Chapter 15:

Alternatives

A. INTRODUCTION
The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) requires that all environmental impact
statements (EIS) contain “a description and evaluation of the range of reasonable alternatives to
the action that are feasible, considering the objectives and capabilities of the project sponsor.” 1
As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” and Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public
Policy,” of this Draft Generic EIS (DGEIS), the objective of the Proposed Action is to create a
pedestrian-friendly, transit-oriented development (TOD) centered on a new Long Island Rail
Road (LIRR) station and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) station. The Proposed Action would allow for
the physical implementation of a community-driven plan that has taken shape over nearly 15
years. Therefore, with the exception of the required No Action Alternative, this chapter does not
consider any future actions that are not in keeping with this clearly defined and widely supported
objective. Instead, the alternatives considered in this chapter consist mainly of variations on the
boundary and features of the East Farmingdale Form-Based Code (the “EF-FBC”). These
alternatives were considered during the extensive public engagement process that occurred
during the development of the EF-FBC (see Appendix B-2). The Proposed Action, the
environmental impacts of which were studied in this DGEIS, was determined by the public and
the Town of Babylon (the “Town”) to be the alternative that best balanced the social, economic,
and environmental impacts of the alternatives analyzed below.

B. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
The No Action Alternative is required by SEQRA to be described and evaluated. This alternative
consists of the “adverse or beneficial site changes that are likely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future, in the absence of the proposed action.” 2 In the Future without the Proposed
Action (the “No Action” condition), the Project Site could be built out in accordance with the
existing zoning. A description of the potential building program, and the impacts thereof, are
described throughout the DGEIS. It is also possible that in the No Action condition, little or no
development occurs within the Project Site. As described in Chapter 10, “Traffic and
Transportation,” in this condition existing patterns of vehicular movement are anticipated to
continue and traffic volumes and delays on area roadways are likely to continue to increase.
Without the Proposed Action, and the TOD that it would allow, the future BRT system along
Route 110 corridor would be less utilized; a significant and sustainable source of riders would
not live on the Project Site. Similarly, without a thriving community to serve, the potential for
the LIRR to re-open the Republic station is less likely. Even if the station were to re-open,
without the Proposed Action, the potential future ridership utilizing the station would be a small
fraction of what it could be in the Future with the Proposed Action (the “With Action”
condition) minimizing the return on this public investment.
1
2
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Finally, the No Action Alternative would not meet the community’s long-sought and clearly
defined objective of creating a village center within the hamlet of East Farmingdale. Over many
years, the community has refined their vision of creating a pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use, TOD
within the Project Site. Maintaining the existing zoning, the No Action Alternative, would not be
consistent with this clearly articulated vision and, therefore, would not meet the objectives of the
Project Sponsor, the Town.

