggested 
modifications presented in the FGEIS would not represent any 
additional significant adverse environmental impact. The DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the 
Proposed Project, C. Description of Mitigation Measures, 1. 



General Overview 

Downtown Farmingdale FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study ● I-9 

Parameters and Criteria for Site-Specific Review of Future 
Development and Improvements/Conditions for Future Actions, 
provides a recommended process (including environmental review) for 
the Village to follow for any specific project in the downtown area, 
whether explicitly stated in the Downtown Master Plan or not. This is 
the procedure that would need to be followed if a proposal for the 
Waldbaum’s site were to come before the Board of Trustees.  
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Chapter II includes the comments (both at the Public Hearing and written comments) 
received on the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study (Proposed Action: Village of 
Farmingdale Downtown Master Plan and Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use Zoning 
District). Chapter II also includes the Lead Agency‟s (Village of Farmingdale Board of 
Trustees) responses to those comments. Each comment has been assigned a number, 
which is used to identify the origin of the comments. Where comments have been made 
on the same subject by more than one commentator, they have been condensed and 
summarized into a single comment. The transcript from the Public Hearing is included in 
Appendix A, Public Hearing Transcript of this FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study.  
All written comments received by the Lead Agency during the DGEIS/BOA Nomination 
Study comment period are included in Appendix B, DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study 
Comments and Correspondence of this FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study.  
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24 Yoakum Avenue 

A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.13 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 2 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.14 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 72-72 Sal DeRosa  
33 Bernard Street 

A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.15 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.16 

E-Mail 
7/17/2011 Pg. 1 Joe Mazzotta  

212 Fulton Street 
A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.17 

 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 53-54 Joe Diurno  
128 Fairview Road 

A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.18 
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Comment Source/Key Commentator FGEIS Subsection Comment/ 
Response Number 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 71 Ellen Pence  
180 Cherry Street 

A. Description of the 
Project and Boundary A.19 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 2 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.1 

Letter 
7/6/2011 Pg. 1 Anthony Bartone 

201 Lenox Court 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.1 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.1 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 2 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.2 

Letter 
7/22/2011 Pg. 2 

Nassau County Planning 
Commission 
1194 Prospect Avenue 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.3 

Letter 
7/22/2011 Pg. 2 

Nassau County Planning 
Commission 
1194 Prospect Avenue 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.4 

Letter 
7/6/2011 Pg. 1 Anthony Bartone 

201 Lenox Court 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.5 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.5 

Letter 
7/6/2011 Pg. 1 Anthony Bartone 

201 Lenox Court 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.6 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.6 

Letter 
7/6/2011 Pg. 1 Anthony Bartone 

201 Lenox Court 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.7 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.7 

Letter 
7/6/2011 Pg. 2 Anthony Bartone 

201 Lenox Court 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.8 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.8 

Letter 
7/6/2011 Pg. 2 Anthony Bartone 

201 Lenox Court 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.9 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.9 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 39-46 Anthony Addeo 
111 Conklin Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.10 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.11 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.12 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 3 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.13 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.14 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 82 George Cook 
3 McCarthy Court 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.15 
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INDEX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Source/Key Commentator FGEIS Subsection Comment/ 
Response Number 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 82-83 George Cook 
3 McCarthy Court 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.16 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 57 
Valerie LiCausi 
Farmingdale Music Center 
135 Main Street 

B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.16 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.17 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.17 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 2 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.18 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.i. Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy B.i.18 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 2 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.ii. Urban Design and 
Visual Conditions B.ii.1 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 3 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.ii. Urban Design and 
Visual Conditions B.ii.2 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 79-80 Peter Rousakis 
354 Main Street 

B.ii. Urban Design and 
Visual Conditions B.ii.2 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 62 Joe Carosella 
21 Sherman Road 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.1 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 2 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.1 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 1 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.2 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 1 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.3 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 1 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.4 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 1 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.5 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 2-3 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.6 

Letter 
7/20/2011 Pg. 1 

NYSDOT, Region 10 
250 Veterans Memorial 
Highway 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.7 

Letter 
7/20/2011 Pg. 1 

NYSDOT, Region 10 
250 Veterans Memorial 
Highway 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.8 

Letter 
7/20/2011 Pg. 1 

NYSDOT, Region 10 
250 Veterans Memorial 
Highway 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.9 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 66-67 Richard Rousselle  
318 Secatogue Avenue 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.10 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 76-77 Surin Manaktala 
189 Melville Road 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.11 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.12 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 2 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.13 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 2 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.13 



Comments and Responses 

Downtown Farmingdale FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study ● II-5 
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Comment Source/Key Commentator FGEIS Subsection Comment/ 
Response Number 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 2 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.14 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.14 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 2 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.14 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 51-52 Richard Gosline  
25 Linwood Avenue 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.14 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 2 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.15 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 72 Sal DeRosa  
33 Bernard Street 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.16 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 79 Surin Manaktala 
189 Melville Road 

B.iii Traffic, Transportation, 
and Parking B.iii.17 

Letter 
7/22/2011 Pg. 1 

Nassau County Planning 
Commission 
1194 Prospect Avenue 

B.iv Socioeconomic 
Considerations B.iv.1 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 3 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 
B.v Infrastructure and 
Utilities: Water Supply B.v.1 

Letter 
7/20/2011 Pg. 1-2 

NYSDOT, Region 10 
250 Veterans Memorial 
Highway 

C. Description of Mitigation 
Measures C.1 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 
D. Description of the Range 
of Reasonable Alternatives D.1 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 3 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 

E. Summary Analysis, 
Findings, and 
Recommendations 

E.1 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 58-60 James McDonnell 
198 Cherry Street 

E. Summary Analysis, 
Findings, and 
Recommendations 

E.2 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 3 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 

E. Summary Analysis, 
Findings, and 
Recommendations 

E.3 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 3 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee 

E. Summary Analysis, 
Findings, and 
Recommendations 

E.3 

Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 1-3 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place 

E. Summary Analysis, 
Findings, and 
Recommendations 

E.4 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1 Richard Gosline  

25 Linwood Avenue F. Miscellaneous F.1 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1, 3 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place F. Miscellaneous F.1 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 56-57 
Valerie LiCausi 
Farmingdale Music Center 
135 Main Street 

F. Miscellaneous F.1 

Public Hearing 
Transcript 
7/11/2011 

Pg. 55-57 
Valerie LiCausi 
Farmingdale Music Center 
135 Main Street 

F. Miscellaneous F.2 

Letter 
7/19/2011 Pg. 1, 3 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place F. Miscellaneous F.2 
 

Letter 
7/19/2011 
 

Pg. 2 Chuck Gosline 
33 Waverly Place F. Miscellaneous F.3 
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Letter 
4/2011 Pg. 1 Chuck Gosline 

33 Waverly Place F. Miscellaneous F.3 

Letter 
4/30/2011 Pg. 3 Downtown Revitalization 

Committee F. Miscellaneous F.4 

E-mail 
7/17/2011 Pg. 1 Joe Mazzotta 

212 Fulton Street F. Miscellaneous F.5 

Letter 
7/22/2011 Pg. 2-3 

Nassau County Planning 
Commission 
1194 Prospect Avenue 

G. Proposed Downtown 
Master Plan G.1 
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A. Description of the Project and Boundary 
 
Overall Plan 
Comment A.1: 
 
Much talk about TOD. [There] needs a clear draft of what [it] could be in words and a rendering.  
Better define TOD as it may relate to our village. Plan for TOD potential with walkable 
connection to Main Street and maybe even to Farmingdale State College.   
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response A.1: 
 
According to the Federal Transit Administration, transit-oriented development (TOD) is 
“compact, mixed-use development within walking distance of public transportation.” The Village 
of Farmingdale contains the key element of TOD, which is Transit – the Farmingdale LIRR train 
station. The DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study contains a number of maps and images depicting 
the proposed TOD concepts for downtown Farmingdale. These include: Figure I-4, Downtown 
Concept Plan; Figure IV-2, South Front Street Connection Plan; Figure IV-4, Birds Eye 
View Looking East at Proposed TOD; Figure IV-5, Birds Eye View Looking East from Main 
Street; Figure IV-8, Future Land Use Map; and, Figure IV-9, Proposed Downtown Mixed-
Use (D-MU) Zoning District.  
 
 
Comment A.2: 
 
If higher density, mixed-use with retail, around the railroad is the first priority, what is the 
plan/timeline for connecting the train station area with Main Street, providing green spaces to 
provide walk ability to Main Street, South Front Street improvements, and the development at 
the Main Street/South Front Street gateway? The Draft Master Plan indicates that mixed-use 
development at the train station will bring more customers to Main Street. The Committee 
believes this will be true only if simultaneous actions occur. The concern is that the buildup of 
the train station area, with new retail, IHOP, etc. will detract from Main Street not enhance it.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response A.2: 
 
Comment noted. The Downtown Master Plan recommends implementation on a short-, 
intermediate-, and long-term horizon, with the hope that many of the actions would occur in 
conjunction with each other. Many of the public-sector investments, such as improving the 
aesthetics of Main Street and looking to investigate the ability to have a Community Land Trust 
(CLT) can and should be pursued early on. In the same sense, some actions will take longer to 
pursue, such as removing the overhead wires along Main Street and creating the linear 
greenspace along the rears of the Main Street stores. On the private side, the market will dictate 
how and when applications arrive. Regarding the concern about TOD at the station taking away 
from Main Street, the application for the approved hotel did not include a bar or restaurant 
specifically to address the Board‟s desire that guests of the hotel frequent the existing Main 
Street establishments. The Village will seek to work with prospective developers to invest in the 
streetscape to connect Main Street to the train station as a public amenity as part of the 
approval process. 
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Comment A.3: 
 
There is no mention [in the economic study] of the need for an anchor business, no draft plan of 
the TOD area and just to add 80% more restaurants in my humble opinion is obvious at best.   
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011)  
 
Response A.3: 
 
In the Farmingdale BOA market analysis (Appendix H of the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study), it 
is pointed out that anchor tenants tend to locate shopping centers From data provided to the 
Village and from observations, anchor tenants are not flocking to smaller downtowns, but rather 
to major transportation arterials, again, due to the potential for larger sites. See Response A.1 
with regards to the TOD plan. 
 
