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RE: Good Ground Roed Extarsion -

Dear Supervisor and Counciimembers:

During the angoing Hampion Bays GEIS process, the subject of exdending Good Growwd Roed westward
fram Springvifie Rowd! 1 the vicinity of the Route 24 imersection with Montauk Highway was again
brought forwand in documentation produced by Land Management.

Afer due deliberation snd diecussion, & is the opinion and contention of the Directors of the Hampton
Says Civic Association that such road expansion s nelther indicated nor warranted.

The iniial impelus 10 “consider” such sxdension had allsgedly been 10 provite alievistion of traffic fiow
through the hamist conder, principally as a consaguence of the deily “trade perads® seeking clrcumvention
options around Sunries Highwey/CR-39. However, in light of intarvaning sxpansion of County Roed 38,
there is no dermornstrable retionale or pressing need for such romd exdension. in fact, the Hutton “Corridor
Strategic Pian” Dralt Report (begun in 2008, dormant for two yeers and now resurrectsd for incorporstion
during the GEIS) was designed to specificelly study the Hampton Bays Corridor. 1 conteing the following:

P. 86 “Over portions of late surwner and fell 2008, as well a8 in summer 2007, Suffolk County
tsmpoarsrlly implemented 8 sacond sastbound thru lene on weekdsy momings Ko aleviate this congestion,
This trial measure was drereticelly effactive In reducing vehicié quewes on Sunrize Highway. Public input
duwiing the charvelie indicaled ihal, during the hours when & was in eflect, this measurs was sffective in
reducing sastbound traffic on Montsuk Highway, as well as thal on peralilel roads such as Good Ground
Road and Fanning Avenue, indicating that s significant number of motorists no langer needed to divert
from Sunrise Highwey. Suffolk County has now constructod a permanent second lane on CR39..°

Additional points reirforcing opposiion 10 such an expansion’

"o Extension of Gdod Giound Rosd would represent yet another growtt-inducing planning
stratagem, which is nelther approgriate nor desirable within Harmpion Bays, given the sxtent and
scale of siready existing deveiopment (both commercial and residential).

« The oniginal 1970 Master Plan and subssquant Updates siready referenced the disparity in over-
all development within Hampion Bays vs. the rest of the Town.

« As consislently memorisfizes in both Hutton Study and Comp Plan Updates, retention of smal-
town character, country road feel and s Walkable, inviting downtown srea are clear communtly
priorities. Vehicular roadway expansion with more traffic ights runs counter 10 those goals.
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Additional Points:

.

Extension of Good Ground Road would represent yet another undesirable growth-
inducing measure, inconsistent with comnmnity aspirstions in light of existing
development scale (commercial and residential).

The original 1970 Master Plan (plus Updates) referenced the disparity in
development within Hampton Bays vs. the rest of the Town ~ a condition still
evidenced by population and development statistics.

Creating a diversion route for residents and visitors would detract from the
Hamiet Center/Main Strect. Consistently voiced community goals had been to
protect and promote the vibrancy of traditional Hampton Bays downtown, not
compromise or fixther detract from its vitality.
wwmmwmwﬁammmm
Montauk Highway, spilling it onto residential streets (Fanning, etc.), before
linking again o the Highway at Canoe Place Rosd. The result: cloarly undesirabic

We very much appreciate your sttention and considerstion of our comments.

Yours truly,

> / )———-f! / ﬁv’ ’,
lJCL‘( J-‘f ,'%'t ak—\ y _,/'l , "L

Fve Houlihan v
Member L
For: HAMPTON BAYS CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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8§ Lawrence Avenue
Hampton Bays, NY 11946
February 7, 2011

Dear Supervisor Throne-Holst and Town Board Members:

As personal plans prevent my participating in the public portion this evening, I would
appreciate your reading my comments into the public record at the hearing for the
Hampton Bays DGEIS.