C. ALTERNATIVE SITE BOUNDARIES
One of the key decisions that was made by the Town and the planning team that directly affected
the potential for, and magnitude of, environmental impacts of the Proposed Action concerned the
boundaries of the EF-FBC. The 2011 Speck Plan, as described in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning,
and Public Policy,” and included as Appendix B-1, considered much of the same area as the Project
Site (see Figure 15-1). Similar to the EF-FBC, the development in this plan was centered on the
potential LIRR Republic station. In 2015, the Town engaged a team, led by AKRF, Inc., to perform
certain environmental due diligence analyses on a Project Site that did not include any parcels north
of the LIRR (see Figure 15-1). When Dover, Kohl & Partners was engaged to develop the specific
regulations of the EF-FBC, the final boundaries of the EF-FBC were again discussed.
The environmental impacts of including or excluding various parcels within the EF-FBC were
considered in making the final determination of the EF-FBC boundaries. Thirteen distinct areas
were considered for inclusion in the EF-FBC (see Figure 15-1). The salient differences in the
environmental and economic impacts of including various parcels are presented below. It is
important to note, however, that the precise Project Site boundary would not fundamentally alter
the environmental impacts of many of the categories studied in the DGEIS. Specifically, all
parcels considered for inclusion in the EF-FBC have been previously disturbed and highly
developed and are currently zoned for industrial uses. Therefore, impacts related to natural
resources, land use, and zoning would be similar. Also, impacts related to construction and
traffic and transportation would not be significantly different as development of alternate sites
would typically generate traffic on the same area roadways. While different uses or sites may
have been included in the EF-FBC boundary, the overall size of the development that is likely to
occur, given market realities, would likely be similar in size.
GROUPS 1 AND 2
Groups 1 and 2 are considered to be most central to the Proposed Action, geographically and in
terms of importance to achieving the overall objectives. The concept of creating a transitoriented redevelopment around a potentially re-opened LIRR station and the BRT stop north of
Conklin Street necessitated the inclusion of these areas. While portions of Group 1 are known to
have some level of surface or subsurface contamination, and the current uses within the Group 2
increase the likelihood of potential environmental contamination, there are no known
contaminants that would render these sites incapable of being redeveloped. Finally, it is
anticipated that with appropriate characterization and, if necessary, remediation, potential
environmental contamination on these sites would be appropriately managed.
GROUPS 3 AND 4
Parcels within Groups 3 and 4 were also considered for inclusion in the EF-FBC. Group 3
parcels were considered important to include in the EF-FBC so as to continue the TOD
improvements north along the western side of Broadhollow Road. The Town considered it
important to allow for, and encourage, improvements to both sides of Broadhollow Road. In this
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way, the Town aimed to firmly establish the TOD within the area to the north of the LIRR tracks
to allow for its eventual expansion as the market for this type of development continues to grow.
With respect to the parcels in Group 4, while the Town considers them to be viable future
additions to the EF-FBC, the potential for their short-term conversion from their present use, a
Lowe’s home improvement store, to future TOD uses is considered more remote. Given the fact
that the parcels in Group 4 are more removed from current public thoroughfares, and their shortterm potential for transformation is less likely than the parcels in Group 3, the Town decided to
exclude the parcels in Group 4 from the EF-FBC.
GROUPS 5, 6, AND 7
Groups 5, 6, and 7 were similarly considered essential to the long-term viability of the TOD. As
previously described, the center of the TOD would be the newly re-opened LIRR station and a reimagined Airport Plaza Boulevard. In addition, transforming the existing intersection of Conklin
Street and Broadhollow Road is a major priority of the TOD not only because the TOD seeks to
integrate the new BRT system on Route 110 into the larger development, but also because this
intersection is now considered by many to be the center of the hamlet of East Farmingdale. It is,
therefore, important that the auto-centric mix of uses and built form that surround this sprawling
intersection be made compatible with the vision of a pedestrian-oriented TOD. Developing
appropriately scaled and positioned buildings around this intersection will also help efforts to calm
vehicular traffic at this intersection and transform it from an intersection that only serves the needs
of vehicular travel to one that serves the needs of multiple modes of transportation.
Similar to Groups 1 and 2, Groups 5, 6, and 7 are known to contain, or have contained, some level
of surface or subsurface environmental contamination. With respect to Group 7, the contamination
has been previously characterized and certain remediation measures have occurred. With respect to
Group 5, these parcels are known to, or are likely to, contain some level of surface or subsurface
environmental contamination. With respect to Group 6, the current use of the site as a gas station,
and the historical presence of an on-site sanitary system, may have resulted in contamination
within the subsurface soils. As with Groups 1 and 2, there are no known contaminants on Groups
5, 6, and 7 that would render these sites incapable of being redeveloped. Finally, it is anticipated
that with appropriate characterization and, if necessary, remediation, potential environmental
contamination on these sites would be appropriately managed.
GROUPS 8, 9, AND 10
As previously described, the Airport Plaza Shopping Center has been considered by the public
and the Town to be critical to the success of the EF-FBC. The Airport Plaza Shopping Center
consists of a movie theater (Group 7) and two other tax parcels that are considered to be Groups
8, 9, and 10. Group 8 was selected for inclusion in the EF-FBC owing to its large size, location
along the eastern side of the newly re-imagined Airport Plaza Boulevard, and frontage along
Conklin Street. These attributes made the Group 8 area critical to the EF-FBC; inclusion would
allow appropriately scaled development to occur on the second side of these two critical
roadways. Consideration was given to including Group 9 and Group 10 in the EF-FBC so that
the entire Airport Plaza Shopping Center area would be included in this transformational
development. For three reasons, however, these areas were not included in the final EF-FBC
area. First, both areas contain relatively newly constructed/occupied, thriving businesses. Group
9 contains the newly opened Stew Leonard’s Farmingdale, and Group 10 contains a Home
Depot store. In addition, the location of these areas, on the eastern and southernmost portions of
the EF-FBC made their inclusion less critical to the initial success of the TOD. Finally, both
groups are subject to development restrictions related to their proximity to Republic Airport. The
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entirety of Group 10 and the majority of Group 9 would not be allowed to be developed with
residential uses owing to their location within Republic Airport’s 65 DNL boundary, as
described in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” and Chapter 12, “Noise
Impacts” of this DGEIS. In addition, a portion of both groups is within the airport’s Runway
Protection Zone (RPZ), which limits the allowable uses within those areas. Finally, portions of
these groups have strict height limits on potential buildings owing to their proximity to the
airport’s runways. As development within Groups 9 and 10 is constrained by their proximity to
Republic Airport, both groups have currently thriving businesses, and their geographic location
do not make them critical to the success of the EF-FBC, the Town decided not to include these
areas in the EF-FBC boundary.
GROUP 11
Group 11 includes parcels on the north and south of Conklin Street at its intersection with New
Highway. The parcel to the south of New Highway is owned by the New York State Department
of Transportation (NYSDOT) and is part of Republic Airport property. The entire parcel is
within the RPZ, which limits the allowable uses of that lot. In addition, nearly the entire parcel is
also within the Runway Safety Area (RSA). As detailed in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and
Public Policy,” land within the RSA may not be developed because it is necessary for providing
a surface for aircraft overruns. As this parcel is part of the airport property and the potential uses
of the parcel are severely constrained, this parcel was not included in the EF-FBC.
The parcel north of Conklin Street within Group 11 is privately owned. Nearly the entire parcel
is within the RPZ, severely limiting the uses allowed on-site. Consideration was initially given
to including the parcel within the EF-FBC for programming as open space or vehicular parking;
however, as these uses are not central to the success of the initial EF-FBC area and both uses are
allowed by the current zoning, this parcel was ultimately not included in the EF-FBC.
GROUPS 12 AND 13
The parcels within Group 12 are vacant. They were previously considered for the development
of a Stew Leonard’s store, which was not completed. The majority of these parcels are within
the RPZ, which as previously described, limits the allowable uses for those parcels. In addition,
the parcels within this group are known to contain subsurface environmental contamination, as
described in the Environmental and Infrastructural Resources Technical Memorandum
(Appendix D-5). As these parcels are severely constrained in terms of allowable use owing to
their location within the RPZ they were not included in the EF-FBC. As with the privately
owned parcel in Group 11, consideration was given to including these parcels in the EF-FBC for
programming as open space or vehicular parking; however, as these uses are not central to the
success of the initial EF-FBC area and both uses are allowed by the current zoning, this parcel
was ultimately not included in the EF-FBC.
Two of the parcels in Group 13 are occupied by a one-story strip commercial development.
These parcels are within the RPZ. With the exception of a small portion to the south, the
remainder of the area in this group is also within the RPZ. As their potential for reuse is severely
limited by their location within the RPZ and they would not be contiguous to the balance of the
EF-FBC, these parcels were excluded from the EF-FBC.

