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Executive Swnmary 

A. OVERVIEW 

The resuJJs of tlie Sustainable East End Developmenl Strategies (SEED$) 
process siU?JP that /he conJ!!inalion of re.:luciltg overall de>'I!Wpment pctenlial {ITfd 
concenttriting it· aroutUz higher densiJy nodes, (I}Qng with prrnMing new trtouu· 
service, will trtsuJ/. in a lower overaJ! growth in pcpukllibn {qs reptrtsented 
through the num!Jer of housing units) and a clear rPduction itt new person. trips 
and. vehicle mjles trawled ·At the smne time, shatter t8stances bmPem 
.resitlenlid dePelopment and transit centers combinefl with ftrtquent service 
tnakes tmnsit more competiti>'l!, thereby in~g trmiSit's shatr! of overall trips 
!nude by East Etul trtsidents, worketS, and l'isiJon: ln this instance, a net increase 
itt transit ridel'S could be expeded e>'l!n though there is an ovemll retluctilm itt 
potenJid lwusing uniis. SEEDS Concept Plan, Chapter 2 

The SEEDS process undertaken for Long Island's East End ·communities is a direct result of 
previous efforts by the East End Supervisors' and. Mayors' Association (EESMA) 'to grapple 
with regional transportation and. iand. use ' issues as a urufied group . Before 1996, Individual 
towns and villages had attempted, with 'limit.ed success, t.o .reso.lve transportation issues of 
concern. within their 01/o/ll borders. At that time, the .EESMA formed an intern.al rese·arch 
committee, which came to be knowri as the East End Transportation Council (EETC). 

Initial dialogue among the EETC members consisted mostly of complaints about transportation 
problems as perceived by .the local officials. However, in responding to these complaints, the 
transportation providers and the local officials broadened the dialogue to incl.ude potential 
solutions. To r.esolve some transportation problems, It was clear that the toVo/lls and villages 
would have to work together on related land use issues .. In 2000, the .EESMA acted to take part 
In a pilot program of ·the New Yerk Metropolitan Transportabon Counai (NYMTC) to 
undertake federally funded sustainable develop.ment studies as a means to lay the grotindwork 
for regional. consensus on. the land use. and transportation.issues ·and their .potential solutions. The 
resulting initiative was expanded to .include the general public as stakeholders, and this became 
the SEEDS pro cess. 

The purpose of the SEEDS process was to evaluate the Eas( End's transp ortati oil system in 
relation to its land use policies and practices through a 2025 horizon year, in order to plan future 
development patterns and transportation solutions that could sustain one another in the long 
term. · · 

One or'the key tools developed through SEE!DS l's the set of censensus·hased.gwdiitg prinapies 
that was used to evaluate and re.corilmend future scenarios for developme.nt andtransportation. 
These principles include!~ community values (preserv.ing and enhancihg villages and hamlets), 
!anti use goals (redeveloping and reclailnihg land liefore cohverting undeveloped land), 
transportation goals (decreasing dependency on cars, improving pedestrian and .public transit 

E&l J~2006 



Sustainable East End n .. e!op·ment Strategies Summuy Report 

accessiliility, and minimizing congesti·o.n due to diverted· traffic), an.d environmenta! goals 
(prot.ection of natural resources and coriunitrnent to regional environmental qu8iity), . 

U sihg these guiding prihciples, the SEEDS process comprehensively examined a Volide range of 
future lane\ use and 'transportation options. A baseline or "do-nothing" scenario was identified in 
which no new' transportation changes were made and ·development and land use pattet'ns 
c.ontinued under current regulations: Alternative transportation futures were identified and these 
ranged from modest Improvements to. the curret:tt system to major 'lnvestments .. ln road.capaelty, 
·transit capacity, and other .large-scale initiatives . . Future land use scenarios ranged. froin 
restricting the amount·or density of development but without changing where development could 
occur to restricting density and controlling theJoca):ion of ·future deveiopment. All told, ·the 
SEEDS project compared 25 separate land use and transportation combinations, Those 
combinations which 'best correl.ated to the consensus guiding princi pies became the SEEDS 
Concept Plan. 

B. INTENT OF THE SuMMARY REPORT 

The portion of the SEEDS initiative that has been completed to date was unique because it went 
beyond the traditional "study" approach to regionallanci·use and transportation planning. It did 
this by including the gener'al pubiic, municipal and agency planning staft and elected. offici a\s in 
a consensus-building process whefeby they could examine intef,related land use and 
transportation problems, define Issues of concern, and explore altemati ve strategi'es fur resohilng 
·them. ·This approach reflects 'the new reaiity: ·the potential cost of improvipg transportation 
serv1 ces and infrastructure, and the cempetltlve nature of federal and state ~nding pro grains for 

·these improvements, requires a gr~ater degree of intergovernm.ental coordination and local 
consensus, partiC).Ilarly on the land use side, th.an has previously existed: Although SEEDS 

'benefited from a pre-existing foundation. of cooperative dialogue within the.EETC, bringing the 
public into the planning process requirecl extensive education ancl consensus-building effurts. 

SEEDS ha5. established an effective forum Volithin which the next step can be taken: ·translating 
c.onsensus into action. Toward that end, this document is intended to be used as a synopsis of the 

·process and substance of. the regional dialogue to date. It should be understood that consensus 
viewpoints and implementation strategies witi:iln the region may evolve as the dialogue 
continues. Finally, all conceptual examples used ih this report are intended to be illustrative, not 
prescriptive. 

C. THE SEEDS CONCEPT PLAN 

·TI)rough extensive community Vimoning and qu~tltatlve analysis, these future transportation 
and land use sc.enarios were first developed, then evaluated an.d assessed against a varie.ty of 
perform.ance mea.sures derived from the guiding princi pies,. The resulting Concept PI an provides 
an illustrative and representative preferred future for' the East End .in terms of both land use and 
transportation. This consensus future·vision inclucles the folloVoling major co.mponents: 

PREFERRED LAND USE SCENARIO SUMMARY 

• New land use development sho.uld be focused in and around a series o fhamiet centers in the 
form of new mixed-use development and by encouraging lnfi,li development opportul)ltles. 
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Executive Summary 

• Efforts to protect agricultural and open space should contihue. Towns and villages should 
incorporate this vision. into their lane\ use plans by delineating large ttacis 'within the East 
End where future dev·ciopment should be strictly· limited. · 

• The towns and villages should reduce the ovefall future development potential in their 
commwiities. 

PREFERRED TRANSPORTATION SCENARIO SUMJ.\IIARY 

• Transportation mana:gement strategies should be employed ·by all agenci.es and levels of 
goverriment to maximize the efficiency, safety, and accessibility of the existing roadway 
system, rather than significaritfy expandirig its physical cap.acity,. 

• In coordination With Improved rail service, the region should ·pursue lmplementation .of an 
intermodal hub system· that would accommodate and integrate expanded rail, bus, and. 
demand responsive feeder/diStributor serVices, shuttle bus_seniice, park-and-ride factlitles, 
bicycle parking. and a range of passenger amenities. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONCEPT PLAN 

This final version of the SEEDS Concept Plan was presentee\ on December 8, 2005, at a 
"summit" of elected· and planning officials'li·om East End municipalities; Suffulk County, LIRR, 
and NYSDOT as well as state representatives and o.ther elected officials. The·summit served as 
the first step In the ·lmpl ementaiiqn of SEEDS, and resulted in a call for the East End's 
municipalities to join togetheiin an inter-municipal agreement to worktoward the preferred land. 
use fu~re, while the transportat.lon agencies work toward · impiementlng the preferred 
transportatiof\ improvements. Implementation Will be ch.allenging, but the existence of a 
consensus-based concept plan fur the .future is a significant step in. achieving the recommended 
actions. · 

D, FRAJY.IEWORK OF THE SEEDS SUMMARY REPORT 

The SEEDS Summary Report contains four: Sections, beginning with. Section. ! "Overview and 
Introduction," Section 2 outlines the SEEDS Concept Plan and provides illustrative examples of 
SEEDS recommendations: Section 3, "Summary of .Arialysis Framework and Methodologies," 
details the technical aspects of SEEDS, including data collection, scenario fOrmation, analysis, 
modeling. and scoring. Section 4 "Public Outreach Process" summarizes the extensive ·public 
participation by 'East End residents. An accompanying appendix proVides for a compilation of 
background data and presentations associated with.the five-year effort. 
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1: SEEDS Introduction and Overview 

A. OVERVIEW 

The Sustainable East End Development Strategies (SEEDS) process undertaken for .Long 
Island's East End.communiiies Is a direct result of previous efforts by the East End Supervisors' 
and Mayors' Association (EESMA) to grapple with regionai transportation and I and use issues 
as a unified grqup .. Before 1996, individual ·towns and villages had attempted, with linlited 
success, to .res.olve transportation issues of concern within their own bord·ers, . In the larger 
politic.al sc.heme of things, the East End towns were less populated than the rest of Suffolk 
County; thus, they did not wield the same political-influence when ttying to compete for'.lnoney 
and attention, In !99 6, the · EES MA decided to change tactics ancl negotiate as a group ,. The 
success of its first endeavor (to forestall the closing of some train stations by the MTA Long 
Island Rail Road [.MTA LIRR] and to negotiate design changes in stations that were ·proposed to 
be upgraded and remodeled to accommodate bi.Jevel trains), as well. as mounting calls for action 
on land use and ·trarrsp ortation issues, ied the .EESMA to form an internal research committee, 
which came to be known as the East End Transportation Co.uncil (EETC), to lead an ongoing 
effort. One outcome ofthts local collaboratlon was the SEEDS process. 

The EETC was ch.arged· wiih rile.eiing monthly to discuss transportation issues of co.ncem to the 
EESMA .Almost ilnmediately, the MTA LIRR askeq to become a standing member of this 
group, citing the advantages of meeting with the entire region at one. tabie. St~bsequently; 
representaiives of the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), the 
Transportation Division of the Suffolk County Department of Public Works ·and the Suffolk 
County .Department of Planning accepted invitations to be part of the 'EETC. As with the MTA 
LIRR each of these agencies recognized the value .of meeting regularly With local and regional 
officials· in·one centtaiized forum. · 

The initial dialogue among the EETC members consisted mostly of compla\nts about 
transportatiof\ problems as perceived by the local officials, However, in responding to these 
complaints, the transportation providers and the local officials broadened the dialogue to include 
potentlal solutions. It soon became evident that the land use decisions made by l ocal 
governments were having significant detrimental impacts, not just on the transportation 
networks, but on the abilities· of the transportation providers to solve the problems. The common 
denominator was the fact that most transportation facilities and serVices crossed muni cip a! 
boundari'es •. 

To resolve some transportation problems, it was clear tha:t'the to.wns and villages would have to 
work together on related land use Issues. However, the EESMA and the EETC lacked sufficient 
staff and financial resources to affect large:s.cale c.onsensus within the political arena 
Additionally, ·educating the general public about the value of coordinating local land use plans 
with regional transportation planning posed a serious challenge. In 200 0, the EESMA acteq to 
take part in 'a pilot pro gram· of the New York. Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) to 
undertake federally funded sustainable development studies as a means to lay the groundwork 
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for regi·o.nal· consensus on ihe land use and transportation 'issues and· potential. solutions. The 
resulting initiative became the SEEDS p.rocess. 'The 'NYSDOT provided the local match for 
SEEDS and the EESMA.pledged the services of the various techili,cal staffu of its constituent 
municipalities, The SEEDS Steering Committee was draVIIIl from the members ofthe'EETC and 
reported to the EESMA and to the member agencies of NYMTC. 

Since its start in 2001, SEEDS has been afar-reaching and collaborative process of educating 
the publl'c and exploring pref!"''fed development and transportation options, thereby laying the 
groundwork for reaching regional consensus .on the long-term future of the East End .. If its 
recommendations are ' implemented, the SEEDS process will have established an ongoing and 
effective forum for regienalland use and transporta):ion pi annlng on the East End. 

One of the nation's most popular desti·n.ati·o.ns for se.cond 'home.oVI/Ilers and· tourists, the East 
End's popularity and season.al economy have created serious problems, among them. a lopsided 
housing· market in which year-rotind residents and workers cannot 'compete With wealthier 
second homeoVI/Ilers and retirees for housing. Other problems include chronic traffic congestion, 
limited ·public transit options, the continuing loss of open space and farm! and, and increasing 
amowits of suburban sprawl development. Left unchecked, these problems will undermine the 
very things that make the East'End a special place. 

·The SEEo'S process took place witfun a region that·covers approximateiy 360 square miles, and 
consists of the five towns of East Hampton, Riverhead, Shelter Island, Southarppton, and 
Southold, and the 10 villages of 'Dering 'Harbor, East Hampton, Greenport, North Haven, 
Quogue, Sag Harbor, Sa:gaponack, Southampton, Westhampton. Beach, ·and Westhampton 
Dunes. The region lies 70 miles from New· York City· at· its closest point (the western border of 
the Town of Riverhead) and 125 miles at its farthest point (Montauk Poirif, East Hampton). The 
geography of the E.ast End is unique, extending over·two peninsulas that are referred to as the 
North and South forks, which are separated by the Peconic Bay and Gardiner's Bay and the 
island town of Shelter Island, 

·This . report describes ·the principles and concepts that emerged. from the SEEDS consensus­
building process. It also includes a summary of existing cengitions ~d ·future· issues witl)in·the 
East End . .region, a review of th.e SEEDS organizational 'framework, and an expl'anation of the 

'key methodologies used in the analysis process, as well as a summary of the eXtensive public 
outreach effort that SEEDS employed to devclop and analyze various future land use and 
transportation scenarios. Detailed compilations of existing data, future projections, scenario 
developmen~ and public workshop presentations are included in the technical appendices to this 
report. 

B. PURPOSE AND NEED 

'The purpose of the SEEDS ·process waste evaluate the East End's transportation system in 
relation to its land use policies and practices through a 2025 horizon year, in order to plan future 
development patterns and transportation solutions that. could sustain one another in the long 

·tenn. Sponsored by NYMTC, SEEDS has been a collective effort·ofthe area' s five towns and I 0 
villages through their representation on the EETC and In collaboration With NvSDOT, Suffolk 
County, and the MTA LIRR. 

Each of the municipalities anc\ agencies that participated in SEEDS has an important role in 
planning and investing in the future of the East En.d. However, the ability of each of the East 
End toVIIIls and villages to effectiv'ely manage• their respective futtires will depend on their abili'ty 
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to reacli a cons.ensus on ail dressing issues that Will imp act ihose futures. 'From 199 6 ·untif April 
2001, these municipalities and age.ncies had'been meeting regularly through the EETC to discuss 
and address common. issues. Since SEEDS'began ih April 2001, this cooperative dialogue was 
expanded to include various community stakeholders and the general public: The outreach effort 
was unique to the region and was' a significant opportunity for educating the public about how 
transportation infrastructure money was programmed and spent. This regular and ongoing 
dialogue between these agencies and the involved public participants has been a cornerstone of 
the SEEDS. process. The resulting consensus-based concept plan should serve as a guide to lo.cal 
and regional decision -making and pro. vide a solid planning rationale for making important policy 
and funding decisions for the future .. 

Furthermore, mucli of the detailed inventory and build-out profections compilea for SEEDS also 
provide the municipalities and public agencies with a useful baseline data set that is uniform in 
methodolo.gy ·ancl assumptions across the entire East-End. The build-out analyses can be 1.1sed in 
murucipal master planning as a starting point to fine-tune the local implementation of land use 
recommendations:, 

C. ~USTAINABLE DEVELOPM.E,NT APPROACH 

The SEEDS project is related to a growing intemation.al approach to plailning for a sustainable 
future. The historic concept of sustainable development emerged from the environmental and 
conservaci'orust movements .of the 1970s. The former prime minister .of Norway, Mrs •. Gro 
Harlem Brundtland, who· chaired the World Comrriission·on Environment and Development in 
1987, officially Introduced the term sustainable deveiopment to the lnternailonal agenda. The 
event produced. the mo·st cemmonly known and adopted defil)ition of s~stainable development 
describing it as "development that meets the needs of th.e p,resent without co.mpromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own.heeds". (Brundtland, 1987). 