1 applaud the Town’s implementing this thorough examination of the current and
projected state of affairs. The report serves to show just how desperately this review was
needed. It becomes clear that without proactive steps taken to address the density and all
issues that arise from that, the quality of life of the residents and surrounding marine life
would be in serious jeopardy.

While this DGEIS addresses a broad range of topics, I wish to focus and comment on the
most critical, the issue is density. It is recognized in much of the writings that we are
approaching build out with little property left and that much of that property would best
serve the community left as open space. As the document states, additional growth under
any circumstances, would trigger need for additional services from schools, code
enforcement, library, water and solid waste management, recreational facilities,
ambulance, and fire. All of these services would require higher taxes just to maintain the
status quo.

The DGEIS projected full build out is noted as 2,000 — 5,000 residents with 550 new
single family homes yielding 260-290 school age children. If only 50% of these 550
single family homes had two school age children, that would yield 550 additional
students. This build out figure includes 200 potential accessory apartments. Given what
I observe in Hampton Bays, this potential is grossly inaccurate. Even if this were the
case, 200 apartments may yield 150 children. The figure is now 700 new students not
260-290. Motel/condo conversions will exacerbate the population growth even further,
particularly given the 50% favorable tax assessment for condominiums. As recognized,
Hampton Bays has by far the greatest number of motels. As our community ages. s0
does our housing stock, making it ripe for redevelopment and younger families. At the
cost of $20,000 per student per year, the potential for school taxes increasing
exponentially is alarming. The school district currently has concerns about the current
growth patterns with out even addressing potential student increases from development.
As the document states, “data from the school district shows enrollment growth
outstripping growth in development.”

What is happening in our schools is emblematic of how unfettered growth is will fail to
promote an economically viable, environmentally sustainable community. It is a bell

®



weather of a community that is on the verge of negative change unless density, both
residential and commercial, is controlled.

There are many recommendations to soften the impact, but they are merely
recommendations. An example is the recommendation to “Promote zoning code
enforcement through strict application and the reduction of variance”. The Zoning Board
of Appeals has a well earned reputation of approving variances and special exceptions
that should not be approved from many perspectives. This has continued despite much
discussion and no resolution to the core issue of abuse of current zoning regulations.
Why does it seem that the ZBA is accountable to no one? The structural changes needed

here are not addressed.

PDD’s is another issue critical to planned, sustainable growth. The document
recommends that the RWB zoning district be maintained on the majority of the canal-side
parcels. This is a terrific recommendation, but it is unlikely to be implemented, in the
face of the proposed PDD for CPL. Current versions of the proposed PDD would bring a
significant increase in density, greater than current as-of-right zoning. Tiana Commons is
yet another PDD requesting residential and commercial building of epic proportions. Yet,
these will be entertained as PDD’s despite the increased density. While the PDD
legislation is undergoing favorable changes, the power still remains with the Town Board
to approve or deny the request, making this a political issue not one where density and
quality of life are paramount.

There are many recommendations in this document that promote Hampton Bays
community vision of a vibrant, historic, seaside, ecological, sustainable, safe and
distinctive hamlet. But unless the density issues is resolved by addressing the continued
use of PDD’s, motel/condo conversions with favorable tax assessment and the ZBA lack
luster reviews of variance and special exception requests, it will be difficult to bring the
vision to life in our hamlet.

Thank you for your consideration these points as well as for all the positive
recommendations made for Hampton Bays.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Doyle
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2 Baybury Lane
Hampton Bays, NY 11946

e , February 5, 2011
‘ Re: Library Parking Problem

Southampton Town Hall, attn Town Clerk
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968

Dear Honorable Sundy Schermeyer,

Please accept this letter as a comment submitted to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
{DGEIS) for the Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan.