 
Apartments  
Comment A.4: 
 
After attending the public hearing on the Village‟s downtown revitalization plan and hearing that 
this is really all about developing a plan that truly represents the wishes of the community, then 
hands down additional apartments are out. That was obvious at the July 12th Public Hearing.  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response A.4: 
 
The Board desires condominium development over rental apartments. However, there are a 
number of factors that currently limit the condominium market. The market for rental units vs. 
ownership is currently being driven by the availability to raise capital from the banking 
community. Funding for condominium projects is currently not available. However, funding for 
the construction of rental units is readily available. In addition, according to the 2010 Draft 
Nassau County Master Plan, Nassau County is comprised of only 17% renter-occupied units, 
among the lowest in the New York Metropolitan region. Even though the Village contains a 
much higher percentage, there remains demand for rental units. Other factors when considering 
condominiums vs. rentals include additional regulatory implications when building 
condominiums (i.e., must file with the State Attorney General); funding and increased costs; and 
tax implications. Based upon these factors, the current demand for rental units in Nassau 
County, the market, and the success of the Fairfield Properties redevelopment at 150 
Secatogue Avenue, the Board is comfortable with adding rental units to the downtown. Further, 
it should be noted that not all of the units would be rental apartments.  
 
 
Comment A.5: 
 
Farmingdale has a very limited amount of traffic for the space for the people on Main Street.  
Now you're going to have more people with apartments.  It doesn't make sense, you're going to 
have more people with children and it's going to make the school taxes go up. Traffic is a horror 
there is no green space. You keep talking green space.  I'd like to know where you think green 
space is?  Every space in Downtown has been taken care of.  We don't need apartments here.  
 
(Robert Pleace, Sr., 25 Elizabeth Street, Apt 2G, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
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Response A.5: 
 
As part of the downtown master planning/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study process, the Board 
commissioned two separate traffic studies. Both returned with the result that with certain 
mitigation measures, intersections within the downtown would operate at, near, or in some 
cases better than current conditions. The DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study, in IV. Environmental 
Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, B. Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 4. 
Socioeconomic Considerations and 5. Community Facilities and Resources, provides a 
discussion of fiscal impacts and school-child generation. The analysis indicates that there would 
be a 0.66 percent increase in school enrollment and the potential costs of that increase could be 
covered by the increase in tax revenues from revitalization of the downtown area. In addition, 
recent data from Dr. Pearl Kamer (Long Island Association Chief Economist) and the data the 
Board collected from 150 Secatogue Avenue show that these types of projects as being 
revenue positive to schools and government. The commentator is correct regarding the lack of 
green space in the downtown area. As indicated in the DGEIS/BOA NOMINATION STUDY in I. 
Description of the Project and Boundary, E. Project Overview and Description (the 
Downtown Master Plan), 1. Downtown Concept, one of the important objectives of the 
Downtown Master Plan is to increase open space in the downtown area. Recommendations 
include creating a “Station Green” near the LIRR train station and “greening-up” the space 
between the rear of buildings and the parking areas on the east side of Main Street from the 
Village Green to South Front Street through the creation of a linear multi-functional 
green/hardscape space. See Response A.4 regarding rental apartments.  
 
 
Comment A.6: 
 
We don't need more apartments, we have enough apartments.  If you look around at the 
surrounding towns you can see, we have more apartment buildings than any other towns. We 
need to do something about getting the stores filled and having more people, like I said is not 
the answer.  It takes up more parking, when the people park there.  Having these huge 
monstrosity property's in a quaint Village.  Somebody mentioned the Town of Babylon.  Town of 
Babylon looks nothing like Downtown.  We're supposed to maintain our heritage in our Village, 
not with these buildings.  We don't need more apartments.  We already have more apartments 
than everybody else and that's basically it.  
 
(William Denny, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response A.6: 
 
See Response A.5. 
 
 
Comment A.7: 
 
We discussed this concept of 375 units, but can you give me a better idea as to what would be 
the stores versus what could be complete residential units built.  The Mayor had stated that the 
Secatogue Unit is like 54 units. How many more is going to be housing units and how much of 
Downtown is going to see overflow? How about unit numbers, right now I'm talking over stores?  
You envision 150 of those units being done over stores and the other 200 being done as 
separate building, I mean, how do you see this playing out? That leaves a big number over the 
stores if you envision 150 not to be over the stores, now you're saying it's a bigger number 
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going over the stores.  I happen to like the look of what I consider Northwest Main Street.  I think 
it has a fair mix of residential and retail, but I hate to see this coming straight down and saying, 
hey he did it, I want to put 16 units above my store and 12 on mine and the next thing all the 
way down the line I got units above every store and that kills that whole look. We currently have 
a lot of empty stores right now and the proposal says it's going to be retail added underneath 
some of this residential.  I still don't understand how 375 residential and you quoted 800 people 
is going to revitalize that.  I'm just not seeing that. 
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011; Similar comments 
from Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response A.7: 
 
The Village of Farmingdale, especially the downtown area, is a predominantly built-up 
community. Planning for its future, therefore, differs from planning for a community where 
substantial amounts of vacant land are available. As detailed in the DGEIS/BOA Nomination 
Study in III. Analysis of the Proposed Brownfield Opportunity Area, C. Sites Subject to 
Change (Strategic Sites), in approaching the Downtown Master Plan, areas of the Village that 
were abandoned, vacant, underutilized and/or brownfields sites, as well as other sites that are 
potentially subject to change were identified. These “Sites Subject to Change” were then 
analyzed within the context of local and regional factors to determine the likelihood of change 
occurring over the next 20 to 25 years under a number of potential future scenarios, which were 
developed for analytical purposes only. Each scenario assigned development potential to each 
site, including residential units and commercial and other non-residential square footage, with 
consideration of the size of the site and the ability to provide parking. The result for the 
Preferred Scenario (which is the basis for the Downtown Master Plan) is a residential 
development potential of 375 units spread among many, but not all, of the 35 sites subject to 
change. These units will, ultimately, be driven by the market, not the Village. However, the Plan 
envisions these as predominantly part of mixed-use buildings, with approximately 250 units 
along South Front Street and the northern portion of Main Street and approximately 125 units 
along the balance of Main Street. This allocation is representative of the size of the sites subject 
to change and, again, their ability to accommodate additional parking. The 35 sites subject to 
change are indicated on Figure III-12, Sites Subject to Change/Strategic Sites and Table III-
13, Sites Subject to Change/Strategic. Although the Board recognizes that adding residents 
downtown is not a sure fix for Main Street, the Board believes that revising the downtown zoning 
and encouraging downtown residents are key components of an overall strategy to revitalize 
downtown Farmingdale, along with improving its appearance, better connecting it to the LIRR 
train station, and marketing the downtown to businesses, visitors, and residents. 
 
 
Comment A.8: 
 
375 new housing units.  In reviewing the Sites Subject to Change list there was no forecast for 
where they may be constructed, could that be done item by item to SStC list so we could see 
the potential impact?  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011)    
 
Response A.8: 
 
See Response A.7. 
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Comment A.9: 
 
There is a concern about rental units vs. owned townhouses. The S&S Existing Conditions 
Report indicated that there are ample rentals units in the Village, so why more? What data was 
used to determine that rental is a better market than condo/townhouse? The Village currently 
has a number of empty stores, we don‟t want empty apartments as well. What is the current 
demographic of the new Secatogue apartments and vacancy rates? The Committee has been 
informed, that rental units are considered commercial property whereas townhouses/condos are 
considered residential. An influx of rental properties doesn't help lower residential taxes.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011; Similar comments from Chuck Gosline, 
33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011 and Seymour Weinstein, 35 Hillside Road, E-Mail, 
7/21/2011) 
 
Response A.9: 
 
See Response A.4. The Board shares this concern and desires condominium development over 
rental apartments. However, the market for rental units vs. ownership is currently being driven 
by the availability to raise capital from the banking community. Funding for condominium 
projects is currently not available. However, funding for the construction of rental units is readily 
available. The demographics for the 54 units at 150 Secatogue Avenue are from 2008 and are 
included in Appendix C, 150 Secatogue Avenue Demographics. The complex is currently 
fully rented with one- and two-year leases. 
 
 
Hotel 
Comment A.10: 
 
For the record, an as of right hotel in Farmingdale would have been 3 stories not 4. I was glad to 
hear the lawyer for the hotel project guarantee the residents that the hotel would not add any 
children to our schools. How is it now that the parking lot that is soon to be a hotel/park was 
once needed to maintain compliance for parking for 120 Secatogue building?  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response A.10: 
 
Note that the construction of the hotel near the LIRR train station is an as-of-right application 
(outside of a height variance) and is somewhat outside of the purview of this GEIS. However, it 
is a component that was considered as part of the Downtown Master Plan and, therefore, is 
responded to there. There currently is no formal proposal for the redevelopment of 120 
Secatogue Avenue. The Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study considered the 
site as a site subject to change and anticipated that parking would be provided underground. 
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Comment A.11: 
 
How was it determined that a hotel would be beneficial to the community? Where is the market 
research data? There have been reports that vacancy rates at nearby hotels are at 40%. How 
was it determined that a hotel in the Village is a viable option?  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011; Similar comments from Richard 
Rousselle, 318 Secatogue Avenue, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response A.11: 
 
See Response A.10. The developer did its own research on the viability of his proposed hotel, 
including providing an example of a similar hotel on Route 110 operated by one of the proposed 
operators.  
 