In 19 93, President Clinton orclered the formation of the President's Council on Sustainable 
Development to forge consensus on sustainable development policy in the United States .. To that 
end; the ·role of the Council was to demonstrate .implementation, promote public awareness of 
policy, and to evaluate and report national progress of sustainable practices. The Council created 
an official vision statement for national policy regardi'ng sustainable development that reads: 

A sustainable United Slates will have a growing economy that pro~des eqUitable 
opportunities for satisfYing iivelihoods and a safo, healthy, high quality oflifo for 

·current andfoture generations. Our nation will protect ils en~ronment, Us natUral 
.resource /Jase, and the fUnctions and ~(lbilily of natural syilems on which .all lifo 
depends. · -The President's Council on Sustainable Development 2001 , 

On a more local level, the EETC reeognized that the type o'f development .Patterns and 
transportation probleins that have transformed other rutal regions into suburbanized ~prawl were 
slowly repeating themselves on the East 'End . . Although individual communities on the East 'End 
had taken steps to protect open space and fannland wit;liln their own borders and to study 
transportation problems,· if was·clear that no·one town or village had sufficient leverage to solve 
problems taking place at a regienallevel. Toward that end, SEEDS resulted In an Integrated 
sustainalile development approach to th.ese problems, using outreac4 and visioning to build 
public, agency, and municipal consensus on developing and implementing various sustainable 
strategies for both land develo.pment and transportation within the region. 
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In terms of rand use policy, SEEDS .represents the natural progression of measur.es East End 
conununities have alre.ady taken in applyingsustaina)lle strategies to manage developme.nt and 
protect open space, parks, and fannland. The Community Preservation Fund, for example, was 
instituted in 1998 by each of the East End to-VIII1s, and there have also been vario1.1s local 
municipal bond acis for·this purpose. The Fund adds a 2 percent fee to the sale of most·homes 
and vac.ant parcels in the .region, and the funds are used to purchase. fannland, development 
nghts, and enVIronmentally and historically sensitive lands,. 

D. GOALS AND PRINCIPLES 

An important and ambitious aspect of the SEEDS process has been te develop and maintain an 
open dialegue with the public and participating stakeholders. As detailed In Section 4, ~.umnqry 
of the Process and Public Participation, public stakehelders played a key role in identifYing 
critical· issues, establishing the goals and. pnnclpies of the SEEDS efforts, and estahlisl)ing the 
range of potential future land use and transportation sc·enarios examined in the main SEEDS 
analyses,. Ultimately, t.he consensus-based scoring and sele.ction of a preferred land use scenario 
and transportation scenario was achieved through a series of public workshops, a standing 
stakeholders' advisory group, and a steering committee. 

A key tool of this approach was the development of consensus-based guiding principles, which 
were used to evaluate and ·reconuneild development and transportation strategies:, These 
·principles articulate the goals which elected officials,· local and agency planners, and public 
agency deciSion-makers are being askeci.fo consider as they develop and.iinpiemetit planning 
policy and. transportation intb'ai;lves_on the East End. 

SEEDS GOALS AND PRINCIPLES 

OVEN,LL PROCESS GOALS 

'The two overafching goals established by .the SEEDS process emphasized the interconnection of 
land use and transportation: 

I. Create a· balanced and sustainable approach to improving transportation in coordination with 
.land deveiopmetit; and 

2. Establish a consensus to pursue land use policies consistent With regional goals and to gwde 
regional transportation investm.ent 

Land use and devel.opment generate the transportation demand, which is met by public 
investment in roadway· and tranSit infrastructufe. Changes to the transportation system, in turn, 
o'ften stimulate development activity by creating more capacity or providing aecess to new land 
for development. Typically, land use decisions are made at the local. level, and major 
transportation decisions are made at the regional level. The Inherent value of SEEDS Is that 
mafor local and regional players have been working collaboratively towards complemental)' and 
agreed-up on goals. · 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES' 

The broad-based guidihg principles of SEEDS·.include: 
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Community Principles 

• Prese!1Te and· erihance the lii.storic villages and liariilets that make ihe East End uriique. 

• Provide for a mix and variety of housing types (rental, affordable ownership, etc), enabling 
current residents to have more choices and wotkers to live in the community, and providing 
economic diversity:, 

• Redevelop and reclaim land before converting undeveloped land. 

• Protect agricultural and· open space resources that help define the character of the East End and 
are primary drivers of the local· economy,. Reinforce tra!litional industries, such as farming, 
fishihg, and tourism. 

Transportation Principles 

• Decrease local community and vl.sitor dependency on cars and Improve pedestrlan and pub!! c 
transit ac.cessibility, . 

• Establish short- and long-term· solutions to chronic congestion and unsafe road conditions. 

• Miniinize congestion due to diverted traffic to or from key destinations or !rom main travelways 
to local roads and side streets. 

• Improve visual character of roadway corridors .. 

Environmental Principles 

• Protect important natural resources, including gro.undwater, wetlands and surface waters, 
shorelines,: forests, significant habitats,. open space,. and existing parks and recreational facilities. 

• Pursue long-term and sustainable commitment to regional environmental quality (i·.e., 
regional a\r quality) 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

lbis section describes the final Conc.ept Plan for land use and transportation that' resulted from 
the SEEDS pro cess. 

B. THE SEEDS MATRIX AND SCENARIO SCORING 

As detailed in Section 3, "Summaiy of '.Analysis Fr.amework and Meihodologies," a 
comprehensive and comparative analysis of future land use and transportation scenarios was 
completed by uSing the results of the community visioning to··create a land use-transportation 
matrix: Thls matrix established a reasenable range of ~lure vanatlons ·ln land development and 
transportation investrilent (se.e 'Figure2-l) that is largely based on th.e issues and concerns raised 
by the public and interested stakeholders of the East.End. Using the matrix, future development 
projections and future transportation system configurations were defined and analyzed using a 
computer simulation moclel called the East End Transportation Demand Model. 

The results of the detailed projections and the ·modeling analyses were used to evaluate and score 
the 25 combinations o ffutute transportation and I and use scenarios represented in the matrix. As 
shown in Figure 2-2,. the hi'ghest·sconng future scenario combinaiions were clustered around 
these that emphasized transportation management strategies and transit· focused investment, and. 
a fundamental reshaping of future development patterns and reductlon of future build·out 
potentiaL The results of the matrix analysis were described and discusse.d in a series of public 
workshops in May 2005 as a step toward building consensus on th.e Concept Plan. 

C. RECOl\lll\IIENDED FUTURE SCENARIOS: THE SEEDS CONCEPT 
PLAN 

PREFERRED LAND USE SCENARIO 

As a result of the SEEDS process, a clear consensus emerged among the partidp ants ·that the 
East End shouid ·fundamental,ly alter its approach to land use and development. The actual 
patterns of growth over .the past two decades have been essenti.all y the opposit.e of the stated 
goals and principles enumerated by the SEEDS participants-mmely, that additional 
development has been occurring in the outlying· areas on agricultural or undeveloped lands (see 
Appaidix Ill. C). . 

Figure 2-3 illustrates these "new patterns" by establishing a clear separation o'f wher.e growth 
should and should not· occur in the future. lbis theoretical "growth-no growth" boundary was 
established wi.th the consideration of current zoning and developm.ent patterns, existing and 
proposed municipal plans and poliCies, and with the interactive participation of SEEDS steering 
committee members, stakeholders, and the public. In cpmp arison, Figure 2-4 illustrates the 
eventual build·out of the East End· under current zoning and d'evelopm.ent trends. 
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As illustrated in Figure 2-3 the SEEDS process defined three Clear re.commendatlons that 
municipalities (as supported by county, regional·, and state initiatives) should pursue in 
managing growth ·an.d regulating land use and development. 

1 REDUCE TOTAL DEVELOf'MENT POTENTIAL 

in addition to·closely managi.ng and directing where future growth can occur, the ·preferred land 
use scenailo also recommends th.at municipalities effectively reduce the overall development 
potential in'their communities .. This is the pivotaL balancing act of strategically managing future 
growth .. The go a! 1 s to create munid pal plans ·that combine an overall reduction ·;n·total ·future 

'building potential through substantial restrictions in sp e.cified are.as while other sp ecifie.d areas 
are targeted for 'ad·ditional growth, possibly at even greater densities than. current! y allowed. The 
challenge is to achieve ·a. ·balance of reducing overall potential with finding the best .places to 
encourage diverse development opportunities, 

As examiried in SEEDS, the preferred land use scenarios contemplated r.eductions of 20 percent 
and 40 percent in overall development potentia!. These proportions could vary from community 
to community based on regional collaboration, so that areas appropriate for growth and those 
with the greatest restrictions should ultimately· be determined re.gionally, although the regulatory 
Implementation woulclbe on amutPcipal basis .. 

The 'hard work of th.e municipalities wilf be to coordinate the iinpleme.ntation of zoriing 
measures and land preservation activities to effect such changes. Ndn.etlieless, .the outc.ome of 
the SEEDS effort provides a cle·ar framework and planning rationale for tackling these critical 
development issues, implementation would likely include a munlcipality·by-municipality 
exercise to: 

• Use the SEEDS "new patterns" configuration as a starting point to identify those areas that 
can and should accommodate future growth. O!le of the reasons that transfers of 
deveiopmentnghts, orTDRs, hav.e proven so difficult to Implement is that it is easy to mark 
the "sending areas" worthy of preservation but much harder to identify the "receiving areas," 
whi'ch n.eed to absorb mo.re than their base share of anticipate.d growth. 

• Determine how many new residential units and square feet of commercial growth should be 
~commoda~ed In the future based on this new distribution of where growth can occur. 

An important first step in this pro.cess is adopting more ·restiictive zoning and establishing 
eqwtable compensaiion for J.and owners through TDRs,. acquiSitions, or other mecharilsms •. 

2. PRESERVE AGRICULTURAL AND OPEN SPACE 

The gray areas . shown in Figure 2-3 are currently the areas of lowest popul'atiof\ an.d houSing 
density. They are primarily ch.aracterized by the open spaces and agricultural uses that are of 
important value to the East End and its residents, HoWever, as noted above, these areas are also 
experiencing the most growth and change on the East End. Municipalities are using several 

.Planning and development tools to pr.eserve open space and agricultural lands, inchiding the 
acquisition of I ands through existing .funding sources, use of easements, and other ·pro grains, 
including the relatively .complex pro cess of TD R. Non -governmental organlzati·ons such as I ocal 
and regional not-for·profit iand trusts (i.e., Pecoriic Land Trust) are also active in acquiring and 
preserving open space resources .. The prefem;d l~d use scenario Identifies substantial land areas 
in which agriculture and open spaces shoJJid be targeted as areas with restricted d'evelopment 
potential and areas ripe for creating TDR opportunities, 
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One of the critical· reqtii.rements of creating areas of preservation is to define .the edges or 
transitions of one type of area into another. SEEDS clearly recommends that local comrimnities 
and transportation agencies collaboratively plan for those key transition zones, or gatew<ys, that 
mark departure from buift-up areas and entry .into open spaces and agriculttirallands. Currently; 
these gateway intersections'tend not to put either side of the line in its best light. Since they are 
located at the edge of a hamlet center, such intersections are often ·not the strongest market 
locations for development resulting In typical funge commercl·al uses such .as gas stations and 
convenience stores, · or perhaps vacant or underutilized commercial ·or agricultural buildings, 
which do little to· define the edges of the cenfers, ·thus alloWing new development to sprawl ever 
outward. East End towns and villages shouid manage these transitions by "hardenl:ng" the edge 
through bett.er land ·use controls and by concentrating developm.ent potential at the gateway 
intersection. 

Edge Intersection Example 

Figure · 2-7 uses a ·prototypical Intersection at the edge of a center that applies ·principles of 
mixed use, · TD R, and careful management of access points such as driveways to create a very 
different Image of a gateway between the center and. the surrounding area: 

• The critical comers should have very specific allowable uses. In this instance, it may be a 
cultural/commercial use-for example, a Vineyard Gateway, .pemaps with a regional 
visitor's center (possibly a ·point of access fur bus/trolley tours of vineyards), small-scale 
retail, or a small inn along with residential in fill.:. 

• High-value, but small-lot single-family residences (i.e., Vineyard Villas) that look back over 
the · open· spaces. The density rep.resents the transfer from these lands back into the. growth 
areas adjacent to the m.ain roadway. 

3. FO::US DEVELOPMENT IN AND AROUND HAMLET CENI'ERS 

New development and activity would. be · better focused back into the reglon; s existing hamlet 
centers and established corridors. Tills can be accemplished by seeking new mixed-use 
development (i.e., both residential and commercial) and enc.ou.raging infill development 
opportunities, wh.ere appropriate. 

To analyze this concep.t, potential future growth was specifically allocated into the hamlets and 
well-established built areas for the modeling exercise. Allocating or reallocating development 
potential in terms of residential or mixed-use opportunities in these defined growth centers 
(within the County . Road 58 area of Riverhead, for example). seived two important purposes. 
First is the redirection o fbroadly mapped commerci·al development to more focused no des:. Thi·s 
permits a breaking up of ·the linear corridor sprawl that is emblematic of undesirable and. 
inefficient deveiopment patterns most notaply in ·the eve.r worsening traffic congestion 
experienced along key corridors in the East End. Se.cond, this allows new residential an.d mixed' 
use development within the hamlet to absorb residenti.al and commercial demand as well as to 
receive TDR from downsizecl anc\.protected areas outside the growth boundary·. 

Hamiet Center. Example 

Wfule hamlet·cenfers are generally more· built-out and established, there are opportunities to find. 
pockets of underytillzed land within and adjacent to current centers that can be developed In 
keeping with the SEEDS princi pies. In particular, the critical opportunity would be to take 
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advantage of the locaJ;ion ofLIRR traCks and stations most of which are located near downtown 
areas. 

Figure Z-5 shows a prototypical 'hamlet-oriented development site using underutilized lands 
adjacent to the )-IRR.. The rendering also incorporates several transportation and i.nfiU 
development concepts that could work well in any number of E.ast End viUages, including: 

• Consider modern roundabouts to manage traffic flow and establish gateways at key 
intersections .. 

• Use eXisting train stations (even if they .are·not now hubs of activity) as organizing p0ints for 
infiU development. 

• · Ensure that bus services connect to the train station. 

• Provide pe.destrian amenities that tie new and old centers together and to the tranSit hulis. 

• Co-locate and lihk services With amenities ~ .e, Post Office or bank branch, etc., within 
walking &·stance o{transit). · 

• Provide for a mix of uses with some ViUage-style single-family homes, townhouses, small­
scale retail, and commerciaL 

• Provide for new amenities such as a viUage green or enhancing existing amenities. 

• · Create a clear boundary line between hamlet centers and infiU development and regional 
roadways. Define ar.eas of open space, agriculture, and lower:density areas, while providing 
opportunities to enhance pedestrian access to such areas. 

Infill EJr.ample 

From the beginning of the process, the SEEDS parti.cipants Clearly favore.d re).lsing previously 
developed lane\ before converting open land or Jannland ihto residential or commercial uses. 
There are opp ortuni'ties to reuse previously developed lane\ on the East End, and municipalities 
are encouraged to create zoning and development regulations -to foster such re-use, The so-called 
"grey fields" approach to reinvigorati.ng aging developed areas is an increasingly prominent and 
readily accepted development' model. 

The infiU example presented in Figure 2-6 cqnsiders an all too familiar template, an 
underutilized commercial property or vacant shopping center. Such older centers-often closer 
·to downtown or more developed areas compared to ·the new.est and largest centers-can be 
reiove.nted based on innovative zoning and a cre.ative vision to enable exci ling and we.ll­
conhectec\ mixed-use development opportunities, taking advantage of l'an.d that is typically 
relatively close to residential neighborhoods and community amenities, such as parks, streams, 
and woods. · In a shopping center format, these elements rarely· interconnect or relate to each 
other: As they are revitalized, the foUowing characteristics emerge: 

• Parklng·is placed behind buildl'ngs and "green" fi-ontage is provided between buildings and 
sidewalks .. 

• Opportunities are provided to create better connections to open spac.es and parks, shopping 
for residents,. a variety of housi·n~ and.commerci·al development •. 

• · The commercial strip is broken up, a critical step in making commercial corridors more 
aiiractive community a5sets. 

• Transit access to development sites is· improved. 
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Enhancing Hamlet Centers Conceptual Sketch- Mattituck 
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Infilling with Mixed-Use Development Conceptual Sketch- Route 58 
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PREFERRED TRANSPORTATION SCENARIO 

SEEDS establishes a preferred two-fold transportation scenario:: manage and enhance the 
e1(isting roadway system rather than expanding roadway capacity, and focus new transportation 
investment in transit-oriented facilities· and systems: This is a clear statement of a collective 
regional vision and enables local co~.unities as well as county, regional, and state 
transportation agencies to set pnonties and avoid potentlal .confllcts. 