It is acknowledged that section 11.6.L of the DGEIS claims that library resources will be sufficient for the
increasing population for the next ten years. Although resources within the library may be sufficient, the
ability to access the library is already difficult. This comment identifies the parking problem which must be
included to the DGEIS. The library parking spaces are frequently filled at capacity with overflow parking
extending down Argonne Road into the residential area. It is typical for multiple community events to be
occurring at the same time, as the library has multiple meeting rooms. The community events that bring the
greatest need for parking are the same events that need safest access; since participants include small
children and senior citizens. One overflow parking agreement was already instituted that requires
cooperation from St. Rosalie Church to accommodate day trip parking by library programs that provide bus
service to a destination.

With continued growth of the population in Hampton Bays the DGEIS must include a forecast as to how much
additional parking is needed to provide us access to the library resources. The DGEIS should also be ambitious
enough to indicate how we can solve this parking problem as well as the economic impact to do so.

Sincerely,
f”f - ,}If*‘—' ';1?( .
. Joseph/Ruggieri
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2 Baybury Lane
Hampton Bays, NY 11946

Southampton Town Hall, attn Town Clerk
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968

Dear Honorable Sundy Schermeyer,

Please accept this letter as a comment submitted to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(DGEIS) for the Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan.

in response to DGEIS Chapter 8.A. Anticipated Impacts to Energy Consumption the document refers to data
from the Sustainability Committee but it is not included. Southampton Town has a new Office of Energy and
Sustainability which should be better qualified to provide such data. The data is not included and there are no
details provided, only the speculation that the committee might address the subject. Proposals within the
document have a significant impact on electricity demand and energy consumption. The DGEIS is requested
to identify impacts of the proposed actions on the use and conservation of energy, as specified in SEQR

section 617.9(b}{5)(iii)(e).

The ever increasing use of electronic devices and greater dependence upon computers and automated
systems in our homes is basis for a U.S. Department of Energy forecast reporting large increases in the amount
of electricity that will be needed per capita. Conservation measures such as low wattage light bulbs and
energy star appliances do not keep pace with our increasing consumption. As vacation homes change in use
from seasonal to year round this is another significant increase to energy consumption. Still further,
homeowners are upgrading their houses with installation of central air conditioning systems with ducts for
forced air supply. Department of Energy reports capture the installation of HVAC systems and the data shows
that this growing demand is another factor driving up consumption of residential electricity. With the age of
our structures there will be substantial new electricity demand created from installation of new AC systems
where they previously did not exist. Continued conversion to full year uses of Hampton Bays homes, motels,
hotels, addition of accessory apartments, and increased density will result in significant increase of energy and
electricity needs within the hamlet.

Coupling the increasing needs of the existing community with the added needs of new construction creates a
predictable demand for the future. Identification of this quantity of electricity within the DGEIS will prove
invaluable to planning growth here and in our neighboring communities. Data collection is needed so the
cumulative impacts to electricity demand and the cost of meeting the demand can be planned. Consumption
of electricity can be calculated in accordance with the sample provide below. It is the burden of the DGEIS to
refine the numbers and determine the expected needs and subsequently match the needs to the supply on
hand. Making up the difference between the supply on hand and the expected needs becomes an economic
impact to our region as new costs will be incurred.

A sample method to calculate and forecast energy follows: let’s simplify 3 current residential projects to a
total of 191 units (Tiana Commons, Canoe Place Inn, Ponquogue Manor). Department of Energy reports
average monthly consumption of electricity is 842 kilowatthours per family. Multiply the numbers and
increase to 12 months for a 1 year value and the result is 1,900 Megawatthours per year. The result may be
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v ' ‘ 2 Baybury Lane
Hampton Bays, NY 11946

o February 5, 2011
Re: Sewage Treatment Monitoring

Southampton Town Hall, attn Town Clerk
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968

Dear Honorable Sundy Schermeyer,

Please accept this letter as a comment submitted to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(DGEIS) for the Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan.