 
Specific Uses 
Comment A.12: 
 
A new issue has surfaced since the Draft Master Plan was written and that is the fate of the 
Waldbaum‟s property.  The Committee suggests that someone or the Village purchase the 
property and create a cultural arts center. The Committee believes that this will be the draw for 
Main Street and the downtown. The Committee believes that in addition to adding new residents 
to the Village, the downtown has to create an atmosphere to attract people from outlying areas.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011; Similar comments from Chuck Gosline, 
32 Waverly Place, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011 and Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, 
Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response A.12: 
 
The Village Board is keenly aware of the desires of the residents wanting a cultural arts type 
center. In fact, the Downtown Master Plan and DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study (in IV. 
Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project Downtown Farmingdale, B. 
Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 1. Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy, a. Land 
Use, (1) Commercial Uses), contains suggestions including a cultural designation downtown. 
The Village agrees that, now that the Waldbaum‟s property is no longer occupied, it represents 
a potential opportunity to provide that cultural use. However, the Village currently does not own 
the property and is not in position to buy it (as is the case with most government entities). The 
Board will discuss with the current landowner and any future landowner about the possibility of 
providing the community with this type of amenity if redevelopment is proposed for the property.  
 
 
Comment A.13: 
 
You mentioned Copiague had a revitalization.  It's not Babylon Village, it's not Patchogue, it's 
not Bayshore.  It's very different and each of those three towns Bayshore even Port 
Washington.  They all have a community center or a YMCA…Where can the children go rather 
than roaming the streets?  Was there any consideration brought up about that?  
 
(Lorraine Donnolo, 24 Yoakum Avenue, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
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Response A.13: 
 
The Village has considered a community center as a use that would benefit our children. It is the 
desire of the Board to work with the Town Of Oyster Bay to provide these types of facilities in 
the new expanded Ellsworth W. Allen Town Park. The Village has had on-going meetings with 
the Town in this regard. However, at this time, the Village has no land that it controls to address 
this specific need. 
 
 
Comment A.14: 
 
Just some notes about possibly retooling the Post Office, may be it belongs at another location 
to open up some things.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011)   
 
Response A.14: 
 
Comment noted. The Post Office was considered as one of the Sites Subject to Change in the 
Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study (Site #30). As stated in the DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, B. 
Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 1. Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy, a. Land 
Use, (1) Commercial Uses, the Downtown Master Plan encourages that the Village work with 
the United States Postal Service to relocate their distribution operations to a location outside of 
the downtown area and to relocate the retail component to another location along Main Street. 
 
 
Comment A.15: 
 
We certainly need a bakery as an example, that with density will certainly stay alive.  I'm not 
trying to compare what I want in the Village with Brooklyn, but there are Farmers Markets 
throughout.  Great little restaurants, movie theaters and that should be revitalized.  
 
(Sal DeRosa, 33 Bernard Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response A.15: 
 
The Board agrees that such uses would help revitalize the downtown area and make it the 
lively, active place envisioned by the Downtown Master Plan. As stated in the DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, B. 
Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 1. Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy, a. Land 
Use, (1) Commercial Uses, the Downtown Master Plan suggests that the old Farmingdale 
theater could be restored to its historic use. In addition, in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses 
of the Proposed Project, B. Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 5. Community 
Facilities and Resources, b, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, the Downtown Master 
Plan recommends a farmer‟s market as a way to add vibrancy to the downtown area. Finally, 
one of the key recommendations of the Downtown Master Plan is to build upon the restaurants 
in the downtown area and make it a true “Restaurant Row.” 
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Implementation 
Comment A.16: 
 
The end result must clearly define the implementation scenario planned, based on meetings 
attended and discussion it appears it will be a „hybrid‟ scenario, however that needs to be clear 
and defined.  The implementation must suggest funding strategies and opportunities.   
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response A.16: 
 
Comment noted. The DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study discusses the scenario building process, 
including the selection of the “Hybrid Scenario” as the Preferred Plan and Proposed Action for 
SEQRA purposes in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, E. 
Description of the Range of Reasonable Alternatives to the Proposed Action, d. Hybrid 
Future Downtown Farmingdale Scenario and Selection of Preferred Plan/Proposed 
Action. Chapter V of the Downtown Master Plan, “Taking the Next Steps: Implementation of the 
Plan”, discusses a suggested implementation program for the Plan, including funding strategies 
and opportunities (under the “Financing Downtown Revitalization” subheading).  
 
 
Comment A.17: 
 
I am concerned with the amount of time it takes to go from a visioning process to 
implementation. It seems we study endlessly without ever implementing. I am concerned that 
we are going down a path that seems all too familiar on Long Island. As I look around Long 
Island and see one project after another fall victim to bureaucratic stonewalling, NIMBYism and 
"over-the-top" environmental fanaticism, I fear that Long Island is evolving into a dead-end for 
economic development and growth. While other municipalities around the country facilitate 
economic growth, our Long Island communities seem to do all they can to stunt it. Our youth are 
leaving in droves and our population is rapidly aging. Without economic development, the 
suburban dream is slowly turning into suburban blight. Even before the economic downturn, the 
number of abandoned buildings and vacant lots were growing. Developers repeatedly tell our 
elected officials of the massive layers of red tape that must be navigated to accomplish anything 
on Long Island. Unfortunately, Farmingdale appears to be a model example of this. The 
assembly of a master plan began five years ago. Five years later we still don't have a shovel in 
the ground or any properties revitalized.  
 
(Joe Mazzotta, 212 Fulton Street, E-Mail, 7/17/2011)  
 
Response A.17: 
 
The number one concern of the Village Board was doing it right the first time no matter how long 
it took. In 2009, the Board was basically done with the Downtown Master Plan, but was then 
awarded a BOA grant from NYSDOS that allowed it to produce the technical studies (traffic, 
parking, water supply, environmental site assessments) and do a full environmental review 
(EIS) under SEQRA. The Board believes that this not only had allowed the Board to study the 
downtown more comprehensively and come up with a full vision and framework, but also will, in 
the end, allow implementation; both public investment and private investment, to occur more 
easily, since the general environmental review will have been completed. The production of this 
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FGEIS is one step closer to implementation, which, we believe can begin to occur by the end of 
2011.  
 
 
Comment A.18: 
 
[W]e have 375 available units to be built in the Main Street area, the Downtown area and there 
has to be a priority set on how those spaces get allocated.  You cannot allocate 120 spaces to 
the railroad area and not worry about what happens on Main Street. So, I've asked the Village 
and they've done a commendable job.  They've worked at this thing very hard the 
administration.  I've asked the Village we are at this point right now, we've done a lot of work in 
this area be objective set up some sort of priority on how you allocate the 375 units to be built.  
Say we want priority number one, anything that gets built on Main Street Proper, which is there 
going from 109 all the way up to Melville Road, that gets priority number one.  And for every unit 
that gets built in Main Street proper, you allow a unit to be built in non Main Street proper i.e. the 
railroad (the Bartone Property).  So, my whole focus is since we've taken this approach and 
since we've all committed to living this approach Revitalization to Concentration let‟s make sure 
that we prioritize and that we optimize on how this concentration takes place, thank you.  
 
(Joe Diurno, 128 Fairview Road, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response A.18: 
 
The calculation of 375 units is based upon the development potential of the 35 identified sites 
subject to change, balanced with potential impacts to various resources, such as traffic, 
infrastructure, and community facilities. Stated differently, the allocation of 375 units is based 
both on specific sites and the overall capacity of the downtown. If one looks at the sites subject 
to change, most of the “larger“ sites are located along South Front Street, while those sites on 
Main Street tend to be smaller. To that end, the smaller, Main Street sites would have fewer 
units built than the larger sites. Therefore, likely, the market would play itself out that larger 
projects would happen off of Main Street and smaller, infill developments would occur on Main 
Street. It is not mutually exclusive for both of those types of redevelopment to occur. The 
objective of the Downtown Master Plan has been to develop a comprehensive framework for 
revitalization of the downtown area. This framework includes both Main Street proper, as well as 
other areas of the downtown, including the train station and focuses on not only development of 
new uses and residential units, but aesthetic improvement of the downtown and improvements 
to infrastructure, as well. 
 
 
Comment A.19: 
 
My question is, if everything is in agreement and everything goes forward, when would it start 
and how long would it take?  
 
(Ellen Pence, 180 Cherry Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response A.19: 
 
The steps moving forward are as follows: 1) Village to adopt Environmental Findings, which 
completes the SEQRA review; 2) Village to finalize and adopt Downtown Master Plan; and, 3) 
Village to finalize and adopt proposed zoning, including holding a public hearing. After that 
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point, implementation of the Plan, including individual private development applications would 
begin. It is expected that the above-mentioned steps will be completed in Fall 2011, with 
development potentially beginning by the end of 2011 (if the development community wants to 
build). Note that the Downtown Master Plan contains short-, intermediate-, and long-term 
actions and that its horizon is 25 years (2035). Revitalization of the downtown area will, 
hopefully, occur, holistically over time. 
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B.  Potential Significant Adverse Impacts 
 

i. Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 
 
Zoning 
Comment B.i.1: 
 
The Committee feels that there is inconsistency in referring to building heights in feet, i.e. 40 
feet vs. 3 ½ stories. The Committees prefers building heights to be indicated in feet. The 
Committee felt strongly that there should be a height limit included in the revised zoning code. In 
addition, the number of stories should be explicit so that ½ is not subject to interpretation.  The 
Committee would also suggest that no height variances be permitted.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011; Similar comments from Anthony 
Bartone, 201 Lenox Court, Letter, 7/6/2011 and Anthony Addeo, 111 Conklin Street, Public 
Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.1: 
 
With input received during the SEQRA review, the Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) 
Zoning District will be revised. It is expected to be finalized in Fall 2011. As part of the revision 
and finalization, the Board will clarify the maximum height, how it is measured, and how it is 
presented. Legally, a municipality is not able to prevent the request for variances. However, the 
granting of variances is a discretionary item, and this Board will emphasize to the ZBA that 
careful consideration of all variances, including height variances, should occur. 
 