1 TRANSPORT AT ION MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

Transportation management strategies se.ek to maximize the efficiency, . safety, and acc.essibility 
of. the existihg system, rather than significantly expanding its physical capacity. For the East 
End, there are a wide range of appropriate local, county, and state management strategies that 
were defined through SEEDS, including: 

• Enhance intermo dal. efficiency and coordinatl·on between existing rail,. bu:;, ferry, taxi, 
bicycle, and pedestrian traffic: 

• Target intersection improvements, including turning lanes/pockets and signal optirnizaiion 

• Manage access. along key roadway corridors that emphasize retail driveway consolidation. 
arid b·ack-lot parking (see Figure 2-8). · 

• Calin traffic for reside.ntial side streets to minimize their use as .short.cuts and.bypasses of 
through traffic. This.lnay also require appropriate pperational improvements on major 
through-roads. 

• Calin traffic in hariilet ce.nters, 

• Improve harniet pedestrian, bicycle, and parking facilities, including high-Visibility 
crosswalks, bicycle lanes and pathi, and parl<:lng m~agement plans for downtown areas. 

• Improve regi.onal gateways (operationally and aesthetically) at the Long Island Expressway 
(LIE)/Route 58 and the Route 27/Sunrise Hi.ghway interchanges .. Thi·s would include 
consideration·of anew LIE direct entrance/exit connection with the Enterprise Park at 
Calverton and a reco!nmended major regl·onal intermodal hub ln.lts vicinity. 

• Provide park-and-ride lots in hamlets and at transit hubs (including the lot under 
consideration for the Vicinity of the LIE and Route 58) to facilitate ridesharing, shuttles, or 
lnterhamlet transit services. · 

• Improve local gateways at or near hamlet centers and at.criiicallo cations defining transition 
areas from hamlets to· surrounding areas (also as noted for the preferred land use scenario, 
above) .. 

• Among the alternatives fur improving the operation of Route 58 on the North Fork and 
Routes 27 and 39 on the·South Fork, above and.beyond any altemaiives already under 
consideration that pre-dated SEEDS, consideration should be given to using peak period 
traffic management options such as intelli g.ent.t~sportation systems (ITS), directional 
contra-flow lanes, directional pre.rnium lanes for HOV or transit, and/or one-way pair 
segments with Old Montauk Highway on the South. Fork 

2. TRANSIT-FOCUSED INVESTMFNT 

The preferred transportation sc.enario lays out an aggressive and comprehensive vision of an East 
End that is served by an.integrated multi-modal transit network. In doing so, the SEEDS process 
has established a basis for the ongoing regional dialogue on the best mann.er to invest in, and 
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manage, such an enhanced· system over time. Key eJ erilents of ihe preferred· transit c.oncept are 
described below. 

East End Rail Sen:!ce 

The long-term olijectlve for which there was considerable consensus among SEEDS participants 
is that service frequency ·on the LIRR should be substantially increased. For modeling purpose.s, 
it was assumed that future residentS, employees, and visitors would have more frequent ·train 
servtce. 

Intertnodal Transit Hub System· 

As ~hown in Figure 2-9, and in co ordination with improved rail service, the transit concept 
enVisions 'implementation of. an integrated lntermodal .hub system that would accommodate 
expanded rail, bus, and demand resporrsiire feedetidistributor services, park-and-ode faeilities, 
l:iicycle parkin~ and. a range ·of passenger amenities, such as newsstands, tourist information 
centers, and accessory retail. In terms of the level of activity and amerub.es or senilce.s prom dec!, 
there are fo)l! ti'ers of potential·transit centers: regional, primary, s .econdary, and tertiary. In all, 
the system would include: 

• · Regional hubs that 1!\'0uld be created at new focal points for·transportaiion and mixed-use 
development opportunities, including at Enterprise Park at Calverton (already slated as a 
large regional .commercial and'industrial development center) and at Gabreski Airport with a 
broad potenti'al to. create arriixed-use hub with good rail, roacl,·and air.connections. 

o Recommendations at Enterprise Park at Calverton include restoration or realignment of 
rail service into the ·heart of the new development, and interconnection of a new LIE 
ramp to the industrial development and te a regional park-and-nde facility:, It is also 
recommended that the two regional hubs at calverton and Gabreskl be connected by a 
dedicated·bus/rail transit link, thereby enhancing the· interconnectivity of the two forks. 
In additlon, the regional hubs wouid be the primary !Ink between localized East End 
service and e.xp.ress LIRR.rail service currently originating at Ronkonkoma and Speonk,. 

• Pi! mary hubs serving the largest centers 'in the East Encl, 'including Riverhead and Greenport 
on the North Fork and Hampton Bays, Southampton, and East Hampton on the South Fork. 

• Secondacy hubs thar enhance intermodal c.onnections and include features such as park-and­
nde and ancillary development in such centers as Mattituck and Southold on the North Fork 
and Water Mill, Amagansett, and Montauk on the Sotith Fork.. 

• ·Tertiary hubs at local station and hamlet centers of the East End's smaller hamlets and those 
without rail service, inc! uding·Sag Harbor, Shelter Island, and Cutchogue. 

Coordinated Interhamlet Bus and Shuttle Seroces 

In coordination with the lntermodal hub systems described above, and in addition to county bus 
routes already provii!ed, the SEEDS preferred ·transportation scenario incorporates an extensive 
system of shuttle btis networks to enhance transit opportunities fur residents, workers, and 
visitors. As shown Of\ Figure 2-10, the combination of existing and new bus routes was 
conceptually established to provide extensive 1ocal covera:ge. It is assumed that the bus routes 
woul:d be fine-tuned and seasonally adjusted to account for employment centers, tourist 
attractions (i.e., beach shuttles), and intermodal huh connections,. It is also anticipated that 
demand responsive routing (where local service can accommodate variable stop;s, rotites, or 
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2! SEEDS Concept Plan 

schedules based on the specific )leed of ind.ividua! tranSit riders) should be considered in 
developing the rout.es and schedules of the recomm.ended interhamlet rout.es. 

·waterborne Transporlatibn Seroces 

The SEEDS preferred transportation scenario reflects the consensus th~ a seasonal l,'econic Ba:y 
water taxi passenger service would enhance ·non-auto mode choices and should be consider.ed in 
r.esponse to private operator interest in providing stich a service. While there was no consensus 
on additional Long Island Sound feny service to and from the East End itsel( SEEDS 
participants did encourage the eontinued assessment of potential retry service connecting points 
west of Riverhead with Connecticut. 

D: COl\IIPARINGTHE CO:MBINED PREFERRED AND "DO-NOTIDNG" 
SCENARIOS 

As shown in substantially more detail in the appendices to this suinmary report, each of the land 
use and transportation scenarios were comparatively analyzed using a regional transportation 
demand mo.del that was developed for the SEEDS project. The modeling results were used to 
evaluate future land use and transportation scenarios based on an array of quantitative and 
qualitative performance measures that helped lead to the consensus adoption of the preferred 
scenarios summarized above:, As with all future projections, the core comparative value is 
against the baseline, or ''do-nothing," scenario, which assumes no change in land development 
patterns or zoning regulations and no new transportation improvements beyond what is currently 
programmed on the Transportation Improvement Program. ·The do-no.thing scenario paints a 
picture of what will occur in the relatively near future unless changes are made to land use 
policies at the local level anci transportation planning and investment at all levels of government. 

The ·model results show that the combination of reducing overall development' potential and 
concentrating it around higher density nodes, along with providing ·new tr.ansit service, will 
result in a lower overall growth in population (as represented through the number of housing 
units) !lfid a clear reduction in new person tii ps and vehicle miles traveled. At the same time, 
~horter distances between residential development and transit centers combined with frequent 
~ervice makes transit· more competitive, thereby increasing transit's share of overall trips made 
by East End residents, workefs, and visitors. In this instance, a net· increase in tr.ansi t riders could 
be expected even though there .is an overall reduction in housing units. ·The critical variations 
betWeen the preferred combination and the do -nothing scenaiio are summarized in Table 2-1:, 

DESIRED OUTGOME OF THE PREFERRED SCENARIO 

In summary, the desired outcome of the preferred land use and·trarrsportation scenario includes a 
well-defined regional development pattern containing: 

• focused hamlet growth; 

• reduction in overall development potential; 

• increased local and regional open space. acquisition initiati)J'es; 

• introduction·oflocal and regional TDR programs; 

• r.educed dependency on vehicular travel in both the number of vehicle trips and fewer 
vehicle miles traveled; · 

• incre.ased public transportation utilization; and 

• Increased housing diversity and affordability. 
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Table 2-1 

E. IMPLE).\IIENTATION STRATEGIES 

implementing the preferred land use and transportation scenarionstablished by SEEDS will 
require an ongoing and long·term commitrpent by each.ofthe project's pa&cipants. The goal is 
·to strategically set priorities and set i!l motion the detailed and specific plans necessary to·realize 
·the concepts presented above (see Figure 2-11). ·There are many opportunities for early·action 
chan.ges~a!)d, in fact, some ;·deas generated. by SEEDS have already been implemented, such as 
a bike safety initiative generated by the Spanish·language workshops,. Commitments to land·use 
changes should coincide with detailed pi anning of major transportation in)J'estments to ensure the 
latter are cost· effective and will be sustained. Funcjing for transportation improvements ·should 
be derived from conventional and innovative mechanisms, which may include public;Jrivate 
partnerships and special transportation development districts. 

INTER-MUNICIPAL AGREEMENT 

A critical element for transitiel)ing from a regl.onal pianrung ferum to real policy change Is a 
commitment of the East End municipalities to work together to achieve the ambitious land·use 
strategies established.by SEEDS. 

For starters, the towns ·an.d villages of the East End must agree to conform to the SEEDS 
principles and to incorporate them into local decision·making. Second, formal inter·municipal 
agreements should be sought on a wide range of planning initiatives, including: 

• setting resource protection and identiJYing areas appropnate·for development on a regional 
basis and no.t by ·municip ai. boundary; · 

• using the established EETC foiuin to collaborate on planning along municipal boundaries; 
and 

• . collective advoc<jty for regional issues. 

IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE· 

It is recommended that the-EESMA empower the EETC t o continue its work in inter·municipal 
planning and coordination with CO\!Oty, regional, and state agencies. Since the EETC served as 
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the primal)' SEEDS steering conuni tte.e, it would also lie able to manage the implementation 
proc.ess. 

The EETC, working as an lmplementatioh Strategy Committee, should establish a work plan to:· 

• facilita:te analysis by the appropriate entities to detennine appropriate densities for hamlet 
centers, location and densities of mixed-use and commercia! eli stricts, infrastructure needs to 
Implement plan elements (! .. e., schools and sewers), and roadway and intersection 
op.erational improvements; 

o since land use decisions are the furiciion of local municipal governments; the 
co ordination of infrastructure nec.essary to support changes in allowable densities would 
require the interagency cooperation of local goveirunent with Suffolk County ~.e, 
Department of.Health Services), and state agencies; 

• pursue d~vel opment of design guidelines and parameters such as parking management, 
ac.cess management strategies, and traffic calming techniques;· 

• support and help manage local and regional TDRinitiatives; 

• assess feasibility of plan elements; 

• explore and advocate for finanGing options for the SEE6S Concept i?lan; 

• develop a timeline for action items (i.e., short, medium, and long teim);· 

• facilitate municipal relationships and collaboration; 

• manage and fai:ilitate the creation of special·trangportatlon distilcts or other pan-municipal 
initiatives; and 

• pursue improvements to· transportation services and fai:ilities. 

Trangportation investments and service improvements should be defined in a collaboraiive 
pro cess involving members of the imp! ementation committee as well as the public, as 
appropriate. However, the final decisions for transportatl·on improv.ements will remain with the 
respective iinpiemetiti.ng agencies, which are responsible for ensuring that all federal and.stat.e 
requirements are met, including safety, enmrohmental, and deslgn _standards. ·The use of any 
federal trangportatien funding must be approved by NYMTC arid the appropria~e rederal agency 
(i.e., the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit AdminiStration). Stat.e funding 
for trangportation.lnust be approved.by NYSDOTin coordination with. Suffolk County. 
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3: Swnma1y of Analysis Framew·ork and Methodologies 

A. INTRODUCTION 

One ofthemostimportant'initial steps in the SEEDS process, in addition to the implementation 
of. an extensive public outreach effort, was the undertakl'ng of a comprehensive data collection 
program and inventory of existing conditions. bata coilection for SEEDS occutred. in two 
phases. The trutlal phase was designed to create an accurate profile of the study area's exiSting 
demographic, land use, and transportation conditio.ns, which we.re compiled and published in the 
whit.e paper &Jstainable East End Development Strate?)es :. lrrventory imd Analysis by AKRF in 
March. 2002. SEEDS stakeholders contributed valuable local knowledge in devel.opihg the 
regional profile. The second phase involved updacing. revising, and supplementing the original 
data where necessary with individual towns and villages in the SEEDS study area during the 
transportation and land use scenario development task. 

B. DATA COLLECTION 

To create an accuraie profile of existing conditions in the study area, the SEEDS team collected 
various land use, demographic, ·population, employment, traffic count; development pattern, and 
historical trends data fi'om a vailety of sources, Including the Suffolk County Planning 
Department (SCPD), the U.S. Census Bureau, and a number ·of independent' studies. Although 
AKRF's library Included an extensive collection ofplal)ning and tral)sportation·related reports, 
studies, grap.hics,. and other information rei. evant to the East End that was used in this effort, it 
was important to update and supplement this reference material for th.e SEEDS data collection 
task. The folloVl~ng is a list of additional sources used to compile and inventory existing 
conditions: · · · 

LAND USE AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

• Long Island Population Survey 2000, Long Island Power .AJ.ithority 

• SCPD 1999 Land Available for Development Eastein Suffolk CountY, October 2000 

• SCPD I 999 Existing Land Use Inventory 

• SCPD Saturation Population An.alysis-Eastern Suffolk County, June 2001 

• SCPD Shopping Centers and Central Business Districts, juJy 2 00 I 

• Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan, November 20.00 

• Village of East Hampton.Comprehensive Plan, October 2001 

• Town of Riverhead• Draft Comprehensive Plan Upd~te ExeC)ltive Summari'es, Draft 
Business Districts Elemen~ DoW.ntown.Strategy, April 2001 

• Southampton Tomorrow Comprehensive Plan Update, 1997 

• Village of Southampton Comprehensive !'!ail, May 200.0 
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• Town of Southold Comprehensive Implementation Strategy 

• Village of Westhampton Beach, N.Y., Business District ComprehenSive Plan, December 
1998 

TRANSPORTATION 

• · LIRR East End Transportation Study, September 2000 

• NYSDOT Long lsi and Transportation Plan 2 000 (LJTP20 00) 

• S~ffolk County Department ofPubll·c Works and To:wn of Southampten, County Road.39 
Corridor Study, 1994· and 200 0 

• Metropolitan. Transportation Authority (MTA) Long island Rail Road (LJRR), East End 
Access PD EIS 

• Town of East Hampton Comprehensive 'Plan Transportation Element 

• · Traffic Impact Study; Village of East Hampton .Commercial Districts Study 

• East Hampton Village:· Ross School Traffic Data 

• Town of Riverhead:. nilscellaneo~s traffic counts 

• Various local EISs and traffic impact studies 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORIGIN AND DESTINATION SURVEY 

To corilplet.e the detailed origin and destination assumptions used in a travel demand m.odel, the 
SEEDS project required supJl.l emental survey wrirk to complete a wee.kend-b asis for trip 
assignment purposes . . The new survey work complemented earli.er surveys as part of the North 
Fork weekend stqdy by focusing on the South Fork. The survey·was conducted to assist with the 
calibration of the traffic simulation network model that will be used to forecast future volumes 
and tesr improvement plans. The original simulation model was developed for weekday peak 

·period travel as part of.the LITP2QOO·project and was used for .the SEEDS project. Surveys were 
conducted on summer Saturdays sinGe the model suffiCiently siinuiates weekday peak·traffic but 
was lacking In weekend data. The survey methodology ~d questions were siinilar to ·the 
procedures and questions that were used for the North Fork survey conducted. for the LITP2000 
study. 

During the swnin.er of 2002, an origin-and-destination survey was conducted on. several •. !nodes 
of transportation that serve the South Fork. A postage-paid postcard survey form was distributed 
to auto drivers; LIRR passengers; Sunrise Coach, Hampton Jiiney, and Suffolk County Transit 
bus passengers; and Shelter Island South Ferry .passengers. The-survey included questions about 
the respondent's ongin, destination, trip Jrequency, travel party/vehicle occupancy, residency 
statu.s, ·attitudinal questions about bicycle and sidewalk usage, and demographic qtiestl.ons . . The 
surveys were conducted ·on a typiGai. summer Saturday between.!! AM and.3 PM. A detailed 
summary of the survey results is presented· in AppatdixV.E. 