The DGEIS identifies provisions by New York State DEC and Suffolk County Department of Health Services to
issue effluent discharge permits for advanced alternative septic systems or sewage treatment plants.
Treatment systems and the transfer of sanitary credits allows for increases to population density in sensitive
areas including the Pine Barrens protection areas and Aquifer Protection Overlay District. The only way to
ensure our groundwater is actually protected is to monitor the effluent from these systems and provide
authority to someone who is qualified to set standards and review analytical results. Successful monitoring
ensures that adverse impacts are minimized to our groundwater. It is critical to lay the foundation in
identifying a jurisdiction having authority that shall set standards for a program to monitor the performance of
septic treatment systems. Discussion must be added to Section I1.5.1.8 of the DGEIS to include an effluent
monitoring program that ensures groundwater protection from alternative septic systems and on-site sewage
treatment. The ultimate result will be selection of systems that function to provide the intended result, which
is preservation of groundwater quality. It cannot be left to the claims of manufacturers and installers.

Available treatment technologies have been demonstrated to require regular service in order to achieve
intended results and others have shown to be completely ineffective. Data presented by New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection shows that certain residential septic treatment systems are
ineffective and fail to meet requirements. (Pine Barrens Research Forum; October 2, 2008) Some systems
function properly and require minimal upkeep to achieve the desired results. Results are now published and
policy is in place that explicitly prohibits certain technologies from use in the New Jersey groundwater
protection areas. Conclusions are summarized and are based upon data obtained in their monitoring program
called, “Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan to establish a Pilot Program for Alternative Design
Wastewater Treatment Systems”.

There is also new opportunity for impact to groundwater with increasing amounts of untreated runoff being
directed into the aquifer system. There are measures ongoing to collect runoff into newly constructed storm
drains and interest to further increase infiltration to groundwater. The same pollutants that we are looking to
keep out of surface water are now being diverted to groundwater through storm drains. What is the impact

o it

to groundwater quality from stormwater diversion projects? Monitoring is necessary to determine if
pollutants are concentrating. Does the capture of runoff contribute to the rise in groundwater level that
resulted in such extensive flooding during the heavy rainfalls of 2010? Does the increasing groundwater level
adversely impact existing residential septic systems?
Sincerely,
e :;rf“ C

Joseph Ruggieri
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2 Baybury Lane
Hampton Bays, NY 11946

N February 6, 2011
Re: Potable Water Infrastructure

Southampton Town Hali, attn Town Clerk
116 Hampton Road -
Southampton, NY 11968

Dear Honorable Sundy Schermeyer,

Please accept this letter as a comment submitted to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
{DGEIS) for the Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan.

The distribution of potable water within Hampton Bays is currently problematic. When summer occupants
arrive there is not enough water to meet our needs. We even had a water advisory during 2010. My home
has insufficient pressure to refill the toilet tank on the second floor and water dribbles out of the shower and
faucet. Evaluations by personnel from Hampton Bays Water District inform me that they are meeting the
minimum pressure requirements. | have concern in the future as a high density residential property sharing
my distribution line is being constructed.

The community is still bearing the burden to pay for installation of the new pumping station and holding tank.
We have a tax line item paid to the water district plus quarterly billing for usage. The demand of the
increasing population overdrew the previous supply well and rendered the water undrinkable from salt water
intrusion. With plans to continue increasing density by zoning changes as well as the incentives to add
accessory apartments into houses | now request to see the predicted cost to upgrade the distribution system
so that it will meet demand in Hampton Bays. it is identified within the DGEIS that there is enough water
within our aquifers, but the document is lacking discussion about how much will it cost to get water to our
homes. | request the DGEIS to acknowledge that a plan is needed to remedy the reduced water pressure
during the summer when population increases and we also have irrigation needs.