 
Comment B.i.2: 
 
The Committee recommends a minimum front to curb distance to prevent narrow walkways 
such as those north of Conklin Street.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.i.2: 
 
As noted above, the Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District will be revised and 
is expected to be finalized in Fall 2011. As part of the revision and finalization, the Board will 
consider the addition of a minimum front yard (front to curb) regulation. 
 
 
Comment B.i.3: 
 
Volume 2 – Appendix E – Proposed Mixed Use Zoning District; Section 105-93. Lot and Bulk 
Controls – By not requiring any rear yard setback for new development under the proposed 
Mixed Use District, emergency or secondary access may be precluded, which may be 
problematic. With respect new multi-story residential buildings, fire emergency access should be 
provided. However, with the site plan approval process, these issues may be addressed.  
 
(Nassau County Planning Commission, 1194 Prospect Avenue, Westbury, Letter, 7/22/2011) 
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Response B.i.3: 
 
The Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District will be revised and is expected to 
be finalized in Fall 2011. As part of the revision and finalization, the Board will consider adding 
language that explicitly states that emergency and/or secondary access should be an item 
reviewed as part of the site plan approval process for a particular application in the downtown 
area. 
 
 
Comment B.i.4: 
 
Page 5: Workforce or affordable Housing Requirement – Workforce Housing is generally 
defined and accepted (ex. “Draft Nassau County Affordable Housing Study”, “Draft Nassau 
County Master Plan”, City of Glen Cove Downtown Zoning Code Amendments (2010), Town of 
Hempstead MFM Mitchel Field Mixed-Use Zoning District (2011), Town of Oyster Bay Next 
Generation Zoning District) as providing housing to those having an income of 80% - 120% of 
AMI. Given that the 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimate defines the 
Nassau County and Village of Farmingdale Median Household Income as $92,450 and $73,883, 
respectively, it is recommended that the Village consider substituting the proposed workforce 
housing income restriction with a range from 80% to 100% of AMI (for Nassau County, as 
defined by HUD) to meet local housing needs and workforce housing demand in the Village.  
 
(Nassau County Planning Commission, 1194 Prospect Avenue, Westbury, Letter, 7/22/2011) 
 
Response B.i.4: 
 
As part of the final revision of the Proposed D-MU Zoning District, the Board will add language 
that specifically defines affordable/workforce housing as 80% to 100% of AMI. 
 
 
Comment B.i.5: 
 
Section 105-92, Paragraph A (2), Uses permitted on upper levels:  Residential uses are not a 
permitted use in the mixed use zone.  That seems a bit odd as a large motivator behind these 
new zoning laws were residential over commercial mixed use.  The Mayor and Board made it 
clear that they want to move away from special use permits as much as possible and the way 
this ordinance is drafted all residential over commercial uses will need a special use permit.  I 
believe that residential on the upper floors should be specifically listed as a permitted use, and 
not require a special use permit.  
 
(Anthony Bartone, 201 Lenox Court, Letter, 7/6/2011; Similar comments from Anthony Addeo, 
111 Conklin Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.5: 
 
Although adding residents to the downtown area and creating a greater mix of uses have been 
key objectives of the downtown master planning and rezoning processes, the Board is 
concerned about the potential impacts of residential on the downtown area. Given that concern, 
the Board feels it in the best interest to retain some additional control and oversight over 
residential in the downtown area. To that end, the proposed Downtown Mixed-Use Zoning 
District will have residential on the upper floors of mixed-use buildings as a special permit use. 
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This would keep the Board involved in the approval process for such projects, help mollify any 
concerns of the public, and minimize any variances that may be requested (another goal of the 
process).  
 
 
Comment B.i.6: 
 
Section 105-93: Maximum residential density for multi family has a residential unit per acre 
restriction. This type of restriction doesn‟t make sense in a mixed use zone. If the zone was 
residential only then a unit per acre restriction would work, but in mixed use the most 
appropriate restriction on development is height, parking, and FAR. Further, this unit per acre 
language will stifle development, not encourage it. The zoning law with a FAR restriction and 
maximum height of 40 feet will successfully limit what can be developed on a site. Therefore, I 
would like to recommend that the unit per acre restriction be removed entirely.  
 
(Anthony Bartone, 201 Lenox Court, Letter, 7/6/2011; Similar comments from Anthony Addeo, 
111 Conklin Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.6: 
 
As noted above, the Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District will be revised and 
is expected to be finalized in Fall 2011. As part of the revision and finalization, the Board will 
consider alternative ways of controlling density, including the possibility of removing the 
residential unit per acre restriction. 
 
 
Comment B.i.7: 
 
Section 105-93, item #9 states „Maximum Area per Retail Establishment‟ and stipulates 2500 
square feet.  This is confusing. Am I interpreting this correctly in that a commercial tenant would 
need a variance to build out retail space greater than 2500 sf?  If that is correct, it imposes a 
burden on certain tenants and may dissuade them from coming to the Village.  I know the 
village is looking to reduce store square footage to promote a more sustainable footprint for 
local merchants, but the way this is written it may have a negative impact on attracting new 
tenants.  
 
(Anthony Bartone, 201 Lenox Court, Letter, 7/6/2011; Similar comments from Anthony Addeo, 
111 Conklin Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.7: 
 
One of the initial findings of the downtown master planning process was that floorplates in the 
downtown area are larger than their counterparts in other downtowns, resulting in higher rents 
and, subsequently, vacancies. The Board feels that to ensure that commercial spaces in the 
downtown are more appropriate to the types of businesses and retailers that could and should 
locate in Farmingdale, a maximum area requirement is necessary. In addition, such a 
requirement will ensure that large-format stores will not locate in downtown Farmingdale, 
thereby helping to retain its historic small downtown quality. However, it should be noted that a 
variance could still be considered for a larger store. 
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Comment B.i.8: 
 
Section 105-95, section A:  this ordinance being written with a 15% requirement for workforce 
affordable housing can be problematic. For instance, market conditions will be driving this type 
of development and if buildings need to be done as rental and converted in the future, having an 
affordable rental component will not be well received.  I would urge you to reconsider mandating 
this.  My suggestion would be to have this language targeted towards condos that are for sale 
and not include rentals.  Further, rather than mandating this for all time I would think that it 
should be at the discretion of the board with a range, for instance between 10-20%.  Certain 
projects can benefit the community in many other ways, and tacking on top a mandatory 
affordability component may render the project not viable economically.  Also, the board may 
prefer other amenity „give-backs‟ and a percentage range would empower them to negotiate 
with the developer on a case by case basis.  
 
(Anthony Bartone, 201 Lenox Court, Letter, 7/6/2011; Similar comments from Anthony Addeo, 
111 Conklin Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.8: 
 
Comment noted. Housing affordability is a key component of the Downtown Master Plan and 
Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District. Currently, New York State requires a 
10% set aside for affordable ownership and rental units (per the Long Island Workforce Housing 
Act). The D-MU District has been revised to require 10% set aside, with incentives if additional 
workforce/affordable housing units are provided. The proposed zoning contains other incentives 
as well.  
 
 
Comment B.i.9: 
 
Section 105-97:  Putting a time period where ARB must report to the Planning Board within 45 
days takes you to another month.  For instance, the village code states that application to the 
ZBA must be done 38 days prior to the next hearing date.  So, a developer files a plan and gets 
a denial letter within a month.  Then loses a month for no other reason than the 38 day rule.  
Goes before ZBA and they take however long they take to render their decision, then it goes to 
Planning and ARB and ARB takes 45 days which costs you more time.  This is the classic story 
of how years lapse while plans are being reviewed.  If fast tracking is an intent in the new laws, 
and I believe it is, then time limits should be 20 days versus 45 so months are not lost.  Further, 
provisions should be stipulated where applications can be reviewed by numerous boards on a 
parallel path.  What I mean is ZBA can be reviewing the variances sought while ARB is 
reviewing architecture in the spirit of true fast tracking.  The Village currently does not allow a 
developer to run with different boards concurrently.  
 
(Anthony Bartone, 201 Lenox Court, Letter, 7/6/2011; Similar comments from Anthony Addeo, 
111 Conklin Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.9: 
 
As part of the final revision to the Proposed Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District, the 
Board will consider streamlining the approval process, to the extent possible. 
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Comment B.i.10: 
 
And I'm going to say these three words which are so very important to me as a 50 year resident 
in the Village, it can't be more important, parking, parking, parking.  Although folks are not 
inclined to park as far away and walk and they're not utilizing the empty stalls there should be 
some method of allowing people or allowing employees to park further away and walk to their 
locations.  There's one particular store, I can't get over, everyday this gentleman who owns the 
store parks right in front.  You would think he would leave it for his clients.  Big beautiful car but 
no where to park to get your haircut.  
 
(Anthony Addeo, 111 Conklin Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.10: 
 
The Board is considering alternative ways of controlling parking. Note that the Village 
participated in a Parking Management Workshop in 2009 and the Downtown Master Plan, 
DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study, and various technical studies contain a myriad of 
recommendations related to parking. 
 
 
Comment B.i.11: 
 
I have been involved in the community vision (and for the record it goes back to 2003), the 
discussions regarding building heights were should it be 2 or 3 stories, never 3 ½ or 4 stories.  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response B.i.11: 
 
The existing Business D Zoning District that encompasses Main Street currently allows for three 
stories and 36 feet. Four-story buildings as part of a future scenario for downtown have been 
discussed throughout the Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study process, 
beginning in 2009. 
 