Ofth.e 1,796 responses to the survey, 1,651 provided.usea:ble information regarding both origin 
and destination. According to these responses, 52 percent of. the auto drivers surveyed had an 
origin and destination within the South Fork, 30 percent had an origin within the South Fork but 
a destinaiion outside of the South Fork,. and another 10 percent had an origin outside. South Fork 
and a destination within South Fork. About 47 percent of the local bus riders suiveyed had an 
origin and destination inside South Fork About 37 percent had one of their trip ends ·inside the 
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South Fork and· one outside the South ~ork. Nearly all (97 percent) of the express bus rid·ers 'had 
either an origin or destination outside .the South Fork. .About 90 percent of the LIRR riders had 
one of their trip ends outside the South Fork and one insi1ie the South Fork. About 6 percent of 
the LIRR ridefs had both an origin and destination outside the South Fork. About 31 percent of 
the riders on the South Ferry had both an origin and destination outside the South Fork. About 
64 percent'had either an origin or destination outside the So.uth Fork:, 

Most .of the survey respondents (abou~ 77 percent overall) t!)dicated that their ongin was home 
or a summer/vacation home, as shown in · Table 4 in App eruiix V.E .. The destinations were more 
varied by ·travel mode. About 27 percent of the atito respondents were destined for shopping, 
about 18 percent were traveling ·to a ~octal er recreational activity, ap out 16 percent were 
traveling home, and 20 percent iridic.ated oth.er destinations. Most (56 percent) of the loca! bus 
respondents were destined for wotk anq 19 percent wer.e traveling to a. shopping location. The 
top destinations for express bus passengers included home (37 percent), summer or vacation 
home (27 percent), and social or recreation (I 8 percent). Mos( of the LIRR passengers were 
destined for either a suinmer or vacation home (42.percent) or a social or recreational activity 
(39 pefcent) •. The top destlnatl·ons of ferry passengers Included so cia! or recreation (3 3 percent), 
home (I 6 percent~ or other (2 3 percent) . . 

Most of the auto respondents were either driving alone (42 percent) Of diiving with one 
passenger (30 percent) .. Most of the transit passengers (local bus, express btis, LIRR, or ferry) 
were either traveling a! one (about 70 percent of th.e bus passengers and about 4 5 percent of the 
LIRR or ferry passengers) or with one other person. 

C. PRO TILE OF EXISTING C.ONDITIONS 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

POPULATION 

The SEEDS Inventoty and Anal~is (see Appendix lB}revealed that.concems about growth in 
the East End are not unfounded_:.if is the faStest·growing region of Suffolk G:ounty. According 
fo the 2000 census, the current population of the East End is 124,938, whim represents a i 7.6 
Increase from 1990 and three times the growth rate of Suffulk County. In generai, the population 
of the study area is getting younger, even though 18 percent of the population is over 65 years of 
age and the median age is 43.3, compared with 36.3 for Suffolk County as a whole. As evidence 
of this trend, there lias been a one~quarter rise in the po.pulation of residents under the age of 18 
in the region in the past 10 years. 

Population densities are often used as tangible benchmarks of smart growth and sustainable 
development practices. Although the Eas.t 'End is considerably less dense than Suffolk CountY as 
a whole (362 vs . . 2,.292 residents per square mile), three towns in the. SEEDS study area-East 
Hampton,' Riverhead, and. Southampton-have had. density·per' acre increases of 20 percent or 
more since 1990. 

$EASONAUSECOND HOME POPULATION 

One· of the defining characteristics and alternately polarizing issues relative to the-East End is the 
marked increaSe in the area's population during the summer·months. The U.S. Census· Bureau 
indicates that the. Eas.t End seasonal population ·more than doubles the year·rouild population, 
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partictilarly in South Fork communities of East 'Hampton and Soutliampto.n. SEEDS research 
indicqtes that second horile.owners represent the largest corilp onent of the sea.sonal p optilation 
and arguably the most significant force in the local economy. The seasonal population is a major 
contributor to the demand for local retail goods, cultural and recreational facilities, and 
contracting and domestic industries. Conversely, the same sector also contributes greatly to the 
congestion and excessive vehicular traffic that have begun te characterize the East End as much 
as the region's sandy beaches and quaint villages. 

LAND USE CHARACTERISTICS 

The SEEDS I/'NI2ni01Y and Analysis report indicates that 57 percent of the East End's 221,000 
a:cres of developable land is divided into three categories: recreation and preserved open space 
(24 percent), agriculture (I 6 percent), and vacant (I 7 percent),. While approximately 75 percent 
of the recreation and open space anclvacant property is located on the South Fotk, almost 75 
percent of the region's agricultural land is located on the North Fork The remaining portion of 
land is divided into commercial (1,145.7 acres) and industrial (7,531.4. acres) use zones. While 
agricultural uses, such as wineries and pnvate farms,. remain Important to the region, only 
36,000 acres of total farmland rernain.in'the SEEDS study area 

TRA,NSPORTATION 

TRANSPORTATICN NETWORK 

The I!'N12nlory and Analysis report identifies the primary transportation network of the study area 
as Interstate 495, or the Long Island Expressway, which tenninates south and west of Riverhead 
town center; New York State Route 25 (Main Road),.whlch traverses the North Fotk; and New 
York State Route 27 (Sunrise Mighwai-Motitauk Highway), which traveis the length of the 
South Fork. New ·York State Route 24 generally runs nerthwest to southeast, connecbng 
Riverhead wiih Hampton Bays. An important north~o',lth arterial road in the study area is New 
York Stat.e Route 114, which travels from Southold, through Sh.elter Island via ferry, and 
connects with the South Fork, also via.ferry, in the Village of North Haven, then continuing on 
to East Hampton, · · · · 

As with land' use, the existing traffic and transportation conditions in the SEEDS study ar.ea are 
greatly affected by both commutation and by the seasonal population. By and large, residential 
development Is the pnmary traffic generator. Other contributing factors Include seasonal 
residents' guests .and visitor's to. the area's recreational facilitl'es,· who most likely drive to the 
East End, and visitors to· the area's hamlets, village centers, and vineyards.. · 

Development patterns or'the region also play a sl'gruficant role l'n Influencing the current traffic 
conditions. The predominantly low-de.nsity d'evelopment patterns that characterize much of the 
SEEDS study area make public transportation less viable and contribute greatly to an increase in 
both car dependency and ownership. In Suffolk Co~ty, for example, 27 percent of all 
households own three or more vehicles (LITP200 0). 

EXISI'ING TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

·The East End has several medes of transportation, including rail, ·bus, ferry, air; and bicycle. 
According to the irrventoryand Analysis report, the non-auto transportation modes include: 
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Rail Transit 

• MTA Long Island Rail Road 

Bus Tramit 

• Hampton Jitney 

• Hampton Luxury Liner 

• Sunrise Express 

• Suffolk Transit 

Airports and Airporl Facilities 

• Gabreski Alrp ort Southampton 

• Town o'f Ea5t Hampton Airport 

• Charles Rose, Southold 

• Matti ruck Airb ase, Southold 

• Elizabeth Field, Fishers Island 

• Montauk Airport; East Hampton 

Ferries· 

• Cross Sound Ferry 

• Viking Ferry (passenger. only) 

• North Ferry Company 

• South Ferry Company 

Designated Bicycle .Rdutes 

• Designated bicycle routes provided by the NYSDOT (see Inventory Report). 

D: DEFINING THE FUTURE CONDITION, DEVELOPING THE 
MATRIX 

After the completion ·of 14 separate visioning ses~ons, more than 2, 00 0 comments were 
coliected and the first ma]·or process olijectiire needed to be met: .synthesizing the data from the 
visioning sessions into a c.ohesive and comprehensible package of information, or "th·emes," that 
could ·be used to inform the rest o.f the SEEDS process. These themes ranged from a call for 
simple and low-cost transportation solutions to the much larger neecl fur an entirely nei.v 
approach to the transportation network. With regard to land use, the themes ranged from 
preserving current development· p attems with limited density through upzoning and open space 
preservation, to a widely understo.od need to look ar innovative ways of regulating where and 
how development should occur,. 

Analyzing ·these various themes in ·terms of futilre impacts was a major methodological 
challenge for the SEEDS process .. First the raw data had to be d;saggregated ;nto a series of 
distinct lan'd use and transportation future sc.enarios, .ranging from continuing as is (i.e., doing 
nothing new) to large policy changes and ambitious improvements, One~ these preliminary 
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sc.enarios were conceived, further discussions were needed between local·and agency interests to 
ensure that th.e scenarios .represented consensus on alternative futures. · 

THE SCENARIO MATRIX ANALYSIS 

The land use and transportation elements that encomp.assed the issties and visions identified in 
the commwlity participation ·process then had to be meaningfully tested using simulation 
modeling tools so that their Impacts on transportaiion and development on the East End could be 
better understood. 

To do thi~ the SE~DS pni)ect deveioped.a scenario matrix so that each of the various scenarios 
could be analyzed against each other in all possible combinations . .As shown in Figure 3-1, the 
matrix organized tlie scenarios by transportation and land use so that their corresponding points 
of connection result in 24 possible future alternatives, .As the control in the matrix, a future 
baseline year, or "do-nothing scenario," was also considered for both land ·use and 
transportation, thus establishing a baseline future against .which all the. other coinbinati·on:s could 
be compared. 

The matrix approach went beyond simply organizing the analysis of the future scenarios 
developed. through SEEDS . .It also· enabled the anaJysis results to be presented clearly and 
meaningfully to public stakeholders, ultimately helping to guide them to a future consensus 
VISIOn. 

TRANSPORTATION SCENARIOS 

Starting with the rows to the left, the mairix begins with the transportation scenarios . .As 
described previously, Transportation Scenario I represents the baseline scenario, in which only 
current planned improvements taken from the state's Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 
would be analyzed. Transportatl on Scenario 2 represents many Important low-l'mpact, low-cost 
and easily implemented system improvements. Examples ·of ·these measures are multiple 
cirlv.ewqy access managem~nt, Improved Intersection process;ng, hamlet parking management, 
intermodal· connectivity, and increased transit servic.e using only the existing infrastructure. This 
scenari.o is defined as the transportation.lnanagement scenario .. 

There are generally two points of'view about how to best improve adverse vehicular traffic and 
transit conditions. On one side are those who believe that additional roadway· capacity shoulcl·be 
used to r.elieve congesti·on, while others believe that investment should be focused on transit 
rathef than ·roadwqy improvements. Transportation Sc.enarios 3 and 4. represent each of these 
·points of .vlew. Tr1Ulsportation Scenario .3 represents a focused and Innovative approach to 
investing ih dramatically redesigned public transit inhstructure, while Transportation Scenario 
4 deals :with m~ or corridor roapway mderungs 

Thro)lghout ihe vi'sioning and planning sessi'on, .the public c.omrilents expressed an interest 'in 
analyzing cost-intensive 'large-scale improvements, such as a cr.oss:sound bridge and a sh.ared 
transit and limited-a:ccess highway corridor on the South Fork. Transportation Scenario 5 
embodies all of ihese large-scale investment elements. 

All of the assumptions and model inputs used to de'fine the various transportati'on scenarios are 
identified and described in App mdix V .Bon !he acc.omp anying CD:. 
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LAND US$SCENARIOS 

The land use scenarios are depicted horizontally in the scenario matrix (from left to right). The 
first and second scenarios represent little or no change in curr.ent development practices. The 
essential difference in these scenarios is that Land· Use Scenario 1 r.epresents the do-nothing 
condition, in which there is ·no change in current land use trends and all undeveloped parcels 
would eventually be developed accorcllng t0 current zoning and trends. Land Use Scenario 2, 
ho.wever, represents current land use ·trends in terms of where development can occur btit with a 
uniferm reducti·on In density through upzorung. 

Land Use Scenari.os 3, 4, and· 5 represent a dramatic ch.ange in current development patterns, 
baseq on the sustainable practice of developihg density ih existing centers through the use of 
infilling. transit-oriented development, or TDR. This manner of fo~sed development allows for 
the preservation of large tracts of open space, by recommending that particular study area zones 
impose a moratorium on future growth. Land Use Scenario 3 represeiMthe highest density oi 
development in which all of the developmenrpotential under Land Use Scenario 1 is focused in 
and around hamlet centers, transit stations, or In targeted growth areas. Land Use Scenarios 4 
and 5 generally represent a 40 and 60 percent reduction, respecti:vely, ih the total development 
potential available under Land Use Scenario r In and around. the target growth centers. 

E. GEOGRAPIDC INFORMATION SYSTEM (GIS) ANALYSES 

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ZONES 

Traffic Analysi·s Zones (TAZs) are small geographica! areas, usually coterminous with census 
block groups, used p.rilnarily to tabulate traffic-related data,such as joumey to work and pla:ce of 
work statistics. For the SEEDS scenario development and testing; they· are equally instrumental 
in breaking do1!1'11 the study area into more detailed units of analysis for·determining existing and 
future land use, growth patterns, and population densities. To this end, the first operation using 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) for the scenario testing process ·Involved overlaying the 
T AZ layer on the SEEDS study area layer. 

EVALUATION OF CARTOGRAPHIC AND CENSUS DATA 

The SEEDS team evaluated each TAZ in the study area using land use ·and zoning maps and 
aerial photography, as well as .housihg and socioeconomic information gathered from the U.S, 
census, to determine 1 ancl use trends an.d population growth patterns. This information was 
stored in spatial databases that were developed in GIS for each town. In addition, population 
growth maps were prepared .for each town to illustrate the percentage distribution of population 
growth by TAZ from 1990 to. 2000,. The evaluatl.0n process also involved examining relevant 
studies and comprehensive plans ·to indicate East. End areas that have seen increased. 
develepment and groVollh .. The SEEDS Inventory and Anaiysis report p~ovlded. the statlshcal 
basis by which critical growth indicators, suc.h a.s existing traffic volumes, land use patterns, and 
demo graphic trends, relative to the East En.d were assessed. 

LAND AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT 

To-locate developable land within each town, the SEEDS teain acquired the 1999 land available 
for development (LAD) GIS .files from the SC!'D for the five towns and nine villages on the East 
End. According to.SCPD's 1999 Land Awilable for Development report.(the "Report''), LAD 1·s 
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defined as "vacant land or land· that )la.s not yet been developed to its maxiinwn extent as 
pennitted by municipal zoning law." Essentially, .the Report illustrates how th.e East End can be 
developed in the future according to existing zoning patterns and densities. Simil.arly, 'with the 
exception of the build-out in Lane\ Use Scenario 1, the SEEDS scenario testing process 
illustrates how the East End 1!\'0uld lie developed in the future according to four different land 
use development. scenarios. 

The developable land within each zoning use district for each town was .consolidated Into six 
categories, identicai to the categories in the Report: 

L Agriculturally used, residentially zoned, subdividable property; 
2. ResidentiaJly used, resl:dentl·al.ly zoned, subdividable property; 
3. Vacant or agriculti.u'ally used, commercially zoned property; 
4. Vaeant or agriculturally-used, industrially zoned property; 
5. Vacant, residentiaily zoned, non-sub dividable property; ·and 
6. Vacant; residentially zoned, subdividable property. 

In general, the SEEDS scenan·o testing methodology corresponds to the LAD methodology 
employed by the SCPD. However,. two. modifications were made to the ·SEEDS methodology in 
assessing the LAD layers: 

• Residentially tised, resid!Jntially zon.ed. sul?di~dable properly-whereas S CPD deduct.ed 
the existing housing units o.h a.macro level. after calculating the town-wide net potential 
housing· units, the SEEDS methodology subtracts the existing units on a .parcel-specific 
level. Thus, the category only con:siders the remainin:g amount of subdividable !arid after 
subtracting minimwn lot sizes respective of each existing use. 

• J:pecial cases-indude large, privately owned recreation or conservation parcels·capable 
of further intensified development; governmelit surplus property and. large unique 
parcels, such as Gardiner's Jsiand, were excluded from the database. 