A sample method to calculate and forecast water needs follows: let’s simplify 3 current residential projects to
a obtain 191 total new units (Tiana Commons, Canoe Place Inn, Ponquogue Manor). The consumption needs
are calculated with an estimated usage of 69 gallons per day per person and population of 2 per unit. Multiply
the numbers and increase to 365 days for a 1 year value and the result is 9.6 million gallons per year. This
value is a conservative estimate since each property will have additional consumption for landscape irrigation
and restaurants which further increase the demand. Do the existing wells and storage tanks meet this need?
At what population does the water district need to construct another well and pump station? What is cost for
additional well and treatment tank? What upgrades are necessary for the pipes and pumps in the distribution
system? Should revenue be secured from proposed actions to ensure that we meet our needs?

i i iti i T T g < o NI 4 e sird s
Section I1.5.1.3 provides recognition of a plan for water conservation but it would benefit the DGEIS to provide

suggestions that minimize the impact of new development. Measures should be further recommended that
minimize water consumption at the sites of new buildings, especially when changes to zoning are required to
increase the population density.

Since/[ely,

Eap 2y

JosepH Ruggieri



2 Baybury Lane
Hampton Bays, NY 11946

S ’ ‘ February 7, 2011
AT L : ‘) Re: Additional Public Meeting & Public Notice
Southampton Town Hall, attn Town Clerk
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968

Dear Honorable Sundy Schermever,

Please accept this letter as a comment submitted to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
{DGEIS) for the Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan.

It is recommended to extend the comment period and make a more concerted effort at informing the
Hampton Bays community about the benefit of involvement to this process. Implementation of the proposed
action will have numerous and significant impacts. There will be increases to cost of living and cost of doing
business within the hamlet as the taxation will increase to provide funding to implement the
recommendations described within the GEIS, as well as pay for growth of town government, plus pay for
growth of utilities that is necessary to meet added needs. We have invested a substantial amount of money to
conduct research and prepare reports that must not be wasted by hastily accepting the final GEIS and rushing

the process to completion.

There has been a lack of sincere effort to include the community at large from this planning process. The
process has been inclusive to various organizations, but in general, the public had been shut out with a limited
Scoping process for this GEIS. | support this with a survey of my neighbors and several shopkeepers within the
hamlet who have no knowledge about the GEIS public meeting on February 8, 2011 or any awareness that the
GEIS is available. Notices were not provided in the most appropriate materials or locations to reach the
community here. This would include the Library Bulletin Board, 27east.com, Church Bulletins, or any other
public bulletin board, such as those within popular shops. There has not been a public notice sign posted
anywhere within the hamlet. Itis only with the approaching meeting that on-line media has now reported
about the scheduled event. There is insufficient time for the public to seek out the report, review it, and
prepare comment. A legally satisfying notice may have been posted in the Southampton Press, but doing this
alone and printing it the week of Christmas fell short of notifying the Hampton Bays community that will be
most directly impacted by the proposed action. It is appropriate and consistent with the process to post
notice on sign boards located within the hamlet in visible areas, as specified in SEQR Section 617.12 (c)(3).

Due to winter vacancies, many stakeholders are away from their Hampton Bays properties. The timing for this
meeting corresponds with the least availability for community participation and excludes many stakeholders
from the public scoping process. It would also be more appropriate to hold this meeting about the future of
Hampton Bays at a location in Hampton Bays. The report is invaluable and contains a great wealth of useful
information to convey the proposed actions plus it identifies mitigating measures which would improve the
results. To maximize the benefit of the GEIS the next objective must be to have a diversity of stakeholders to
provide comments that will ensure a sustainable economy and desirable community within Hampton Bays.

Sincerely,

" JosepH Ruggieri



2 Baybury Lane
Hampton Bays, NY 11946

February 7, 2011
Re: Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety

Southampton Town Hall, attn Town Clerk
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968

Dear Hon. Sundy Schermeyer,

Please accept this letter as a comment submitted to the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(DGEIS) for the Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan.

Pedestrians and bicyclists cannot travel through the streets of Hampton Bays safely. On November 12, 2010
Rebecca Elfant was struck by an automobile on Montauk Highway; On August 12, 2009 Joseph Marino was
struck and killed by an automobile while bicycling on Ponquogue Avenue; on July 26, 2009 Kristen Lohneiss,
Kathryn Gadzinski, and Daniel Gilliam were all three struck by automobile while walking on Dune Road. As
mentioned within the DGEIS there must be pedestrian-friendly redevelopment, and | agree with the
description of bicycle facilities in DGEIS Part IV.7.G.ii. The plan must be extrapolated throughout the hamiet
and | have provided a recommendation that will provide numerous benefits to residents and businesses.