 
Comment B.i.12: 
 
Building height should be limited to 3 stories max and better explain the floor ratio that will 
determine future density.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response B.i.12: 
 
Comment noted re: height. Floor-area-ratio (FAR) is the ratio of the total floor area of buildings 
on a certain location to the size of the land of that location. 
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Comment B.i.13: 
 
Draft the new code that would allow for new and infill development that includes a max of two 
and half stories, first floor businesses with a mix of housing options above.  (Again not sure 
about rewarding some of those difficult owners but swap for trade-offs may help).  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response B.i.13: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
Comment B.i.14: 
 
Re-zone to allow for higher density, and lessen restrictions on parking. Taking this step, as 
stated by the Mayor, will help prevent the threat of an Article 78.  We are a developed Village 
and the precedents have been set, by way of zoning relief and special use. 
 How exactly does this prevent the threat of Article 78? 
 As a land owner, I too should be allowed to go four stories. Four one bedroom apartments, 

with one car parking requirement for each unit, and living in one remaining owner occupied.  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response B.i.14: 
 
See Response B.i.11. The Village believes that by studying the downtown comprehensively, 
with a GEIS, that it has the appropriate level of information to prevent the threat of an Article 78. 
The specific requirements for the proposed downtown zoning district are currently being revised, 
including not only density and height, but parking as well. However, this proposed zoning is 
intended for the downtown area only. At this time, no zoning changes are contemplated to the 
other areas of the Village, notably its residential neighborhoods. To that end, land owners in the 
downtown area may be subject to different regulations upon adoption of the new downtown 
zoning; land owners in the residential areas would remain under existing zoning, thereby 
protecting the Village‟s suburban residential character, while revitalizing the downtown core.  
 
 
Comment B.i.15: 
 
Make the spaces smaller and you can justify rentals.  Not in every case you're not going to get 
some huge Department Store here so, you have to look at the special possibilities.  
 
(George Cook, 3 McCarthy Court, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
 
Response B.i.15: 
 
Comment noted. See Response B.i.7. 
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Comment B.i.16: 
 
I think the answer on any residential that's added on Main Street, make the entrances from the 
rear.  I've done some beautiful things, but the point is you can do it dressings up the rear of 
these properties is going to set up a whole different thing.  
 
(George Cook, 3 McCarthy Court, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011; Similar comments from 
Valerie LiCausi, Farmingdale Music Center, 135 Main Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 
7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.i.16: 
 
As part of the final revision of the Proposed D-MU Zoning District, the Board will add language 
to permit entrances to upper floor residences in the rear only.  
 
 
Affordability 
Comment B.i.17: 
 
I would like to see the goal of housing affordability at much more than 15%, closer to 50% would 
be a start. Can we consider building that goal into the plan?  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011; Similar comments from Richard Gosline, 
25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response B.i.17: 
 
Comment noted. The proposed 15% affordability balances economic factors for the private 
sector with the Village‟s affordable housing goals. 
 
 
Cumulative Impacts  
Comment B.i.18: 
 
How do we make our neighbors to the east and west more sensitive to Farmingdale‟s plans so 
they are mindful of development that are close to our borders? [C]onsider the impact of future 
development in surrounding communities, redevelopment possibilities and rumored, like TOD 
Plan for East Farmingdale plus other locations and some potential in Bethpage.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011 and Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response B.i.18: 
 
The potential cumulative impacts of the revitalization of downtown Farmingdale with other 
potential development possibilities in the region, including the proposed plans in East 
Farmingdale, were examined in the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study in IV. Environmental 
Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, B. Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 1. 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy, e. Cumulative Impacts with Planned Future 
Development Projects. The Board has tried to work collaboratively with the Village‟s neighbors 
on larger plans to ensure that they are more sensitive to its concerns. A recent (on-going) 
example of this is the proposed Parkway Properties proposal along Eastern Parkway in the 
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Town of Babylon, as well as the Town of Babylon‟s proposal for East Farmingdale. In addition, 
the SEQRA process and the exposure that the Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination 
Study has received surely have given the Village‟s neighbors a good indication of the vision for 
the future of Farmingdale. The Board hopes that this can continue through the implementation 
of the Plan. 
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B.  Potential Significant Adverse Impacts 
 

ii. Urban Design and Visual Conditions 
 
Signage 
Comment B.ii.1: 
 
We enforce a signage law that prohibits a barber shop from placing a little A-frame sign out in 
front, while shop owners park for hours on Main St. This does not welcome businesses in our 
downtown. I say allow the sign and get rid of the blow up pools.  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011)  
 
Response B.ii.1: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
Design Guidelines 
Comment B.ii.2: 
 
The ARB was established to develop a “look” for the Village and provide a template for new 
proprietors to use in building out their stores. It seems that there are several “looks”. As the new 
Cara, Cara restaurant shows, their design choice is different from the new pizza place. The 
Committee is hoping that the design guidelines recommended by Saccardi & Schiff will be 
considered.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011; Similar comments from Peter 
Rousakis, 354 Main Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.ii.2: 
 
Comment noted. The Village has adopted the design guidelines for downtown Farmingdale 
prepared by VHB (formally Saccardi & Schiff). 
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B.  Potential Significant Adverse Impacts 
 

iii. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 
 
Traffic  
Comment B.iii.1: 
 
[Y]ou can't drive down Main Street at 5 p.m. without having to wait usually two perhaps three 
times before that traffic light changes.  I just want to go on record that the traffic I think is going 
to be a problem.  We're talking about 375 additional units and if we have a problem now I don't 
see how that's going to exacerbate the situation.  I know we're talking about the traffic turn 
signal on Conklin Street, which will eventually help the situation, but I can't see where this traffic 
is going to go.  There's going to be a major problem and I just wanted to put that on the record.  
 
(Joe Carosella, 21 Sherman Road, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011; Similar comments 
from Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.1: 
 
As part of the downtown master planning/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study process, the Board 
commissioned two separate traffic studies. Both returned with the result that with certain 
mitigation measures, intersections within the downtown would operate at, near, or in some 
cases better than current conditions. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.2: 
 
The Nelson & Pope report is based on a .3% growth rate (Assumption 2 & 3) that disregards the 
projected rate of the NYSDOT for the Town of Oyster Bay. How was the .3% annual growth rate 
determined?  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.2: 
 
The Traffic Impact Study was not based only on a 0.3% growth rate. An analysis was also 
conducted under Assumption 1 based on the projected growth rate of the NYSDOT for the 
Town of Oyster Bay. The 0.3% growth rate under Assumption 2 was based on the estimated 
population growth for the Village of Farmingdale, based upon the population growth of the 
Village between 1990 and 2008, as indicated in Proposed Downtown Master Plan. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.3: 
 
The traffic analysis by Nelson & Pope indicate that under Assumptions 1 & 2, the traffic Level of 
Service (LOS) will be at D and F and LOS C and E (p. 41), which in one case is average while 
the rest below average.  The Committee believes there should be further study with additional 
recommendations to mitigate traffic impact at these intersections. The N&P study recommends 
a signal warrant analysis.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
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Response B.iii.3: 
 
The intersections are currently operating at below average LOS, even without the 
implementation of the Downtown Master Plan.  What is very important to note is that the 
increase in delays due to implementation of the Plan would be minimal and with the proposed 
mitigation the intersections would operate at, near, or in some cases better than current 
conditions. 
 
A traffic signal warrant analysis is an analysis conducted to determine whether the installation of 
a traffic signal is justified at a particular location. The installation of a traffic signal at the Melville 
Avenue/Secatogue Avenue was part of the recommendations in the Downtown Master Plan, 
Traffic Impact Study, and DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study. However, the Village would need to 
conduct the signal warrant analyses to determine it justification. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.4: 
 
The Committee noted the recommendations to mitigate traffic impact at Main St and Conklin St. 
There is no data to support the improvement gained from widening the sidewalks on Main 
Street. This recommendation would seem contrary to the goal of creating more pedestrian-
friendly walkways. This intersection is currently at a LOS of F, D E, going NB and SB in the AM 
and PM making this intersection a priority for improvement before additional development.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.4: 
 
The Traffic Impact Study (Appendix K of the DGEIS) includes a review of a number of options, 
some of which the Board would support and some of which we would not. The Board does not 
support removing any of the existing sidewalks in the Village. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.5: 
 
The Committee noted that the N&P report did not take into consideration future growth of areas 
surrounding the Village, i.e. Babylon, South Farmingdale, etc. which the Committee sees as 
having an impact on Village traffic.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.5: 
 
Consideration for future growth of areas surrounding the Village was fully considered in the 
Traffic Impact Study. The 0.7% ambient growth factor developed by NYSDOT or the 0.3% 
growth factor estimated by Nelson & Pope in the Traffic Impact Study represent increases in 
traffic due to general population growth and developments outside of the immediate project area 
(Babylon, South Farmingdale, etc).   
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Comment B.iii.6: 
 
The Nelson & Pope study also included the 85 rooms of the hotel in the number of changed or 
increased residences. The total changed residences is listed as 389 not 375 which is indicated 
in the Preferred Scenario.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.6: 
 
In the Traffic Impact Study, the 85-room hotel was analyzed as a hotel/hotel rooms; it was not 
considered as residential.  
 
 
Comment B.iii.7: 
 
Cross access between developed properties should be strongly encouraged. Local access to 
developed property for pedestrians and bicyclists should also be considered.  
 
(NYSDOT, Region 10, 250 Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, Letter, 7/20/2011)  
 
Response B.iii.7: 
 
Comment noted and will be considered.  
 
 
Comment B.iii.8: 
 
Increasing density could generate additional vehicle trips.  
 
(NYSDOT, Region 10, 250 Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, Letter, 7/20/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.8: 
 
Comment noted. See Response B.iii.1. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.9: 
 
NYSDOT does not support mid-block crossings and/or pedestrian bridges.  
 