Sihce the Report provided an inventory of existing land i.lse for the year 1999, it was necessary 
to update the data-to reflect the residential ancl commercial devclopment that has occurred on the 
Ea5t End a'fl:er this date. This process involved consulting aerial orthoimagery taken in both 200 1 
and May 2002, reviewing each town'smostrecentland use map, and meeting directly .with each 
town's planning staff to ·review any discrepancies in the LAD data 

NEW GROWTH PATTE.FNS 

Based on public input from the SEEDS regional planning workshops and Visioning sessions and 
corroborated by extant I and use policies outlined in respective East End town comprehensive 
plans, the SEEDS team manually drafted.hew grovvth patterns and/or growth bound·aries for each 
TAZ in the study area for Lane\ Use Scenarios 2, 3, and 5,. The hew growth patterns were 
developed' to determine how changes in future land use paitems would· affect iraffic and transit 
demand. For the SPatial ·redistribution of future growth, the team employed the "SEEDS 
Pilnclples" of sustainable development to conceptualize new growth patterns and create 
intermodal hamlet centers for each town. · 

Once drafted ·on poster-sized ·town aerial maps, the new growth patterns were electronically 
converted Into shapefiles using GiS . .All parcels in the LA,D layers were asst.gned ather 
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"residimiiar developm.ent pemiitted," "development restricted," "mixed us.e," "commerci"a!ly 
developable,'' or "transportation"· land·use codes. 

INTERSECTION OF SPATIAL DATA f/11 GIS 

The final step of the spatial analysis involved intersecting the respective LAD, TAZ, and new 
growth pattern layers of geographic data for each town to compare and contrast !he data in each 
layer. Developable parcels within . the new growth patterns were. sorted according to their 
particular land use codes to determine the total amount of acreage in each new growth pattern 
category .. Subsequent queries and operations were performed on the Intersected database fiies ·ln 
a database management application to yield the net po.t.ential'h.ousing units for each scenario. 

Thus, the SEEDS project team used the traditional analysis format of TAZs only as a starting 
point The expression of future land use patterns that explicitly reflected public consensus about 
curbing· sprawl and creating a new· land use template was translated into growth .potential down 
to the TAZ level. The first level of analysis was to define areas within or outside of a theoretical 
growth area boundary (which is shown in Figure3-2). From this poin~ each.TAZ was examined 
for its relationship with the proposed '.' New Patterns" map, and future growth asSignments were 
varied by scenario denSity · and by limitations on where that could occur within each ·TAi 
(represent ed by a si)ift In the T AZ centroid. used to assign traffic generated Withln the TAZ). 

LAN·D USE SCENARIO CALCULATIONS 

EXISTING PATTEJ?NS 

The .first step of deteimining the future development potential of each town involved calculating 
a build-out u.nder existing zorung patterns . . The build-out estimate served as a basellne or frame 
of reference illustrating the maximum extelit"to which each town can be developed as permitted. 
by existing zoning d~nsiiles The LAD data played a plvotai role In the calculation of the bl,llid­
out estimate. In addition, a dwelling unit yield factor derived by the Long Island Regional 
Planning Board was e.mployed to calculate the potential-number of dwelling·units .that could be 
accoinmodated on all developable parcels. 

The yield factor estimates the a.rerage amount of lots per acre for various zoning· densities. In 
particular, the yield factor accounts for natural constraints and future road construction by 
deducting 20 percent .from each !-acre lot. According to the yield facter .fuimula, a lot size of 
40,0 00 square feet (approximately i acre) yields 0. 8 lots per acre,. and a lot size of.20, 00 0 square 
feet (approximately Y. acre) yields i.61 ots per acre. · 

The build-o.ut estimate under existing development patterns was calculated by muitiplying the 
acreage of each developaqie parcei by the dwelling unit yield facter that corresponded to · its 
existing zoning density,. This calq.ilation yielded the amount of net potential housing units on the 
LAD in. each town. The total amount of housing units in the build-out estimate were derived by 
adding the net potential housing unit s to the number of existing housing wiits provided by the 
2000 U.S. Census, 

Although the majority of the scenario testing t"ask focuses on determining ·net potential housing 
units, SEEDS places equal importance on determining the net potential square footage of future 
commercial development in the project area Due to the unavailalillity of commercial build-out 
data in "the towns within the SEEDS study area, the SEEDS team referenced Shopping Center.; 
and Central Business Districts, an Inventory of commercial shopping cent er deveiopment 
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conducted by S CPD in 20 0 1., to detemiine ihe total square fu otage of commercial . space Wiiliin 
the project ards hamlets and central business districts (CBDs). 

To best express the commercial build-out potenti.al of the SEEDS project area as a whole, the 
commercial square footage totals fi:om · SCPD' s inventory report were 1.1sed to cal cui ate a 
regional Floor Area Ratio (FAR). FAR is the relationship between the amount of usable gross 
flo.or·area of all buildings and structQres on a building lot, divided by the total lot· area of the site 
on which the buildings or structures stand. Typically, FAR.is used by planners and towns as a 
reference for efrective control over density of commercial development and is often.incorporated 
into a·community' s zoning code. 

To ·that encl. a regienal FAR of 0.22 was derived by diVIding the total square footage of 
commercial shopping centers in the .region (5;1'33,500) by .the total lot area (545.7 acres or 
23,770,6.92 square feet) of each site (5,133,500/23,770,692 = 0.22). With an FAR of 0.22, all 
future commercial development in the SEEDS commercial build:out scenarios would occupy 
slightly less than one-quarter of the total acreage of e~h particular site: 

Application ofRegional FAR in. Commercial Build-Out 

As Indicated· in Figure ~I, the applical:l'on of the regl.onal FAR in the commercial bwid-out was 
fairly .simple. In Land Us.e Scenarios ·1 and 2, the comm.ercial build-out was c.alculated by 
multiplying all o.fthe existing commerci.ally zoned acres by 0.22 .. For Land Use Scenarios 3, 4, 
and 5, the newly defined "mixed·use" .parcels were classified as half"residentially· develo.pable" 
and the other half as "commercially developable." The total acreage of the ne.wly assigned 
"commercially developable" parcels was then ·multiplied by 0.22 to calculate the total 
c.ommercial build-out' in the·new patterns build-out.scenario. 

NEW PATTERNS 

As preViously sta~ed;t:he new growth patterns define areas where future residential development 
should be permitted and restrict.ecl. as well a.s the locations of mixed use and commercial zones. 
Accordingly, the new growth patterns modeling exercise all.ocates future development to 
specific areas in an attempt to prevent haphazard growth or sprawl. Tile new growth patterns 
theoretically replace the existing zoning districts and effectively draw a blueprint for future 
development within the study area 

The mixed-use growth patterns are designed to. balance resideniial and commercial uses 'in 
Village and hamlet centers and decrease the vehlcle miles o(travel between residential and 
commercial uses. Within ·the mixed-use patterns, half of parcel area was ·classified. as 

·" cotnmeraaliy developable" and the other halr'as "residentia!ly developable." 

QUERIES AND OPERATIONS 

Several calculations and queries were performed on the intersected database files to determine 
the net potential housing units in the ·new· growth pattenis. The following is a list of the steps that 
were taken in a database management application to calculate the net potential housing units for 
Land Use·Scenarlos 3, 4, and 5: 

• All parcels coded: "resiaenttal development pemittted" were selected and all parcels 
coded "developm.entrestrictecl" were eliminated from the database. 

• · Within newly defined "mixed ·use" parcels, half of all parcel area was classified as 
"commercially developable" and the other. half as "residential development peimitted." 
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• The neWly defined TAZ densities anc\ dwelling unit yield fa:ctors were :imported and 
j oin,ed to the exisiing database. · · · 

• All "commercially developable" parcel area was multiplied by the regional FAR of0.22 
to deteimine the commercial build-o.ut for Land Use Scenario 2. 

F. THE EAST ENDTRAVELDEMANDMODEL 

MODEL OVERVIEW 

As part of the SEEDS effort, Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade & Douglas, inc. (Parsons Brinkerhoff) 
created and managed an East End Travel Dem~d Model. Travel demand models estimate, or 
replicate, perso.nal transportation choice behavior with respect to travel. Such choices c.an vary 
considerably, co.nceivably ranging from someone wh.o bikes to work for mo.re than an hour 
everyday, rain or' shine, to others who always use their car. Oth.ers might be encouraged to use 
transit b'ased on the availability and convenience of selVice' both .from where they start and end 
their trip (i.e., at from home to work). Travel demand modeling can consider and incorporate 
various opinions that reflect choice behaviors. 

The East 'End model was developed &om the Long Island Transportation Plan (LITP) Travel 
Demand Model, which is an Island-wide demand model developed for the NYSDar and has 
been specifically adopted. for use In pro)'ects like SEEDS as well as for ·the Nassau Hub In 
Nassau County .. lbis travel demand. model is obj ectiv.e in the sense that it gives equal footing to 
both the highway and other transit options, They .share th.e same TAZ. system structure. (As 
described earlier, TAZs are small geographic areas used in transportation planning to summarize 
demographic characteristics and trav·el · clata.) The computer model treats highway and transit 
opti'ons' on an equal basis. They are desi·gned to compete with each other_.:to discover which one 
is going to be more effective. Instead of assuming that everyone would take a·p atticular mode of 
transportation, the model actually.calculates the probability o(a pariicular person in a particular 
TAZ making transportat:l'on cholces . .'For Instance, for a particular TAZ, 'It may be projected that 
20 percent ·ofthe traveiers use transit, 70 percent may decide to diive alone, and 5 percent may 
decide to wal,k. 

Other important factors or comp o.nents of modeling 'include soci'oe.conomic forecasts to en alii e 
regional transportation demand anq travel characteristics to be better understood. Zonal 
socioeconomic data inclt~de income, households, ty.pes of employment, and how employment is 
disiributed over a given geographic area Employment density, in particular, likely affects 
people's travel choices: there is a significant difference in the travel conditions of a relatively 
spread-out area with I 0, 00.0 employees compared with a sinal!, high -density area with the same 
nu!l'lber of employees. The levels of. service of the transportation system also Influence travel 
choices. Transportation supply includes·the frequency and.capaeity of train and bus service, road. 
capacity, and other Issues related· to transpertation infrastructure .. 

Wlii1e tliis partiq.ilar m.od'ef is designed primarily to p.rovide detail ed foreca.st of travel within 
Long Island, it also recognizes that a. significant number of people colnmute outsi-de .Long 
Island, particularly Manhattan. To accurately represent these diverse travel characteristics, the 
five boroughs of New Yotk City are also included in the model. This model is very 
comprehensive, with more than 3,200 TAzs. In most ca5es, a TAZ represents a census tract. 
However, the East End gets·more detailed treatment. Most of the TAZs representing the East 
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End are liased on census block group or block geography, since a census tract in ihe East End is 
generally too large to serve as a singleT AZ. 

The model. transportation network contains .over 33,0 00 highway links on. Long Island, inc! uding 
county roads and state highways, and more than 67,000 transit links, including access and egress 
links: The iransit model network actually includes more links than the highway network and 
represents buses, comm.uter rail (i.e, LIRR), and fefry systems. 

MAJOR STEPS IN A TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 

Travel demand models have several major components: t:ilp genera):ion, trlp destlnatien, mode 
and tim.e period choic.e, and network assignment. For each TAZ, existing and future growth 
forecasts as described above are used as the basis for estimating trip generation and trip 
destination quantities. The purpose of the mode(is to calculate these trip quantities and then 
determine the.mo st likely modes, times, and paths of traveL 

Trip generation tries to capture important factors, such as trip purpose .. Many other factors 
influence trip generation, including household site, nuinb er of workers, income I eve!, and aute 
ownership. This Inventory of potential factors Is gathered to detemilne the relaiive weight of 
factors by conducting statistical analyses. 

For trlp destlnai;lon, the total employment and employment type--i'etail, senilce, or baste (e.g., 
manufacturing)-an.d households are dete.nnined to accurately reflect conditions in a specific 
area For example, retail businesses tend to ge.ne.rate the most numb·er of trips per employee, 
compared Vl~th the other employment types. Other'Jactors that influence travelers' trip-making 
decisions include trip duration, income compatibility (that is, how much income is there to ·be 
earned), and others. 

After trip destinations are determined, the model then applies a layer te reflect "travel mode 
choice." Tiils also .depends on socioecononilc factors, such as household ·Income, transportation 
systems and service performance, and. out-o.f-p ocket costs, such as fares, gasoline, and 
maintenanGe .. The mode choice is aiso affected by the prevailing land use at' the trip destination. 
For lnst~ce, because Manhattan ·;s very dense and wa!kable, ·transit may be the preferr~d mode 
if one is to travel there. Other destinations,. such as suburban or rural areas, may have plenty of 
parking. So, driving may be the preferred mode for those traveling to these ·areas. 

From the very· beginning, the modeling process attempted to consider the broadest range of 
travel modes; such as drivers traveling alone, drivers sharing a ride, or people taking transit in 
the form of c.ommuter rail with a fixed schedule, local and express buses, or ferries:, The mo.del 
even considers non-motorized options like walking. 

F.or the model to be an even more useful tool to the SEEDS project, a detailed TAZ system and 
.liighway and transit network on the East End was developed .. As part of the SEEDS study, 
various land use scenarios have evolved, ~d each scenario generates different simulated 
transportation de.mand responses in the comput.er model, Similarly, the different transportation 
supply scenarios affect regional travel.mo de and demand. 

SUMMARY DATA RESULTS 

·The output from the East End Travel Demand Mo.del provided a variety of data that was used te 
establl:sh performance meas.ures and el(aluaii·on critena fiir the . land use and transportation 
scenario combinations. The model's primary output are based ih estimating the number of 

JUI'IIi! 2006 3-12 



3: SummarY. ofAnalysis Framewo.-kand Metltodologies 

"person trips" th~t occur dUring ihe analysis period and defining ihe mode of transp ortati.on used 
to complete such a trip. Table 3-lsurnmarizes ihe overall East End trip generation comparing 
ihe various scen.ario combinations. 

One of ihe most critical elements of ihe model output from a regional planning perspective is 
estimatirig ihe amount of tra:vel on East End roadways .. Using the estimated number of vehicle 
trips in consideration of estimated trip lengths based on trip puipo se and origin and destination, 
the travel demand also. generates .one of the most common regional transportation planning 
measures ·of vehicular traffic, known as "vehide miles traveled"· (VMT), on East End roadways. 
Tables 3-2 through 3-6 provide a summary ·overView of how regionai VMT varies-by town, by 
land use/transportation cotnlilned scenario, and In comparison w1th the "do-nothlng," or 
baseline, sce.nario (Land ·use Scenario I by Transportation sc·enario !). Appendb: VII inCludes 
a comparative assessment of the weekend model. output. 

G. POST-MODELING ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT 

The SEEDS East End Travel Demand moder was completed· for the weekday peak period in 
spring 2 005 and for the weekend and final preferred scenario .in spring 2 006. The SEEDS project 
team then conduCted extensive post·processing analyses to present the results of the modei in a 
usable and measurable manner. 

SCORING TOOL AND PERFORMANCE MEAS.URES 

On completion of the critical weekday modeL runs and post-processing, an extensive public 
review and consensus feedback effort was completed. in May 2005. To facilitate thls effort, a 
new methodology was devi s.ed to allow the empirica! data outputs from the mb del to be ea.sily 
un.dersto od, and so that an entirely new round. of public outreach could begin almost three ye·ars 
after the· start of the project. 

Reacting·to the issues described above, the SEEDS p_roject team created petformance measures 
and the use of the. SEEDS scenario scoring tool as a means of interpreting the modeling r.esults. 
In prep ar11tion for the co.mpletion of the first round of modeling. a set of perfotmance measures 
was developed directly from the SEEDS .gul ding prinCiples. The development of these measures 
was again very protracted and ·took nearly six-months to complete. Both the Stakeholder and. 
Steering Comipi ttees created. perfermance measures whereby the outputs from the model could 
be organized and judged base.d on how well it would achieve the SEEDS guiding principles. 

SCENARIO SCORING TOOL 

With .the performance measures complete, a scoring tool needed to be developed. The scoring 
tool is a method of sc.oring each scenario combination from the matrix into three different 
scores. 