The solution proposed is based upon a vision for a single continuous pedestrian corridor that consists of
planned sidewalks and bicycle paths that connect the community residences to the most used destinations.
This pedestrian corridor is a vision for something that improves quality of life for everyone who uses our
roads: whether it be auto, truck, bicycle, walkers, and even joggers. It is an effective way to integrate our
community with improved access to shops, beaches, and parks that will improve safety for everyone. My
vision is for a proper bicycle path that begins at Dune Road, providing beach access, with a continuous path
extending over the bridge, continuing through the heart of Hampton Bays, crossing Montauk Hwy and ending
at Red Creek Park. A comprehensive pedestrian corridor would also extend along Montauk Hwy to connect
the western hamlet area to the canal, with a location to join with the north/south path. More people can get
to the numerous shops on Main Street including the movie theater, which usually has no available parking
spaces. The value of living in Hampton Bays will increase with such a pedestrian corridor providing access to
the 1) beach; 2) Red Creek Park for sports and recreation; 3) canal for fishing; 4} shops; 5) restaurants; and 6)
the pleasure of walking and bicycling. This will change life in Hampton Bays for the better.

Such a project achieves several goals and brings great value. There will be safe passage by pedestrians to get
to and from Main Street, from both the north and south sides of our hamlet. A pedestrian corridor that
reaches the beach adds great value because it will certainly reduce the number of cars traveling over the
bridge and reduce the number of cars that need parking at the ocean beaches. Extending to Red Creek Park
adds priceless recreational value to our community. With such a path residents who want to leave the car in
the driveway and seek exercise now have a jogging and bicycling option, low income residents who do not
have cars and immigrants who are not yet licensed to drive have a safe corridor, and most important is that
the children in our community can get to the park, the beach, and everything in between, without risking their

lives.



Bicycle paths were addressed within the DGEIS, but they become much more valuable when they are
interconnected to the residences as described. It is desirable to remove the paths from the road as the
Corridor Strategic Plan had presented with integrated bike paths. The vision is expanded to provide the
dedicated pedestrian corridor that lets the community get around town without automobiles. It must entirely
eliminate the need to move into traffic lanes and it would minimize intersection crossings. Painting a lane
down the shoulder of existing roads is not a realistic bicycle path. The lane added on east Montauk Hwy is
usually obstructed by parked cars and creates more hazard than benefit.

Specific roads that would be included are to be determined by the extent of the pedestrian and bicycle
corridor that is ultimately defined. My vision includes: the entire length of Main Street within the hamlet, the
entire length of Ponquogue Avenue, Squiretown Road from Main Street to Old Riverhead Road, Old Riverhead
Road West from Squiretown to CR 24, Shinnecock Road, Foster Avenue. Dune Road should also be considered
to provide access from the inlet to (the second ocean beach going west). | agree with the recommendation
within the reports to create off-street routes for bicycles. {DGEIS 11.8.G.iv)
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Smcerely,

A
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Joseph Ruggsen
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Also according to the 2000 Census, the Hampton Bays CDP had a total
of 6,875 housing units, 1,998 of which were classed as “vacant.” Most of
the vacant units have seasonal, occasional or recreational use. The
inventory of Town GIS records analyzed for the hamlet build out (see
section IV.1) identified 7,871 housing units as of mid-2009.

Accessory Apartments

The Town’s GIS records show 373 of Hampton Bay’s housing units are
apartments. The distribution of apartments is shown on Map 3. Multi-
family Housing and Apartment Units.