(NYSDOT, Region 10, 250 Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, Letter, 7/20/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.9: 
 
Comment noted and will be considered.  
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Comment B.iii.10: 
 
You're putting in 2 or 3 story parking for the railroad there?  I think that's what the gentleman 
mentioned before.  Okay, so you're going to double or triple the size of the parking.  Secatogue 
Avenue is a concern.  People are coming up and down there speeding during rush hour, during 
when the trains are coming in.  There's traffic backed up especially from the train station and the 
Conklin light changes people keep going. People heading up to the train station they see that 
light turn green and they're gunning it, flying through stop signs.  There's an average of at least 
an accident a year right on my corner.  There has been three pedestrian hit between Conklin 
and the next block up.  So, is there any type of work being done on Secatogue to try and control 
the traffic, slow the traffic down?  There's a middle school right there with 6th, 7th, 8th grade 
kids.  There was gentleman here before with his kids. I know parents are concerned driving their 
kids to and from school, picking up.  The middle school children walk to school, back and forth. 
Also, there should be some sort of a turn lane situation, perhaps to get onto Conklin. Even the 
way the streets line up, they're off centered and it's amazing there aren't accidents there all the 
time.  
 
(Richard Rousselle, 318 Secatogue Avenue, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.10: 
 
The Board has made a commitment to do additional traffic studies and to work with NYSDOT if 
the structured parking at the train station were to receive funding. The intersection of Secatogue 
Avenue and Conklin Street was studied as part of the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix K of the 
DGEIS). As indicated in the DGEIS in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed 
Project, C. Description of Mitigation Measures, 1. Parameters and Criteria for Site-
Specific Review of Future Development and Improvements/Conditions for Future 
Actions, specific projects would have to follow a project for approval, including likely providing 
an indication of potential traffic impacts. Should there be an identified impact from a project, the 
Board would be able to request as part of the approval process mitigation, including potentially 
helping to fund or construct needed improvements. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.11: 
  
[W]e have four railroad crossings in the Village of Farmingdale, maybe five if you add the one by 
Central Avenue over there.  Are there plans on making those railroad crossings underground? 
How is it going to impact the businesses in Farmingdale?  How is it going to affect traffic?  
 
(Surin Manaktala, 189 Melville Road, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.11: 
 
Due to the tremendous cost associated with changing railroad crossings and the fact that the 
right of way MTA/LIRR owns would not accommodate such change, altering the railroad 
crossings in the Village has not been pursued.  
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Parking  
Comment B.iii.12: 
  
Since the answer to controlling the apartments over retail is parking. Does that mean that all 
current apartment/retail buildings meet parking requirements? Proposed parking: Retail, 
personal service, restaurant, bar and grill, and similar uses: 1 space for each 500 square feet of 
gross floor area. Previously it was 160sq. ft. for retail and 50sq. ft. for restaurants?  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.12: 
 
The proposed parking requirements reflect the amount of parking needed in a downtown area 
where pubic parking is provided. Not all of the existing downtown buildings meet their parking 
requirements. Under the new Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District, such building would 
be grandfathered in as legal, non-conforming uses. If changes were made to those buildings, 
they would then be required to conform to the new regulations.  
 
 
Comment B.iii.13: 
  
The plan talks about our parking lots being underutilized. (That number needs to be revisited). 
20% empty stores would contribute and to include Waldbaums is not accurate statistics when 
that is private.  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011; Similar comments from Downtown 
Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011)   
 
Response B.iii.13: 
 
Since the development of the Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study, the 
parking conditions have changed slightly, with the additional vacancy of the Waldbaum‟s site. 
Based on field work in August 2011, the Waldbaum‟s site appears to be less than 15% 
occupied, which is lower than previously observed. This underutilization, while an issue in the 
existing condition, is an opportunity for the future, as it would allow additional growth without the 
need for extensive construction of parking spaces. Regardless of the actual extent of 
underutilization currently, the Downtown Master Plan acknowledges that implementation of the 
Plan would require the construction of additional parking. Each specific development application 
would be required to demonstrate how they would meet the parking requirements. 

 
 

Comment B.iii.14: 
 
Pursue additional funds that rework our parking lots in need, enhance back store entrances and 
help maintain a cleaner streetscape i.e., Lot 1 & 2 south of Conklin are in bad shape and need 
redesign and much help with the rear entrances.  Also there may be room for expanding the lot 
behind Chase.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011; Similar comments from Chuck Gosline, 
33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011, Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Public Hearing 
Transcript, 7/11/2011, and Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011) 
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Response B.iii.14: 
 
Comment noted. Aesthetic improvement of downtown Farmingdale is one of the key objectives 
of the Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study. As stated in the DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study in I. Description of the Project and Boundary, E. Project Overview and 
Description, 3. Downtown Master Plan Strategies, Proposals, and Recommendations, b. 
Downtown Economic Development Strategies/Proposals, (1) Downtown Economic 
Development Strategy, a suggestion to improve the downtown area is to better utilize the rear 
areas of stores, including potentially outdoor cafes, to build upon the Village‟s reputation and 
enhance the transition from Main Street to the parking areas. In addition, in multiple locations in 
IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Action it is recommended to improve 
the design, layout, and aesthetics of the Village‟s municipal parking lots. Further, IV. 
Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, B. Potential Significant Adverse 
Impacts, 5. Community Facilities and Resources, b. Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, 
one of the recommendations of the Downtown Master Plan is the “greening-up” the space 
between the rear of buildings and the parking areas on the east side of Main Street from a 
redesigned Village Green to South Front Street through the creation of a linear multi-functional 
park.  
 
 
Comment B.iii.15: 
  
The S&S Existing Conditions report indicated that the parking lot owned by the Village at the 
railroad station experiences a 98% occupancy rate (p. 28). How will the Village compensate for 
the loss of parking spaces if the area that includes 23 parking spaces is swapped with Bartone?  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.15: 
 
As part of the Downtown Master Plan/DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study process, the Board 
commissioned a study of Parking Lot #5 (Appendix I of the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study). 
The parking yield analysis looked at a number of scenarios for Lot #5, including losing 
approximately 23 parking spaces to accommodate an open space near the train station. It was 
determined by the Board that the loss of these spaces was a valid action for a number of 
reasons: 1) Parking Lot #7 is currently underutilized and could accommodate the lost spaces; 2) 
the lost spaces would not be attributed to Village residents; 3) there is real value in being able to 
develop open space near the train station. In addition, the developer has agreed to pay the 
Village the lost revenue for a 10-year period as part of the development agreement for the 
proposed hotel. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.16: 
  
Where are we going to park?  Build low level second story parking lots behind the stores take 
more parking spaces off of Main Street, as an example.  It will give you a better free flow of 
traffic.  Most businesses that I've seen in the Village over 36 years, has rear entrances, they 
could be spruced up a little bit.   
 
(Sal DeRosa, 33 Bernard Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
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Response B.iii.16: 
 
Although not part of the Downtown Master Plan and DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study, the Village 
has entertained the idea of parking garages in the four municipal parking lots off of Main Street. 
However, at this time, they are not being considered, especially given their potential cost and 
since the technical studies provided have indicated that there should be sufficient parking in the 
downtown to accommodate the Plan. With regards to improving the municipal lots, see 
Response B.iii.14. 
 
 
Comment B.iii.17: 
  
Like in Bethpage, instead of parking cars in front of stores and make a plaza in the middle and 
the stores all around and somehow make it look better, thank you.  
 
(Surin Manaktala, 189 Melville Road, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response B.iii.17: 
 
Comment noted. The Board will encourage parking to be placed at the rear for future 
development in the downtown area. 
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B.  Potential Significant Adverse Impacts 
 

iv. Socioeconomic Considerations 
 
Taxes 
Comment B.iv.1: 
 
Volume 1 – DGEIS; IV, (4), (d) – While estimated “Plan implementation” tax revenues to the 
Village, Town, County, and School District are shown (Table IV-10), the discussion should be 
expanded to show the estimated (marginal) increase in service expenditures.  
 
(Nassau County Planning Commission, 1194 Prospect Avenue, Westbury, Letter, 7/22/2011) 
 
Response B.iv.1: 

 
Table II-1 

Estimated Increase in Service Expenditures 
 

Village Public 
Service 

2011-2012 
Budget 

Current 
Population 

Per-Capita 
Cost 

Projected 
Population Increase 

Projected 
Cost Increase 

Fire Department $450,000 8,372 $53.75 756 $40,635 
Water Department $1,030,000 8,372 $123.03 756 $93,011 
Building Department $90,000 8,372 $10.75 756 $8,127 
Code Enforcement $145,000 8,372 $17.32 756 $13,094 
Public Works $620,000 8,372 $74.06 756 $55,989 
TOTAL $2,335,000 8,372 $278.91 756 $210,856 
 
As can be seen from Table II-1, it could be anticipated that service expenditures would increase 
by approximately $210,856. Based upon the projected $384,065 increase in revenues to the 
Village, the Village would still receive an additional approximately $173,209 from 
implementation of the Proposed Action. In reality, the net revenues are likely to be higher for 
two reasons: 1) the increases in expenditures in the downtown would be lower than the per-
capita projection due to the allocation of services for the area and 2) the budget line items cover 
the entire funds for each public service/department, including items that would not change with 
implementation of the Downtown Master Plan, such as salaries of existing staff, etc. 
 
With regards to schools, the Farmingdale Union Free School District expends approximately 
$21,100 per student. Based upon an estimated generation of 41 additional school-age children 
that would result from the implementation of the Downtown Master Plan, it is estimated that it 
would cost the School District $865,100. Given the projected $7,217,754 in additional revenues 
to the School District, the School District would still receive an additional approximately 
$6,352,654 in tax revenues, a beneficial impact of the Proposed Action. 
 