3-13 JUne 2006 



Sustainable East End n .. e!op·ment Strategies Summuy Report 

Table 3-1 (continued on following page) 
1 Forecast East End Person Ti·ips byTravelllllode: 1995• ~!~-"ear, 2025 
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Table 3-1 (continued from previous page) 
Forecast East End Person Trips1 by Travel Mode: 1995 Base Year, 2025 
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AH.UT.j &~ (lU2>) 95.889 98.6% 1.404 1.4% 97.293 
:hanqe in Trips' -9,474 75 -9,649 

(llJI. r1&L~eJ -9.0% -1 .1% -9.0% 

~'":~&~ 94,622 97.8% 2~ 2.2% 

~ 
_11~~~ 

-10.2% 32.1% 1.6% 

96.326 98~~- 1.397 1_,!~- 97.723 
:hanae in Trios -9.037 -18: -9.219 

(AA, J 4&L4 'IS. -8.6% -11.5% -8.6% 

A;;."-;; & ~ (2025) 96,247 98.6% 1.402 1.4% 97·,649 

Chanae in Trios -9116 -1: -9293 

(llJI. T5&L4 'IS. &I~ .11.2% -8.7% 

~~';-': 1~ (2025) 
89.993 98·.6% 1.304 1.4% 91.297 

Chanae in T nos' -15370 -27.5 -15.645 

f_llll , J1.&L5 'IS. FY 
-14.6% -17.4% -14.6% 

Aii.n & ~ (2025) 88,986 98.2% 1,663 1.8% 90,649 

Chanqe in Trips' -16377 84 -16.293 

~llJI . T.3&L5 'IS. FY 
-15.5% 5.3% -15.2% 

Aii.'T.f&'LS (2025) 90.453 98 .. 6% 1.300 1.4% 91.753 

Chanae in Trios -14.910 -279 -15.189 
(I'JLT 4&L5 'IS. -14.2% .17.7% .14.2% 

~::.u1~ ~~ (2025) 90,241 98·.6% 1,292 .1.4% 91,533 

Chanqe in Trips -.15,122 -287. 
(~A. T5&L5 >IS. -144~ '18.2% '14.4% 

llotes: 
1 Repre·sents person tripsth·at are made to, from, or ....vthin East End. 
2 Represents the inCremental change in trips from Base Year to Future Year Baseline . . 
: · increinental ·change i the Future Year Baseline to F l.ture 'vear .AJtemative. 
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Table3-2 
Forecast Vl.\IT1 for East End: 1995 Base Year, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives 

(Weekday 6 AM-10 Al\11 Peak Period) 
Future Year f2025 Future Year :AJL T3 & l1 Future Year AJt. T 4' & l1 Future Year AJt. T5 & l1 

Base Year Percent AJt. T3 Percent AJt. T4 Percent All. T5 Percent 
(1995) BaseliOe Chan!le2 Chcnae & L1 Chcnae'1 Chanoe & L1 Cha_f1g_e Chanae & L1 Chanae Chanae 

Riverhead 147,491 303,759 161268 109.3% 304.991 -3.768 -12% 324.945 16,187 5.2% 310.172 1,414 0.5% 

s-outhold 58065 91266 330201 57.2% 8979) ·1 476 ·1.6% 95 959 4.693 5.1% 91257 -9 0.0% 

Southamoton 315068 554901 239833 .76.1% 548066 '6 835 -1.2% 5<!;1 $3 -5318 · ·1.0% ffi4844 99<13 -1.8% 

Shelter Island 1.473 3.080 1 . .607 109.1% 2,723 -357 ·11.6% 3,073 -7 -0.2% 3.0.10 -70· · 2.3% 

Eas.t 
Hal!_lpjon 42882 87 048 44166 103.0% 85529 ·1 519 -~.7% ffl 815 767 0.9% 93166· '6117 7.0% 

Tolii $4980 1045 054 49) 074 85.0% 1 031100 -13 955 ·13% 1061 376 16,322 1.6o/~ 1.()32,448 17394 1.7o/~ 
Notes: 
1 Represents the VMTs of the trips that are incurre·d w~hin East End. 

, .. Represents the incremental change in VMT from Base Year to Future Year Baseline. 

! Represents the increment.! I change in vMT from the Future Year Baseline to FUture Year Alternative. 

Table3-3 

Notes: 
1 Repr~sents the VMTs of the trips that are incurred within East End . . 
2 Represents the incremental change i.n VMT from Base Year to Fu~re Year Baseline .. 

; Represents the iilcremerit31 Change in Vl'>AT fl'om·ttie Fufure·Year Baseline to Fub.Jre Yea1 Alternative.: . 



Notes: 

Table3-4 
Forecast VMT1 for East End: 1995 Base Year, 2025 Baseli.ne, and 2025 Alternatives 

6AM-10AM 

1 Repr~sents the VMTs of the trips that are incurred within East End . . 
2 Represents the incremental change in VMT from Base Year to Fut~re Year Baseline .. 

the inCremental in VMTfromthe Future Year Baseline t.o Fub.Jre Year Anernative . . 

Table3-5 
ForecastVMT1Jor East End: 1995 BaseY ear, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives 

6AM-10AM 

Notes: : 
1 Repr~sents the VMTs of the trips that are made to, from. or within· East End. 
2 Ri P. resents the incremental change VMT from Base Year to Future Year Baseline:. 

the incremental VMr from the Future Year Baseline to Futl.lre Year 



Notes: 

Table3-6 
Forecast VMT1 for East End:l99~ BaseY ear, 2025 Baseline, and .2025 Alternatives 

1 Represents the VMTs of the trips th.rt are·m.ade to, fr.om. or within East End . . 
2 Represe~ts the.incremental change in VMT. from Base Year to F.oture Year ·Baseline .. 

the incre'mental in VMTfromthe Future Year Baseline t.o Fub.Jre Year Anernative . . 



3: SummarY. ofAnalysis Framewo.-kand Metltodologies 

QUANTITATIVE SCORES 

The first scoring is quantitative in origin. It summarizes and breaks· down all of the empirical 
data taken direct! y from the model. This data is statistically distributed into quintiles and given a 
r<l!lklng of" I through 5.· .. "I" represents the .given scena.io' s inaliility to. achi'eve the SEEDS 
principles, and "5'' represents the ability of the scenario to· successfully achieve ·the SEEDS 
prinapies. Th;s ranklng allowed each pub!; c part;clp~t abetter understanding of how well the 
empirical modeling data from each scenario compared to the project's guiding principles or eve.n 
howthey compared to each oth·er. · 

QUALITATIVE SCORES 

However, ·not all goals can be easily expressed in numerical terms. Many p efformance measures 
dealt with the implied imp act a scenario ·might have on the c.ommtmi tY- All of the perfoimance 
measures that were judged subjectively were grouped into .qualitative scores. An example of a 
qualitative performanGe measure is 'the effect of a particular scenario on such factors as 
commuruty character ~d quality of life ;ssues. To qwcl<:ly and e·ffi.dently Judge these 
charact.eristics, learning from past mistakes, th.e project require.d creative problem solvi.ng, 
Sensitive to the public's concern that outside .influences were at work behind the scenes, the 
SEEDS project team· developed the online . scoring tool. This online tool enabled each individual 
p\.lblic participant to vote directly for all of the qualitative performance measures for all scenario 
combinations. This not only removed any potenti·al concerns that the consultant team was 
responsible for making such subjective decisions but also allowed \hose who actually lived in 
the community to weigh in on the final decision.. as detailed below. 

The Gnline Scoring· Tool 

The online scoring tool provided was a. tmique method fur evaluating the qualitative 
performance measures and revieWing the results of the quantitative modeling. An example of the 
online scoring tool is presented in Figw·e 3-3. The online scoring tool was developed using an 
ASP. NET powered Web application that stored the resulting answers in a SQL Server database. 
The .application featured a login system enabling stakeholders to take breaks and restart the 
scoring tool where they left ·off. A scoring sheet function provided a snapshot of ail of the 
answers· in real tiine so that partlcipal)tS could rev;ew all of the;r airswers ·at once, as well as see 
which scenario combinations were yet to be_scored. The flel,ribility of this_system provided a 
user-friendly pl'atfurril where all participants with a wide .range of computer technical expertise 
could record and manipulate their answers while providing several resources that explained such 
various aspects as individual scenario elements, descriptions of how the scenario might work 
together, and several different types of maps. 

One ofthe·most important benefits was the·acc.essibility .and ease that the Internet afforded, in 
contrast to. a paper scoring tool, which would have required mailing the scoring sheets, retileving 
them (with 'the responsibility .on the scorers fo send them back), and then analyzing them. With 
25 differenGe scenario coml:iinations and II performance measures ·to score per combination, 
there was a s;gnifical)t chance that many part:idpants would. not make the effurt to complete the 
survey, given trailitional questionnaire techniques. 

The onlihe scoring tool also provided the SEEDS project te·arn the ability to use the SQL Server 
datab ase•to extrapolate average scores per. scenario combination in a fraction' of the time it would 
have taken to complete by hand. Therefore, this particular scoring platform proved to be an 
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Figure 3-3 

On-line Scorin 9 Tool 
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integral part of the process and provide sigriificant time and cost savings. Similar to the 
quantitative scores, all qualitative scores for each scenario combination were . s.cored on its ability 
to achieve the goals and principles set forth by the SEEDS project. 

COMBif;VED AGGREGATE SCO~S 

'The third and final score is based on the c.ombination of bo.th the quantitative modeling scores 
and the qualitative survey scores,. This combination became the final score .or aggregate 
combined score,.which was used to fill in each cell in the matrix. These scores proVided a public 
understanding of how the evaluation of m~y future scenan'o combinations was achieved. 

System·ofChecks and Balances 

Developing scores for both the quantitative and qualitative perfonilance meaSures had many 
interesting advantages. The advantage of this system was that the quantitative and qualitative 
scores . acted as a system of.checks and ba,lances, whereby the !l'lOdeling results &d not stand 
alone in their recommendation for a partieular scenario. This is especially important when 
evaiuattng more subfectlve ·factors, such a.s how a particular scenario m!ght·affect CO!l'lffi~·ty 
character. Additionally, when modeling results are taken to the policy m.akers there is an 
understandihg that implementation may 'be met 'with I ess' resistance, primarily because these 
results have a degree. 0 f public support. 

This concept can be better·understood through a· detailed look at the three categories of scores 
produced by the scoring tool. For example, scenario combination Transportation Scenario I by 
Land Use Scenario I (future baseline) resulted in a quantitative score of 23.0 I, a qualitative 
score of 10.0 I, and a .combined score of 33.84. (see Figure :>-4). Due to the statistical 
distribution of the modeling results, ·the futilre· baseline condition resulted in a quantitative score 

·that represents a 23-polnt devl'ai;lon frem the lowest to hl'ghest scores. However, the qualitai;lve 
scores with a 37.4-point deviation represented a broader range in scores from I owest to highest. 
This trend alludes to the notion that while the inherent analysis framework of the model may 
'have scored the future baseline scenario somewhat too high, the qualitative scores .from the 
online scoring tool that were cleveloped by the public balanced the combinecl scenario score to 
accurately express how well a particular scenario combination truly reflected the principles o'f 
the project. 

Another example of this system or' checks and balances in the scoring system can l;le seen by 
.looking at scenario· combination ·Transportation Scenario . 3 by Land. Use Scenario 5: ·nus 
particular scenario embodies many of the public participants; perceived ideal scenario 
combination. It a\ms to provide the minlinum of new development with a dramatically Improved 
transit infrastructure, However, from a modeling and t.echnical standpoint, the limit.ed density 
makes it difficult to support transit options with. ample ridership .. TherefOre, the combination 
Transp ortaiion Scenario 3 by Lane\ Use Scenario 5 resulted in a quantitative score of 46.02 out 
o'f 6 5, a qualitative score of 47.41 out of 55, and a combined seore of 93.36 out of a total of 12 0 
points, providing a ·reality check to p1.1blic enthusiasm, as compared to the empirical modeling 
results. 

In other words, the sentiments raised in the original ·publl'c visioning sessions can now be 
empirically supported through the use of modeling. In either case, the final scenario(s) decisions 
seem to accurately represent a regional vl~on. 

Transportation Scenario 2 liy 'Land Use Scenarios 4· and 5, and Transportation Scenario ·3 by 
Land Use Scenarios 3, 4, and 5 have the highest combined scores. The SEEDS project team 
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rabered these combinations as the five targeted· sc·en.ario coni))inations. Wbire these target 
combinations represented a significant interest in dramatically changing the cWTent land use 
development patterns as part of the regional vision (as expressed by the high. scores for' Land 
Use Scenarios 3, 4, and 5), the only ttue variation in opinions was the decision of how much 
density should be allowed' to occur. The targeted ,scenarios also· represented an interest in transit 
investment while limiting and .focusing investment on specific roadway improvements around 
transportation management strategies and particular trouble spots, not region-wide .corridor 
Widenings. As indicated ih Figw·es 3-5 'through 3-10, ·the 'modeling results support 'this 
determination. Figw·e 3-5 shows how future development in accordance with Transportation 
Scenan·o 3 would leaci to higher transit ndersi)ip, while Figures 3-6 and 3-7 show a concWTent 
drop in vehicle nu1es traveled and person hours of delay, respectively. Figure 3-8 shows the 
effect of restricting commercial development potential, while Figure 3-9 shows a similar effect 
for restricting ·residential deVelopment potential, Figui·e 3-10 shows ·the effect of designating 
areas for preservation and development arid the resulting changes in density for ea:ch area 

PRESENTING THE REGIONAL VISION: FINAL CONSENSUS BUILDING 

The results of the performance measure analysis were used as a basis for continued corrsensus 
building. In May 2005, SEEDS conducted and completed 10 public workshops In the ·fiv.e East 
End t.oWos (see Appendix IILE for the workshop prese.ntation and a summary of all of the 
comments made at the I 0 workshops}. These works.hops provided an opeh forum for nearly 200 
area residents, local officials, and the public at large. The workshops reviewed the results of 
computer simulation modeling of alternative future lane\ 1.1se and transportation scenarios 
developed through SEEDS as a step toward building consensus on a preferred future scenario. 
Workshop participants generally supported land use scenarios that reduce the future 
development potential and ·focus it In and around ham! et centers •. They also supported elements 
of the 'transportation scenarios that improve ·transit services, partirularly ih the hamlet centers. 
However, there wa5 no agreement among the participants aboyt specific elements of these 
scenarios, such as the level of density in future hamlet centers, the level of reduction from the 
future build-out sce.nario, and the development of n.ew ferry servic.es. 

The May 200 5 workshops established the final preferred scenario that represents a summary 
statement of the recommended regional planning strategies. developecl through the SEEDS 
pro cess and presented to a regional asseinbl y o'f SEEDS p.arti.cip ants .. 

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT sTRATEGY: THE REGIONAL SUMMIT 

The final scenarios described in Section 2, "Summary ·of ·the SEEDS Concept Plan," were 
presented on December 8, 2005, In a broad·"symnilt" with elected and.plal)lliilg officials ·from 
East End municipalities, Suffolk County, MTA LIRR, ana New York State agencies an.d elected 
officials,. 

The summit served as the firs~ step to the implementation of SEEDS, in the hope th.ai; the 
municipalities will join together in an inter-municipal agreement to work toward the preferred 
land use future, while the transportaiion agencies· will work toward securing federal anci state 
funding to implement the transportation improvements. 
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4: Public Outreach Process 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The ·public outreach process used in SEEDS was one of the most' critical components of the 
lrutiacive and was used to an unprecedented level to formulate future scenarios and guide the 
progress of the project. The format of the project as a .sustainable development study relied ·on 
t!Us appro:3Fh to establish consensus and aciU·eve the goals and objectives of SEEDS. Th!·s 
sectiof\ describes the public outreach effort undertaKen for SEEDS, in.cluding the important 
players and participants, the organizational structure, th.e various conunitte.es and 
subcommittees, and the project website. Also included is a. detailed summary of the SEEDS 
meeting schedule and an ov·erview of ihe extensive organization, planning; and implementation 
of v¥ious planning and technical workshops and visioning sessions thai were insirumental in 
gathering vital public input. 

SEEDS PARTICIPANTS 

The SEEDS publtc oytreach process began wiih a press conference and a kickoff meetl.ng mth 
the EETC on April 2 0, . 2 00 L This was followed by a c.ontinuous schedtile of public workshops 
and stakeholder meetings over a five·year period. The EETC served ·as the SEEDS Steering 
Committee and met monthly throughout the effurt. In acldition, as summarized below there have 
been sev·eral core participants in the project that made this a ttue collaborative and team 
approach. · · 

SEEDS COORDINATOR 

A SEEDS Project Coordinator was chosen to assist the Steering Committee by acting as a liaison 
between the orgarPzatienal elements of the lrutlatlve, incluging the EETC, ·the Steering 
Committee, the Supe.rvisors & Mayor's Association (EESMA), th.e Co.nununi'ty Stakeholders 
Committee (CSC), the constiltantteam, and the public at large. The primary duty of the Project 
Coordinator was to facilitate discussions between the elected officials of the EESMA and the 
EETC (the r.esearch and technical arm of the EESMA) to ensure their understanding o'f the 
consensus·building pro.cess. Throughout the ·project, the i?roj ect Coordinator assisted the 
constilting teain in promoting public meetings, organizing and facilitating media plans, writing 
nilnutes and summaries of various meeting:;, and coordinating With the subcommittees of the 
esc. 