D. ALTERNATIVE HEIGHT AND DESIGN
As stated above, the Proposed Action seeks to create a thriving TOD in a village-like setting. In
2016, a planning team, led by Dover, Kohl & Partners, began drafting a FBC that would allow
5/22/2018

15-4

DRAFT

Chapter 15: Alternatives

for, and encourage, the creation of the East Farmingdale TOD. Over more than 1 year, the
planning team, together with the Town staff, engaged key stakeholders, including property
owners, civic leaders, the NYSDOT, and Suffolk County Transit and Public Works
Departments. In addition, two design charrettes, which occurred over several days, were held to
solicit community input and feedback on the EF-FBC (see Appendix B-2). Owing to the wellestablished community support for the project, these charrettes were able to engage the public
about design details, including landscaping, pedestrian amenities, and façade details, which were
ultimately included in the EF-FBC. Slight variations to these details, while critical to the
ultimate success of the Proposed Action, would not significantly affect the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.
The charrettes also discussed the permitted height of buildings within the EF-FBC. Sufficient
permitted height is critical to the success of the TOD as it allows for more dense development,
making redevelopment more economically viable. However, the community, together with the
Town and design team, also wanted the height of buildings to be in keeping with the character of
the existing community. Visual representations of various allowable heights were presented to
the community and the consistency of these building heights with existing community character
was discussed. Ultimately, a four-story height limit was chosen as the maximum allowable
height within the central portions of the TOD, the T5 and T6 transects, and three stories was
chosen as the maximum height within the T4 transect. Informed by the community and the
design team, the Town believes that this maximum height appropriately balances the need for
sufficient building density to incentivize and provide for economically viable development with
the need to maintain the character of the larger Town community, which largely includes
buildings of limited height.
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