In sum, with regards to Village services and the Farmingdale Union Free School District, despite 
anticipated increases in expenditures (based on a conservative analysis), there still would be 
net increases in tax revenues as a result of the implementation of the Downtown Master Plan. 
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B.  Potential Significant Adverse Impacts 
 

v. Infrastructure and Utilities: Water Supply System 
 
Water Supply 
Comment B.v.1: 
 
The S&S Draft Master Plan indicates that there is “minimal capacity to supply existing domestic 
water demand at this time” (p. II-9). Water is an immediate issue and of deep concern with 
impending new development. There needs to be a study to determine shared services with 
nearby water departments and/or costs in obtaining a new well.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response B.v.1: 
 
Comment noted. The DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study, in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses 
of the Proposed Project, B. Potential Significant Adverse Impacts, 6. Infrastructure and 
Utilities, b. Water Supply System, suggests that a complete groundwater investigation should 
be performed and a number of alternative solutions should be explored (many of which have 
already been identified in the 2011 Plume Study). Due to plumes up gradient to the Village, 
establishing a new water supply well is no longer an option. The “Shared Public Water Services 
Feasibility Study” is complete. The Board will be negotiating with Bethpage Water District and 
Suffolk County Water in the coming months. The Board will be holding public hearings when a 
plan is ready to be shared with the public.  
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C.  Description of Mitigation Measures 
 
Parameters and Criteria for Site-Specific Review of Future Development and 
Improvements/Conditions for Future Actions 
Comment C.1: 
 
Signage on State roads must be designed in accordance with the Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD). All signage proposed under this project must be submitted to our 
Traffic & Safety Group for review. 
 
Plans showing highway boundaries in relation to all proposed work are necessary in order to 
make a thorough review determination. If it is determined that any right-of-way acquisitions or 
relocations are necessary for this Downtown Farmingdale expansion, they must be performed in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970 (Uniform Act) or any Federal funding secured by the Village can be jeopardized. 
 
Work permits/agreements with the Town of Oyster Bay, County of Nassau and New York State 
would be necessary for the village to work on the respective roadways. This includes the 
necessary New York State Department of Transportation Highway Work Permit(s). 
 
An assessment of property rights would be necessary for work performed within the LIRR right-
of-way. 
 
Road widening, extensions and roadway additions such as indicated in strengthening primary 
route of travel, creating a center of downtown and gateways, and extending Main Street 
activities may require property acquisitions. 
 
Any parking enhancements, traffic accesses, turn lanes, bus turnout lanes, signage, traffic 
signals/loops, etc. may require property acquisitions.  
 
Additional drainage, utilities, etc. to accommodate development expansion may require 
acquisitions of adjacent lands.  
 
(NYSDOT, Region 10, 250 Veterans Memorial Highway, Hauppauge, Letter, 7/20/2011) 
 
Response C.1: 
 
The Proposed Action in of itself will not result in any changes to area roadways, infrastructure, 
and property; it merely represents an implementation program consisting of a series of policies 
and administrative actions. Subsequent to plan adoption, other bodies at the Village, County, 
and State levels would have a role in the implementation program recommended in the Plan, 
including the site-specific reviews and individual development projects. In the DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study, IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the Proposed Project, C. 
Description of Mitigation Measures, 1. Parameters and Criteria for Site-Specific Review of 
Future Development and Improvements/Conditions for Future Actions, provides a 
recommended process for the Village to follow for any specific project in the downtown area, 
whether explicitly stated in the Downtown Master Plan or not. NYSDOT will be involved in that 
review process and the above-listed comments will be taken into consideration for a site-specific 
review.  



Comments and Responses 

II-36 ● Downtown Farmingdale FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study 

D.  Description of the Range of Reasonable Alternatives to the Proposed Action 
 
Alternatives  
Comment D.1: 
 
Revitalize Main Street with the current CDBG grant and just encourage some owners to make 
improvements to their building.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response D.1: 
 
Comment noted. The Board has been using CDBG funds to develop and administer a 
downtown façade improvement program One of the alternative future scenarios for downtown 
Farmingdale that was developed was Aesthetic Improvement of Downtown Only (No Additional 
Growth), which focused on the future of the downtown if only aesthetic improvements were 
applied to the downtown area, including façade, signage, streetscape, and parking area 
improvements (see the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study: IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of 
the Proposed Project, E. Description of the Range of Reasonable Alternatives to the 
Proposed Action, 2. Alternative Scenarios, a. Aesthetic Improvement of Downtown Only). 
Both the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study and Downtown Master Plan determined that although 
the Village could implement beautification efforts only or other partial elements of the Plan, any 
such action would diminish the value of having a well thought-out comprehensive approach 
toward revitalization that was developed by the Village in a coordinated manner involving public 
participation. Further it would not provide, to the full extent, the benefits of the Downtown Master 
Plan.   
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E.  Summary Analysis, Findings, and Recommendations of the BOA and Strategic 
Sites 

 
Utility Wires 
Comment E.1: 
 
The Committee would like a study to determine the cost of removing the LIPA poles on Main 
Street. The Committee understands that the cost is high but we‟ve never received a cost 
estimate. We want to know the actual cost.  In the event that another stimulus- type program or 
grant becomes available would the Village be ready to pursue this project? The Committee 
agrees with Saccardi & Schiff that the downtown needs to be rid of this visual clutter.  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response E.1: 
 
As described in V. Summary Analysis, Findings, and Recommendations, B. 
Recommendations and Next Steps, 2. Perform Area-Wide Planning Activities, one of the 
follow-up studies that are recommended to be performed is a cost comparison of removing the 
overhead wires (including burying vs. moving the rear of buildings). This activity has been 
included as part of the application from the Village to NYSDOS to participate in Step 3 of the 
BOA Program. 
 
 
Comment E.2: 
 
[Y]ou mentioned moving all the poles, transformers, primary cables, secondary cables, all the 
cablevision cables and the telephone cables, who's paying for it?  It's going to cost a fortune, I 
used to do that work. Who is going to pay?  The utility company does not pay, I'll tell you right 
now, they won't pay.  I worked for a utility company and they will not move it, because once you 
move it you have to put the service into every building through the foundations.  They have to re 
due all the electric systems in the building.  That falls on the landlord.  Village Hall is going to 
have to put an underground system and so does the Fire Department, do you have an 
underground system?  Fire Department?  Then everybody else has a problem. Beautify Main 
Street.  And as I said before, we did visit some of the other Village's and one of the things that 
were striking about the other Village's was that there was no solenoid's (phonetic) and that just 
happened to make the whole area really beautiful.  Yes, it's very expensive, but as I said, we 
started this in 2008 and during the course of that time we thought well there may not be another 
chance to shovel ready project.  This would be something we would like to see.  It is really 
expensive but there really are no studies out to see how much that costs.  
 
(James McDonnell, 198 Cherry Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response E.2: 
 
See Response E.1. 
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Marketing of the Downtown Area 
Comment E.3: 
 
I believe there is a real need for marketing the village, either a Farmingdale staff person and/or 
a BID may work. However, will putting a BID in place cost more in village taxes?   And/or would 
it be better to just hire a part-time marketing guru to work a future strategic plan? Develop a 
market strategy/outreach to niches businesses, i.e., a bakery, clothing store for all and others 
niche retail that could enhance the village shopping experience on Main Street.  Are there some 
stores that may be better relocated?   i.e., would the Post Office be better in the middle of the 
village, swap and move CVS?  Grey & Grey swap out for a performing arts center and there 
may be others?   I think we need a dedicated person/staff to create and push any marketing 
plan.  A BID may be too costly, a FV staff person could be considered and/or could Chamber of 
Commerce fill that role? Include better details/options/opportunities in the market analysis than 
as presented 2/28/11.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011; Similar comments from Downtown 
Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response E.3: 
 
One of the key recommendations of the Downtown Master Plan is to proactively market 
downtown Farmingdale, including developing a marketing plan for the area, along with other 
strategies. As described in V. Summary Analysis, Findings, and Recommendations, B. 
Recommendations and Next Steps, 2. Perform Area-Wide Planning Activities, one of the 
follow-up studies that are that is recommended to be performed is the development of a retail 
marketing strategy (including the feasibility of developing a BID). This activity has been included 
as part of the application from the Village to NYSDOS to participate in Step 3 of the BOA 
Program. Note that, at this time, there are no plans to provide additional staff to the Village 
payroll.  
 
 
Community Land Trust (CLT) 
Comment E.4: 
 
Consider stating and including the CLT model as an opportunity to create a greater percentage 
of affordability (not just 20%) also the CLT model as creating more affordable commercial 
business and public spaces.  Plan a strategy for the CLT model to be employed and help 
provide 100% housing and some commercial affordability in the downtown area.  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response E.4: 
 
As described in V. Summary Analysis, Findings, and Recommendations, B. 
Recommendations and Next Steps, 1. Select Catalytic Sites and Perform Catalytic Site 
Planning Activities, b. Perform Catalytic Site Planning Activities, one of the follow-up 
studies that are recommended to be performed is exploring the feasibility of exploring a 
community land trust (CLT). This activity (related to affordable housing) has been included as 
part of the application from the Village to NYSDOS to participate in Step 3 of the BOA Program. 
Should the Village be selected to continue in the BOA Program, the activity may be expanded to 
include commercial and public spaces.  
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F.  Miscellaneous 
 
Enforcement 
Comment F.1: 
 
How many apartments are in the downtown by number of bedrooms now? It appears many of 
these are housing more than the units intended, and if we are challenged today enforcing code 
how much better can we expect it to be in the future? Control of the illegal apartments and / or 
too many families in a single dwelling is poorly enforced today, if at all. How are we going to 
better control it when we add even more?  That goes for the senior housing as well. These 
multifamily dwelling are restricted by age and not enforced.  
 