COJvUvfl!l/lTY SF AKEHOLDERS COMlvfl'ITEE 

One ofthdirsttasks in the SEEDS process was toJorm the SEEDS CSC to serve as the publi~ 
voice of ihe .project as well as an advisory board to the SEEDS Steering Committee. Comprising 
private citizens· who live and wotk in the area, including loc81 business· owners, elected officials, 
professionals, and concerned residents of the Eas.t End, the CSC is the public arm of s·EEDS. 
During the prefect, a Stakeholder Oversight Committee (SOC) was establlshed to proVide more 
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coordinaiion between the CSC, the Steering Committee, and the constiltant team. The SOC 
a.ssisted in preparing public outreach material· and prese.ntations, and their support was valuable 
and appreciated. 

The CSC advised the Steering Committee on certain specific tasks required to carry out the 
.Project. The CSC was responsible for the following tasks: 

• Synthesizing the Ideas and concerns expressed by residents during SEEDS planning 
workshops and technical sessions. 

• Assisting the Steering Conunittee and consultants in·preparing the planning workshops to 
enVision altemative growth and transportation scenarios in each town. 

• · Attending and particip<¢ing in .publicworkshops. 

• Refining the specific . short-term and'long-t.erm. strategies that wotild be ne.eded to impre.ment 
scenari.os anc\ work toward consensus .in the region regarding sustainable development 
policies and compatible transportation systems,. 

In the organization.al stage of the SEEDS process, letters were sent to the towns and villages of 
the .East' End aimouncing·t:he commencement of the initiative-and inviting p eo pie to get involved 
in the project. New members were added to the CSC sign-up list at subsequent planning sessl.ons 
and workshops that were held throughout the project. Each member was informed about 
upcoming SEEDS meeting viaietters and e-mail. For most of the project, the CSC met monthly 
a~ different venues throughout the East E;nd. · 

PROJECT WEBSITE 

The SEEDS project website (w}!TW.seedsprojecU:om), opened in November 2001, gave the 
.Project an easily accessible pr.esence and provided interested parties with a wealth of information 
concerning the East'.End and SEEDS. Managed, maintained, and regularly updated by AKRF, 
the site featured background informail'on about the project; up-to-date listings of meetings; 
research documents, such as the Inverito1y and Analysis report arid the sustainable development 
w!Ute papers; the community stakehoiders list; workshop summaries and presentations; and !Inks 
to other related sustainable development studies and websites. More importantly, the web site 
featured an interactive element, a ·user furum, whic.h allowed people to j o.in discussions online 
concerning SEEDS or other. pl'annihg issues. The web site also allowed for participation in a 
"virtual" planning workshop, where participants could respond online to ·various SEEDS issues. · 

The SEEDS project website proved to be ari invaluable and cost-efficient way of dispensing 
critical infunnation and materials, such as presentations from CSC meetings and technical 
sessions. Planning related articles on sustainable development were posted to the website. In 
addition, the summaries of raw comments from each visioning session and planning workshop 
were .help fiil · in Informing members of the public who were Interested in Joining SEEDS 
·throughout the duration of the project. 

B. PUBLIC PARTI.CIPATION lVIILE~TONES 

In order fur SEEDS to best represent the views_ of Its p arttclpants on land use and tr~sportailon 
strategies, the project team plac.ed critical· importance on maximizing public input. The effort to 
a:ccomplish these goals requirec\ an effective and comprehensive program of. public planning 
meetings designed to maintain a "continuum of.lntensity" throughout the process. To that end, 
SEEDS organized many· meetings over the first two years of the project, starting in the summer 
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of 2 00 r and extending through the fall of 2 003, including preliminaJY visi'oriing sessions, a 
"Planning I 01" wotkshop, and SEEDS regional planning workshops . . The following section 
recaps these events; details how each was organized, planned, and Jacilitated; and describes 
which action items and outcomes were garnered from the pro cess,. 

EAST END VISIONING SESSIONS (2001) 

Shortly after the esc was formed, the . SEEDS. team orgaruzed a prellminaJY set of public 
meetings, .known as ·the .East End visioning sessions . . These were heid.throughout ·the SEEDS 
region. Designed as the starting point fur the public participation program, the vlsiorung sessions 
proved t.o ·be veritable community brainstorming sessions fostering c.ontinuity an.d encouraging 
cogent cliscussions of relevant SEEDS issues, Each session contained the following six steps: 

• Step ]-Participants identified the most pressing or "top of mind" .Pl~ng-relaied issues, 
such a5-transpot'tal:ion and development,. in their respective communities .. 

• Step 2-Facilitators solicited Ideas, concerns, and recommendations from partldpants using 
the strengths, weaknesses, opp orti.ulities, and threat's (SWOT) approach. · 

• S/..ep 3-Facilitators p,res.ented'key threats and trends relative to .the East End .that ihe EETC 
identified through initial research. Using data drawn from the Suffolk County Planning 
Department, NYMTC, and census materi8!, the faCilitator along with'each'Town's planning 
representative walked participants through a .projectioil of the East End landscape in 20 
years. Participants were then asked to identify and describe key trends and developments 
that the SEEDS initiative needs to address. 

• Step 4-The participants defined their vision ·of success for the region ih terms of 
transportation system improvements and provided a fra~pework of long-term goals and 
objectives. 

• Step 5-Participants were askecl to define the term "·sustainable development" and how they 
felt it applied to their'particular community. · 

• Step 6-At the end of.each session,. participants were asked to geographically locate and 
illustrate specific planning concerns on local area maps of the SEEDS region. This exercise 
provided adclitlonal recemmendatlons on transportation and iand.use Issues .. 

From the Vimoning sessions, the SEEDS team was abie to ' identify a number of predominant 
them.es and patterns of ideas, which would be repeate.d throughout the public particip ali on 
pro gram at subsequent regional planning workshops. The sessions provided the SEEDS team 
with its first op.portunity to gauge which issues elicited cliscord and consensus within the SEEDS 
community. The literal transcripts of comments made by participants fur each applicable 
exercise at each session are incl.uded in Appendix II. 

VISIONING SESSIONS OVERViEW 

Generally, participants expressed concern that the goals and obJectives of SEEDS ne~ded to be 
defined. Participants also incli~ated that communities needed to co.ntrol the residential· and 
commercial· growth in the region and that they hoped .through SEEDS they could influen.ce 
development patterns across both Jorks. Following is a brief breakdown of the .main points 
cliscussed at the visioning sessions by category., · · 
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Transpo11ation IssUii!s 

Partlapal)tS spoke of the need. fur Improved. Inter-hamlet connectlons wlih an emphasl·s on 
increasing the use of public transit while de.c.reasing autom.obile dependency. The participants 
generally shareq an inh.erent understanding that tailoring a public transportation system to a 
relatively sparse population such as the East. End posed many· chailenges and. limitations. 

Each session offered numerous solutions on how to link the transportation network in the East 
End. The concept of establishing transportation hubs was meritioned at virtually every session. 
in addition, participants Identified altematives to private automobile use in addition te 
infrastructure changes,. such as Increasing road .capaelty and bypasses, Diverse types of transit, 
including waterborne, ·the coordination of existing ·services, and increase in · number and 
frequency of trains and busesln parttcularwere comiponly mentl·oned. 

Traffic 

In terms of traffic conditions in the Ea5t End, one thing was clear at the visioning sessions: the 
traffic and congestion tharhas become so common in the SEEDS communities has fostered a 
general feeling that the quality of llfe that attracted residents to the area was quickly 
disappearing. Despite the ·changes in quality of life, however; there was an expressed sense of 
realism from the participants about East End. traffic. Many residents believe that they could 
conceivably gain co.ntrol of it.t.hrough the success of sustain.able p.rojects such as SEEDS, 

The vi'sioriing session reveal· e.d ihat traffic congesti·o.n is clearly a major issue on the South Fork 
and in many ways appears to be a defining ·element of life in that area. Residents seem to think 
that conditions in the North Fork are not far behind, Mariy participants point out that the reality 
of more cars and trucks on the roads is evidence of a perva5ive sociological and cultural shift in 
the region. People expressed a sense of nostalgia for when there were fewer houses, rewef 
·people owrung second homes, and rewer cars on the road. 'Despite these changes,. the sessions 
revealed a fairly uriified sense that congestion and traffic should be addressed uSing a-range of 
sustainable tools ~d approaches and that no one solutien exl'sts. 

Landlke 

The land use issues discussed by the participants overwhelmingfy leaned toward sustainable 
strategies, which emphasized maintaining village and hamlet ceriters and increasing pedestrian 
and bicycle access. Participants generally expressed the need for containment of commerci'al and 
r.esidential development and that East End communities should be walka:ble and lilkeabk. 

Development 

With the exception of the Town of Riverhe~ .participants indicated a strong op.position to the 
continued increase 'in residential, commercial, or·r.etail development within ihe primary corridors 
of the study area. in contrast, Riverhead ·participants expressed mixed views regarding 
commercial development. Some people C!ted the benefits of big-box stores as attractive and 
converu·ent places In which to shop, wlille others favored a more smart growth-oi!ented approach 

·to developmerit'that focused on improved pedestrian access and farm! and protection. 

Hig}!>•ay Bypass and Fenies 

Input from ihe visioning sessions indicated a significant discord surrounding at least two major 
capacity improvements that surfaced throughout the SEEDS ·process,· both of which have been 
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controversial.lii.storically:. a "bypass" ]u gliway on the South Fork and new veliictilar ferry setvice 
that would conne.ct Connecticut t.o East Harnpt.on,. 

Affordable Housing 

The lack of affordable housing was Identified by a majority .of visioning session participants as a 
significant issue for SEEDS t9· address. · The high value ·of I and and housing in a strong seasonal 
market combined with limited housing options results in local year-round residents being priced. 
out of reasonable housing and pushed workers and services out o{the .area, forcing them to live 
elsewhere an.d to coriunut.e to their East End jobs, .Every town and village forum identified the 
daily movement of employees and setvices from west to east~ from western Suffulk County ·and 
even Nas.sau to the North. and South Forks as amajortransportationproblem. On.the South Fork, 
this phenomenon has been named the "trade parade.:· The lack of reasonably priced houses or 
rental units is linked as well to the sense of a loss of communitY, in so far as residents who were 
bom In the area can no longer afford to live there as they grow .older. Participants spoke of 
losing the generational. !Inks that create the very fabric of community partly as a result of the 
lack of affordable housing. · · 

The Next Step 

Over the next several months fullowing the visioning sessions; members of the consulting team 
compiled the recorded comments and completed a summary .that· was accepted by the EETC and 
posted on the SEEDS website. The .input'from the visioning sessions proved to be instrumental 
in seti:ing up the .categories and themes discussed at the regional planrung workshops and in 
developing the land use and transportation scenarios. 

PLANNING 101 WORKSHOP (21112) 

By Janu·ary 2002, the SEEDS te·arn and the CSC focused ·efforts on the upconling charrettes or 
regional planning workshops scheduled to begin in M.arch,. At this time, members of the CSC. 
and the EETC expressed interest in a preparatory-or "Planning I 01"-session to fanliliarize 
future workshop participants with certain planning terms and concepts that would be discussed 
during the workshops . . The Planning iO I workshop was held in Flanders on February 28,. 2002, 
and attended by approXimate! y 3 0 people. Much of the workshop focused on such topics as the 
inter-relationship between land use and ·transportation, ·the influence of land use and. 
development patterns on travel behavior and modes, and the role of the publl·c In the planning 
proc.ess. The session also featured an ovetview of general planning concepts, such as cluster 
development, smart growth, and the elements of sprawl .. 

REGIONAL PLANNING WORKS HOPS (2002) 

After several months of planning and co.ordinating by both the consultant team and the CSC, the 
SEEDS regional planrung workshops were held during March and April 2002 In all five towns in 
the SEEDS study area Because of ·a poor tum out at the Riverhead workshop, ·the EETC deciiled. 
to add an additional workshop In the Calverton area of Riverhead in June 2002. This is discussed 
later in this section, 

The workshops were the most cruCial. component of th.e SEEDS public p articipaiion program. 
The input from the over 200 people who attended the six .initial woi-kshopS!e.ddirectly to the 
next important step in the progress of SEEDS: the land use ancl transportation scenario 
development, testing, and modeling tasks: · 
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Similar in organizational· format to ihe visi·o.ning sessions,. the workshops were facilitated and 
recorded by rilem)lers ofihe consulting team and d.ivided into two approximately 90-rninute land 
use and transportation sessions. The participants were broken up into smaller groups of six to 
eight persons, and one person was asked by the facilitator to be the team leader. Participants 
were encouraged' to use the land use, zoning, and transportation rietwork m.apsthat were placed 
at each table to illustrate ideas and strategies. At the cone! usion of each session, the I eaders 

·presented their respective team's main ideas and strategies in front of the enJ:lre group. 
Workshop participants were reminded throughout the process by the facilitators that 'they were 
not expected. to solve problems but rather suggest a plausible range of possible solutions that 
could then be evaluated and eventually modeled. 

The input culled from the worksh.op s proved to be c.onsistent With ihat of the visioriing sessions, 
albeit more centered on regional than localized issues (see Appendh: N, "Complete Colnments 
Planning .Workshops"), As · the keystone to the SEEDS public participation program, the 
workshops gave participants the opportunity to offer stra:tegies designed to mitigate congestion, 
improve ·public transit service and facilities, and change driving habits. In terms of land use, 
participants addressed a Wide array of issues, incll}ding open space and agricultural land 
·preservation, growth management zoning, and affordable housing. The fu.lloW:Ing is a bn'ef 
summary 0 f the primary ideas and strategies discussed by the workshop participants. 

TRAFF!C'AND TRANSPORTATION 

The planning sessions revealed that .lnany people believe that the cars second homeovvn.ers 
brought into the area posed a substantial source. of additional traffic. The majority o.f residents 
feel this traffic is exacerbated by the "trade p.arade,'" which was mentioned in the visioning 
sessions. In general, ·participants did no.t c.onsider capital improvements, such as building new 
roads or road widening measures, as an antld0te to traffic congestion. Instead,. participants 
identified such aitematives as public tranSit. and bicycles as more sustainable solutions .. 

·The Southampton session indicated the need fur a park-and-ride system throughout' the area, and 
several locations fur such facilities were 'Identified. In other sessions, some participants 
recommended implementing a toll on Rout.e 27 at. Shinnecock Canal to discourage dtjvers. 

In the North Fork, ther.e was a considerable ·amount of focus on Riverhead as the primary 
location for a ·variety of transportation facilities, including an intennodal transportation hub and 
parking facilities with access to a shut.tJe b~Js system through the fork. Opinions wer.e mixed on 
the idea of using a·modem roundabout as a means to calm traffic. 

A common traffic strategy mentioned throughout the workshops involved sequencing lights 
throughout the 'East End,. espeCially on the South. Fork dunng the summer,. to break up traffic 
bottlenecks. Participants at the Southampton session identified CR 39 as a possible target for 
both tra.~fic calm!ng measures and rezoning to reduce residential and commera·al development 
and congestion,. Other sce.narios for CR 39·included·· increasing .the road to four lanes, one of 
which would serve as a. merge lane Jor commercial vehicl.es; eliminating curb cuts for 
coordinated access; and constructing a landscaped island and bike path. · 

Other strategies described at the workshops included: 

• adding valet parking in East End dewntown areas; 

• · shifting freight toward trains rather than trucks; · 

• constructing underground parking facilities; 
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• creating parkingJacihty at the Southampton landfill~ and 
• ihGreasing water taxi serviGe. 

Public Transportation 

Public transportation-namely, the LIRR service and the Suffulk County Bus Transit service­
dominated the planning workshop discussions:, Each session revealed the need for expanded and 
more frequent train and bus service:. Many of the.communii:ies feel underserved by the LIRR and 
Suffolk County transit operations. Participants a! so expressed. the need. for improved facilities, 
such as more visible bus stop locations and more convenient and accessible bus and train 
schedules. South Ferk participants in partt'cuiar expressed the need for an Intra-hamlet light-rai,l 
service. 

Several communities suggested that trains h,eading toward the East End should be electrified to 
increase train speed and improve service. The wcirkshops revealed that a certain siigma exists 
regarding the use of public transit. Throughout the. proceedings, it was evident that many people 
felt that if public transit (specifically the S92 bus) was made more "attractive" through 
improvements to the line, facilities, and service, many .more ·people would use it: in virtually 
every session, partie! pants suggested that the LIRR synchronize the .train schedules to 
correspond with commute patterns (including the reverse peak flows associated with ·the 'trade 
parade). 'The following ·;s list of additional strategl'es mentioned during the public transportation 
discussions: 

• Create transportation hubs in Greenport and Riverhe~. 

• Greenport hub could support train and bus routes to connect to Orient, the Tanger S.hopping 
Center, MacArthur Airport, and the South. Fork 

• Synchronize railroad scheduie·to coincide With ferry connections at Greenport and Orient. 

• Use Ronkonkoma as a transportation hub primarily for buses. 

• Bus service shouldrunlaterthan 6 PM. 

• LIRR.should pro.mot.e and advertise service to increase-ridership on the East End. 

• Bus schedules (e.g., S92 route) should be coordinated with ferry schedule on the North Fork 

• Increase the frequency of service for the S92. 

• Consttuct railroad station at Tanger Shopping·Center in Riverhead. 

• Eliminat.e .trac:ks from Montauk to Speonk and· use ri'ght-of-way for other transportation 
purposes. 

• Increa.se the use of nillroad fur fret.ght. 

• Bus from Greenport to-Riverhead should leave every hour. 
• Establish a shuttle bus system for all beaches and shuttle to and from clubs in Southampton,. 

• Provi.de inceniives, such as coupons, to encourage use of shutile fur wineries. 

• Improve parking at train stations .. 

• Establish a commuter train for workers from Patchogue to Montauk 

• Establish a beach shuttle along Noyack Road, Flying Point Road, and Coopers Farm Road in 
East Hampton. 

• Bypass Route 27 by constructing a road from Bridgehampton to.Amagansett . 
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• Establish a transportali?n hub at East Hampton .Aitport Vl~th.parking and a commercial zone. 

• Expand train service with second track forlocal serv'ice. 

• Establish a fi:ee shuttle service possibly subsidized by businesses, such as hotels. 

• · Open an inter-hamletjitney at $1.50 per customer. 

Ferries 

·ne discusSion o(ferry-reiated· issu~s was the most polarizing subject at the regional p!anrilng 
sessions. Residents of Shelt.er Island appear to be chiefly conc·erned with two issues:: ferry 
commuters from New England an.d western Long Island passing thro)lgh the island on the way to 
the South Fork and congestion at the ferry tenninals themselves. Many of the responses ,from 
that community's workshop involved establishing a ferty· service from New J._ondon, Conn., 
directly to East Hampton and the rest oi the ·south Fork, a5· well as a dedicated shuttle bus 
service .from Greenport to Orient. 

Addiii onal suggested (and often contradictory) strategies regarding fenies Included: 

• directing Nape ague ferry traffic in an eastward direction rather than through Route I r4·; 

• op erung an additl.onal ferry tenninal west of On ent; 

• . re-establishing the Manhattan to East End ferry service; 

• creating incentives in East Hampto.n and· Conne.cti.cut for the construction of additional ferry 
tenninals; 

• ferry frem Cennectlcut should travel dlrectiy to East Hampton; 

• ferry·needed from Greenport to ·South Fork; 

• · limiting through iraffic on Shelter Island by coordinating equal numbers of vehicles at both 
ferry ramps; 

• · extending LIE to both forks to discourage passage through Shelter ISland; 

• constructing bridges from Greenport to Shelter Island and Shelter Island to North Haven; 

• decreasing capacity of ferries; and 

• constructing ferry terminal at Shoreham and Wading River:, 

Bicycles 

!ssues such as ·bicyCle access, safety, and bike lanes/paths were discussed frequently in the 
planning workshops. In fact, based on feedback froin. several of the workshops (most notably the 
Spanish-language workshops, NYSDOT organized a bike safety event and distributed free 
helmets and reflective vests for bike riders. The.prevailing attitude is that the E.ast End is not a 
safe place to ride ·bicycles even though a substantial segment of the population would prefer to 
use bicycles more often. Many participants expressed the need for bike paths and lanes to 
increase the safety for both motorists and Iii cyclists alike. The workshops revealed·that residents 
feel several changes are needed to increase bicycle rider safety and accessibility, including: bans 
on vel)icles In certain areas, inclusion ofliike lanes, such as the enes ·tn North Haven, and bike 
paths along railroad.lines. Some other strategies for bicycles include: 

• · widening'roads to accommodate bike lanes, e·.g., Long J._ane and Cedar in East Hampton; 

• exploring th.e idea of setting up "bike hostels," Which are poptilarin Europe; 

• designating Iitke paths on roads using clear pavement markings; 
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• using bike routes and lanes (similar to what· exists in North Haven) with.rumble strips and 
reflectors; · · · · · 

• enforcing speeding ~d liicycle regulations; 

• towns purchasing and providing bl'cycles for public use; 

• towns providing color-coded bikes for people to tise near shopping centers; 

• widening b.ike paths along rail to ad tracks; 

• desi~ng bike ianes dunng construction and repaving ofroaflsln Southampton; and 

• requlnng bicycle racks on buses and shuttles as well as allowing lit cycles on trains: 

LAND USE 

A wide array of ideas was covered in the 1and use section of ihe planning workshops. 
Participants identified such issues as the transfer of development rights to .manage residential 
development and preserve farmlaiul, increasing the av·aifability of affordable housin~ and 
increasing the densities in commercial hamlets and centers as a sustainable alternative to less 
dense development p attems: 

Affordable Housing 

Affordable housing was one of the most commonly identified· issues during _the planning 
workshops. Participants regan:\ thdack of affordable housing as the m·aj or link between both 
transp ortatlon and land· use pro blerns. Similar to the visioning sessions, the general consensus at 
the workshops is that the high cost of living and housing !{as forcec!-workers out of the · East End, 
ex~erbaiing the trade parade traffic. Participants also felt that most children oi East End 
residents cannot afford to purchase homes in the area, a condition that c.ontributes to a 
homogenization .of the population,. Many people fear that in I 0 to 2 0 years, the East End will be 
an area where only wealthy elderly people can affurd to live. 

The following Is a list o {additional land use strategies suggested. dunng the workshops: 

• Cluster affordable housing in mixed-use areas hear public transportation facilities. 

• Use average lot size as opposed to mliiimum lot sl:zeto promote ll)ixed:lncome hamlets. 

• Encourage government subsidl.es to he! p people rent or purchase homes. 

• Create commercial districts with second-floor'apartments and townhouses. 

• Lease spaces in semi -vacant homes as apartments. 

• Rent spaces in homes to·inttease supply and lower prices. 

• Acquire substandard housing lots and apply TDRs to these areas. 

• Exempt affordable liousing from building-permit caps. 

• Increa.s.e availaliility of affordab1e housing.in 'East Hampt.on area.s of Barnes Hole, Nap eague 
Harbor, Fort Pond B~. Ditch. Plains, and Stepping Stones Pond. · 

Residential and Commercial Development 

The land use category concentrated pnmarily on promoting resi.deniial and commercial 
development in areas that are already established rather than using vacant or farmland for new 
construction. Many partlclpai)ts promoted the expansion of niixed-use, nigher-density 
development in hamlet centers, including using apartments above stores, increasing the amount 
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of stories on conunerci'al buildings, re).lsing buildings, .and rezoning residential areas for 
conunercial use to preserve open space and manage growth. Many groups at the sessio.ns used 
the maps to identify areas throughout the study area where densities could be increased to 
supplement the existing housing stock. Other participants offered suggestions on creating 
secondary regional shopping hubs that would help eliminate traffic, particularly on the South 
Fotk. 

TD R figured prorrilnently throughout the workshops as the best way to preserve open ~pace and 
farmland. Many people felt,. however, that farmers are not fairly served by existing TDR 
regulations. Participants in East Hampton offered a number of possible TDR sending . and 
recelmng locations. With ih hlgh percentage of farms, open space, and trailer patk·S, Riverhead 
participants fclt tha~ other East End coriununities consi.dered the town to be .the "affordable 
'housing capital" of the region. These participants were also reluctant to treat upzoning as a. way 
to preserve fannland because they believe it lowers property value. Route 58, accon!ing to 
particip.ants; could become an important commercial corridor and a·primary receiver ofTDRs in 
Riverhead. 

Public input at the workshops revealed the general reeling that development sho.uld be 
determined by the !Imitations of the natural water resources and that East End conununitles are 
willing to pay eXtra. taxes to preserve .land and limit development . . Participants mentioned 
Increasing the Community Preservation Fund. t~ as possible strategy. Other miscellaneous land 
use scenarios included• 

• · establishing·atown-wide· school district reassessment that includes Gardiner's Island in· East 
Hampton in order to lower taxes and provide more affordable housing; 

• increasing amount of recreational fields and ballp·arks throughout the East,End; 

• llmi tlng the ~ze o fhotising to 3,0 00 square feet; 

• upzoning 2 to 5 acres to c.ontrol growth and development; 

• · converting·second homes to year-rouncl residences to increase municipal income; 

• u~ing th.e Petaluma, Calif, plan to cap ihe number ofbuilding permits based on 
environmental criteria~· establish covenants in deeds to promote affordable housing, .limit 
building permit approvals to one day·.per year; · 

• developing 80 acres in Wainsc.ott, East Hampton, as ah.amletc·ent.er; and 

• scattering affordable housing opportunities, nof concentrating theni in one area. 

$anish-Language Planning Workshop 

During the spring of 20 02, mernb ers of the 'EETC expressed the heed for SEEDS to 
conununicate with the region's Spanish-speaking community as part of the project's conununity 
outreach component:, As a result, the SEEDS consultant team organized and facilitated five 
regional ·Spanish-language planning sessions throughout the East'End in the early summer 2002 
in the towns and Villages of Greenport, Southampton, Hampton Bays, Riverhead, and Montauk. 
The workshops were promoted by various church groups and facilltat~d by bilingual speakers 
from the consulting team and NYMTC, A sununary of the sessions is included in Appendices 
III and VI. 

In general, participants at the Spanish,language planning workshops echoed similar concerns as 
those of the visioning sessions and regional workshops. The availability and service of jmblic 
transportation, primarily the S-92 bus; was noted as a primary concern. Many participants do not 
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own cars and rely on pulilic transportation for. virtualry all of their needs. In general, participants 
felt that th.e S-92bus was inefficient and limited in accommodating the schedules of the ave.rage 
worker .. Consistent with views expressed at the regional planning wotkshops: participants at the 
Spanish sessions who did own cars felt that if more reasonable transit options were available, 
more people 1!\'0Uld be willing to take ·public transit. . 

The availability of affordable housing was another issue raised at !he sessions. Participants felt 
that since housing was prohiliitively expensive, many people w.ere forced to endure perceived 
aroitrary rent increases for having additional people living in their wiits. Others mentioned their 
dependence on cars because they cannot afford to live in a village center or within close 
proximity to public transit or the MTA LIRR .. 

Unfortunately, the Spanish sessions reveared that many residents perceive a general fe.eling that 
they are not wei come in the area .. As evidence, many people mentioned beihg treated rudely by 
b1.1s drivers and that bus and train· scheduies were non"'1tt"en in Spanish. 

Calverton Workshop 

Some members of the EETG were concerned that ·the poor turnout at ·the .Rivethead planning 
workshop did not adequateiy elicit public ·Input from the town. As a result, an additional 
workshop was held. in llllle 2002 focusing on the planning issues associated with th.e Calverton 
Enterprise Park development, on the former site o.fthe Naval Weapons Induslrlal Reserve Plant 
leased to the Grumman Corp oration in the southwestern iirea of the to-wn. The results of the 
Calverton workshop were included in the overall summary of the regional planning workshops. 

SC-ENARIO MODELING AND EVALUATION (2003 AND :2004). 

From 2003 through 2004, the SEEDS project actively engaged the CSC and the public at large to 
participate In developing the scenarios exatl)ined In the East End Travel Demand Modei. Several 
public meetings were held to establish the parameters and definitions of the SEEDS malrlx and, 
in turn, to reach consensus on the definitions associated with the various land use and 
transportation scenarios. Once these were defined, subsequent meetings were usee\ to reach 
consensus on mocleling· assumptions, including land use variables (new patterns and densities) 
and the specific transp ortaii oil elements to be modeled .. 

Once accomplished and during the period when the East End mo.del was in its final design and 
calibration stage, the SEEDS Steering Committee and the public were asked to create a 
systematic approach to defining the ·perfurmance measures and evaluation cnteria to compare 
and assess the appropriateness and impact of land use and transportation scenarios. 

As descnbed· in the methodology overview, thls prac~ss cuimlnated :with SEEDS participants 
reviewing, c.omparing, and sc.oring the various scenarios. Through a series of workshops with 
the CSC and the innovative use of a web-based scoring tool, the public participa):ion process 
yielded a clear directive in terms oftlie highest-ranking scenario combinations 

CONSENSUS-BUILDING WORKSHOPS (2005) 

With the five targeted s.cenario combinations in hand, the next stage of the ·SEEDS public 
outreach pro gram began in earnest. The major challenge in this next siep was how to bring the 
findings back to the public at large without starting over. Several participants would be joirung 
the SEEDS project for the first time while many others were experienced participants looking to 
see how their hard work had paid off. 
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This was accomplished during the first ~o we.eks of May 2005, whe.n SEEDS conducted and 
completed I 0 public workshops in the five 'Ea.st End Towns (se.e Appendix III.E fur the 
workshop presentation and a swnin.ary of all of the comments made at the I 0 workshops). There 
was extensive effurt to advertise these workshops ·using several media platforms, including 
newsp.aper, radio, nr, and even temporary variable message signs supplied by the NYSDOT 
that wefe ·plac.ed along major coiridors te notify residents about the time and ·place of each 
meeting. The workshops successfully Involved over 200 public participants, ranging from first· 
·time contributors and dedicated volunteers to municipal policy makers and elected officials. 

·The workshops first reviewed the results of computer ~muiation modeling of alternative future 
land use and transportatien scenanos developed through SEEDS a5 a step toward buliding 
consensus on a preferred future scen.ario. At the completio.n of th.e p.resentation, two different 
workshop formats were used. The first format was the technical sessiob, which outlined all. of 
the modeling results in great· det8ii. The· second portion· of the workshop .provided a detailed look 
at all of the elements incorporated in each o'f the five targeted scenarios: Each scen.ario element 
was designated as a line item or facilitated discussion point. As each point was discussed; the 
audience was asked to participate in a consensus-building process designed to detennine 
whether or not each particular item should be Incorporated as the final scenario(s). All comments 
and consensus were recorded at each session. 

Workshop participants generaliy supp9rted land use scenarios that reduce the ·future 
development potential and focus it in and around hamlet centers. They also support.ed elements 
of the transportation scenarios that improve transit services, particularly ih the 'hamlet centers. 
However, there was no agreement among the participants about specific elements of these 
scenarios, such as the level of density in future hamlet centers, the level of r.eduction from the 
future build-out scenario, and the development of new ferry services .. 

Overall, the effectiveness of the matrix, the presentation format; anci the scoring tool in fu cusing 
and guiding discussion helped create a successful forum for public partldpation In these final 
workshops. After ail the coinments were collected, a final scenario (s) was e'asy to recognize and 
was used to perform the_second round of modeling. Tills consolidailon· into a final scenario 
rep.resents a summary statement of the recomme.nded regi'onal planning strategies developed 
through the SEEDS process and presented to a regional assembly of SEEDS·p·articipants. 

REGIONAL SUMMIT (DECEMBE~211l5) 

The final scenarios presented in Section 2, "Summary of the SEEDS Concept Plan," were 
drafted based on the public outr.each described above and they r.epresent the proposed 
sustainable development ~trategy for ~e region. This final version of the SEEDS Concept Plan 
was presented on December 8, 2005, In a broad ''summit" with elected and planning officials 
from East End municipaiities, Suffolk County, LIRR, New Yolk State agencies, and. other 
elected officials .. The presentation liighltghted the results of-the analysts, framed by ·the 
perform.ance measures, and indicated critical choices and· implementation strategies to be made 
by all SEEDS participants,. The summit served as the first step to th.e impleme.ntation of SEEDS, 
ih the 'hope that the municipalities will join together in an inter-municipal a:greement to work 
toward the preferred land use future, while. the transportation agencies will work toward securing 
federal and staie funding to implement the transportation improvements. Implementation will be 
challenging, but the existenc.e of a consensus-based plan for the future·will be a significant 
advantage in moving the recommendations forward. 
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