(Richard Gosline, 25 Linwood Avenue, Letter, 7/19/2011; Similar comments from Chuck 
Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011 and Valerie LiCausi, Farmingdale Music Center, 
135 Main Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 7/11/2011) 
 
Response F.1: 
 
If and when the Village receives a housing complaint, the Building Department acts accordingly. 
On multi-family dwellings in the Village, the Building Inspector has the right and responsibility to 
inspect those premises on a yearly basis. The Board will look into additional steps that can be 
taken to keep any illegal tenancies to a minimum. The Board believes that, because mixed-use 
in the downtown is currently not permitted, building owners are inclined to put apartments in 
without proper permits. With new Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) Zoning District, mixed-use 
would be a permitted use; thereby, hopefully, curtailing the illegal tenancies. 
 
 
Comment F.2: 
 
We are Farmingdale Music Center.  Umm parking, parking, parking, parking.  We live next door 
to an absentee landlord who has a lot of people living in the building that they are renting.  It has 
been neglected.  We have four cars parked in front of our store for months on end.  We have 
had to come to several meetings to try and get parking enforced.  Our customers constantly ask 
us, "where am I going to park"?  You have teachers that teach in the store, "where am I going to 
park"?  We do not allow our teachers to park on Main Street because we do not want to take 
away from our customers.  We are constantly valet parking and the big battle is residents that 
are living on Main Street, when we walk down Main Street in the winter, we see them snowed in 
and they're digging themselves out.  Their doors are facing Main Street.  Even if they have 
parking in the back they will park on Main Street.  The gentleman said there's a person that 
owns a business that is parking all day on Main Street.  Main Street is designed to have people 
come and shop and they should not be staying more than two hours on Main Street. There are 
signs that are not being enforced apparently…Parking needs to be addressed.  
 
(Valerie LiCausi, Farmingdale Music Center, 135 Main Street, Public Hearing Transcript, 
7/11/2011; Similar comments from Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011)  
 
Response F.2: 
 
As part of the parking management workshop conducted for the downtown in 2009, the parking 
consultant suggested moving employees parking along Main Street out of the Main Street area 
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through additional enforcement. Moving forward in the downtown revitalization process parking 
along Main Street will be addressed. 
 
 
Miscellaneous  
Comment F.3: 
 
Should include in the scope alternative options for dealing with „difficult‟ land/building owners not 
participating.  I still feel a big part of our empty store syndrome is the high rents that absentee 
owners charge.  How can we better address those landlords that do little to improve their 
buildings and charge higher than market rates for their sites?  
 
(Chuck Gosline, 33 Waverly Place, Letter, 7/19/2011 and Letter, April 2011) 
 
Response F.3: 
 
The commentator is correct, as discussed in the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study in III. Analysis 
of the Proposed Brownfield Opportunity Area, B. Inventory and Analysis, 4. 
Socioeconomic Considerations, c. Real Estate, despite its lower retail traffic, rents in 
Farmingdale are relatively high compared to the other village centers in the area. This factor, 
combined with the large size of retail spaces, competition from other areas, including Route 
110, and other factors, makes retail economics in Farmingdale difficult. In order to encourage 
communication and participation of landlords, one of the marketing strategies for the downtown 
presented in the Downtown Master Plan and DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study (I. Description of 
the Project and Boundary, E. Project Overview and Description, 3. Downtown Master Plan 
Strategies, Proposals, and Recommendations, b. Downtown Economic Development 
Strategies/Proposals, (2) Other Economic Development Strategies/Proposals) is to have 
the Village or Chamber of Commerce host a breakfast where landlords could hear about the 
implementation of the Downtown Master Plan and discuss ways in which joint marketing efforts 
could succeed.  
 
 
Comment F.4: 
 
What plans are being developed for the construction phase, especially during rush hour?  
 
(Downtown Revitalization Committee, Letter, 4/30/2011) 
 
Response F.4: 
 
The Proposed Action in of itself will not result in construction; it merely represents an 
implementation program consisting of a series of policies and administrative actions. However, 
as stated in the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study in IV. Environmental Impact Analyses of the 
Proposed Project, D. Significant Adverse Impacts that Cannot be Avoided, 1. Short-Term 
(Construction) Impacts, any particular project in the downtown could be expected to have 
construction impacts. In the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study, IV. Environmental Impact 
Analyses of the Proposed Project, C. Description of Mitigation Measures, 1. Parameters 
and Criteria for Site-Specific Review of Future Development and 
Improvements/Conditions for Future Actions, provides a recommended process for the 
Village to follow for any specific project in the downtown area, whether explicitly stated in the 
Downtown Master Plan or not. Management of the construction phase, especially as related to 
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traffic, will be addressed on a project-specific basis. Mitigation for short-term construction 
impacts includes limiting construction to designated daytime hours and maintaining mechanical 
construction equipment in good working order to help limit noise levels.  It is important to note 
that upon completion of construction, any short-term impacts would subside or be eliminated. 
 
 
Comment F.5: 
 
Although outside the scope of the study, I would very strongly suggest that the property on the 
south side of Fulton Street (just east of Merritts Road and immediately east of the car wash) be 
addressed as a major priority. This property at the western entrance to the village has been in a 
state of decay for many years. It screams to the passing public that Farmingdale is a dump! This 
is a very heavily traveled route and this very visible property certainly would not entice anyone 
to want to come to Farmingdale for any reason. It's kind of like passing through someone's front 
door and the entrance is comprised of rotted wood and is infested with termites and rodents. 
Why would you even want to look around the rest of the house? Please see if something can be 
done about adding this to the redevelopment plans as a major priority. 
 
Also of major concern are the eastern approaches to the Village, specifically the Route 
24/Conklin Street and Route 109/Fulton Street approaches that are within the Township of 
Babylon/Suffolk County boundaries. The aesthetics of these approaches to the Village of 
Farmingdale are deplorable. I know these are outside our jurisdiction but perhaps the Village 
can petition the appropriate government agencies including the State since Routes 24 and 109 
are both State routes.  
 
(Joe Mazzotta, 212 Fulton Street, E-Mail, 7/17/2011) 
 
Response F.5: 
 
As noted by the commentator, both areas are outside of the scope of this study. However, they 
are areas of concern for the Board as well. To that end, the Board will consider these 
suggestions, separate of the downtown master planning/BOA process. Regarding the property 
on Fulton Street, the Village has looked at a number of proposals to redevelop the property. 
However, none have gotten past the discussion stage. In terms of the appearance of the 
gateways into the Village, the Board has approached NYSDOT and now has an agreement with 
the State that will allow the Village the right to clean and landscape the median (the State does 
not have the funds to do any of the work themselves). The Board is working on securing the 
funding to implement the cleanup in the near future. 
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G.  Proposed Downtown Master Plan Text (Appendix D) 
 
Downtown Master Plan Text Revisions 
Comment G.1: 
 
Volume 2 – Appendix D – Downtown Master Plan; Page I-10 – Population of the Village of 
Farmingdale – Population should be updated to 2010 based on the Census and not be a 2008 
estimate as these updated numbers are in Volume I. 
 
Page I-14 – Role and Purpose of the Plan – The first bullet point alludes to the Nassau County 
Master Plan and various concepts and terms in the Plan such as New Suburbia and Cool 
Downtowns. It is important to note that the Nassau‟s Master Plan has not yet been adopted and 
is still being revised. Thus, some of these terms and concepts may or may not end up in the 
final Plan. Page III-2 – Nassau County – Cool Downtowns and New Suburbia – It should be 
noted that Nassau‟s Master Plan has not been finalized or adopted and is still being revised.  
 
Pages II-3 and II-4 – The discussion on each of the three markets – retail, office and residential 
market – should focus on the Downtown Study Area and not necessarily the Village as a whole.  
 
Page II-6 – The color key/legend should not be overlain on the land use map as it hides much of 
the map. 
 
Page II-8 – Public Transportation – A table may be provided that shows peak hour 
service/headways for both bus and rail service in the downtown area. Also, a map showing 
public transportation routes (bus and rail) serving the downtown as well as rail service should be 
included. 
 
Page II-11 – Building Height and Density – This discussion does not address density, but only 
addresses only Height. Discussions on density should reference measures of density such FAR.  
 
Page II-18 – Zoning – As a Land Use Map is included, a Zoning Map should also be included, 
particularly for the Downtown Study Area.  
 
Pages II-18, II-19 – Zoning – While all of the Village‟s business and residential zoning districts 
are listed, pertinent information for each applicable zoning district in the Downtown area should 
be provided (i.e., permitted uses). 
 
Page II-21 – Housing Affordability – A definition of affordable and affordability criteria should be 
provided in the Master Plan document. 
 
Pages II-3 and II-4/Page III-13 – A matrix should be provided comparing land uses by square 
footage and number of residential units for each of the growth scenarios described for the 
Downtown Study Area. Also, a matrix should be provided describing in square footage and 
number of residential uses (by type) of each of the land uses within the Downtown Study Area.  
 
(Nassau County Planning Commission, 1194 Prospect Avenue, Westbury, Letter, 7/22/2011) 
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Response G.1: 
 
Comments noted. The Downtown Master Plan will be finalized and will integrate suggested 
changes, to the extent necessary. Taken together, the Downtown Master Plan, DGEIS/BOA 
Nomination Study, FGEIS/Final BOA Nomination Study, and Environmental Findings, will 
represent the full record for the Proposed Action and the comprehensive vision for the future of 
downtown Farmingdale.  
 
Further, as stated in the DGEIS/BOA Nomination Study in V. Summary Analysis, Findings, 
and Recommendations of the BOA and Strategic Sites, B. Recommendations and Next 
Steps, 4. Make the Downtown Master/BOA Plan a Living Document, in order to ensure that 
the Downtown Master/BOA Plan is not relegated to a document that collects dust on the shelf, it 
is recommended that at least every five years, the Village review the Downtown Master/BOA 
Plan and assess its findings and recommendations and if they are still relevant. At that time, 
additional suggested changes could be integrated into the updated document. 
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