Prior to the Town's current accessory apartment law, an apartment
could be built with an addition or renovation permit and then issued a
certificate of compliance.  Now, the Code defines an accessory
apartment as a “secondary dwelling unit established in conjunction with
and clearly subordinate to the single-family detached dwelling (one-family
dwelling, detached).” A minimum lot size of 30.000sf is also required, as

well as an accessory apartment permit, valid_f_qgvgwthreg;)ggaf“geriovc_i: As

of September 2009, there were 37 up to date accessory apartment
permits for units in Hampton Bays.

One community concern identified _during preparation of this DGEIS is

over the potential for accessory apartments to_substantially increase, or

even double, the allowable density in the hamlet, Such a situation_would

theoretically be possible were the addition of an accessory apartment
allowed on any rés‘fi&encq However, because of the 30,000 sf lot size
threshold, this potential is great|  limited. "Fap.4, Residential Properties
30,000sf or Larger, shows the distribution of qualifying properties in the
hamlet. The build out analysis in section IV.I.B identifies 888 such
parcels, 11.24% of the total residential units. The build out further notes
that only a small proportion of these qualifying properties are likely to
add a rental apartment, since most area residents purchase their homes

to enjoy a single family lifestyle rather than to become landlords.

Aside from the general range of impacts associated with increased
density, concerns about accessory apartments also focus on the ability of
lots to handle the increased water usage and sanitary flow that comes
with an extra, albeit smaller, residential unit. Again, the minimum lot size
threshold addresses this issue, at least in part, because the 30,000sf
meets- Suffolk County Health Department requirements for parcels in
Groundwater Management Zone lii. Properties in the more restrictive
Groundwater Management Zone IV may be required to obtain a transfer
of sanitary credits.

Town of Southampton
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% ,(’ [ & This is Not a Building Permit
DECISION NO. D012681 DECISION DATE: March 4, 2010

VARIANCE IS HEREBY GRANTED

OWNER: Mete Ogun
38 Palo Alto Dr

Hempton Bays, NY 11946

LOCATION: West side £38 Palo Alwo Dr, Hampton Bays

DETERMINATION:

This Board grants applicant relief from: (1) Town Code Section 330-11 2(F) to allow an accessory
apartment {o be located on a 1ot of 11,866 square feet where 30,000 square feet is required; (i) Town Code
Section 330-11.2(F) to allow an accessory apartment to be located on a lot of 11,866 square fect, where
16,000 square feet is §0% of the lot area for the applicable zoning district; (iii) Town Code Section
330-11.2(F) to allow a rear yard of 40 feet where 42 feet is required; and (iv) Town Code Section
330-11.2(G)(1) to aliow the size of the proposed accessory structure 10 be 58.8% of the total floor area of >’f/
the principle dwelling where 35% is permitted. The granting of this relief however is conditioned upon the
applicant screening the proposed driveway with landscape plantings from the proposed driveway east 10 the
property line on Palo Alto Drive, which shall include evergreen shrubs, not less than three feet in height at
the time of the installation and that the applicant and future owners of the subject property will maintain the

screening,.

o~

Pursuant to upplication, and sarvey ang conditians us approved by the Board ol Appeals.

NOTE.  The halder of this variance is zeguested W familiarize himself with the ordinance under which said variance s granted. Any violation of
the provisions of said ordinance shall render the offender liable for the penalties provided therein, and in sddition therety, way rosult m the

immediate revocation of the building porinit
Thiiy notion szt be kept on the premises until full completion of the work. authorized
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Jack Capone

From: “Costanza, Frank” <frankc@pressnewsgroup.com>
To: *Jack Capone” <jdcapone@optimum.net>

Cc: "Covell, Kim" <kimc@pressnewsgroup.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 26, 2011 1:20 PM

Subject: RE: About Hampton Bays.

Jack,

We have a 450-word limit on letters and your letter is around 630 words. Please cut to 450 words and resubmit before noon
on Monday or give us permission to cut it for you, Thanks.

Frank Costanza

The Southampton Press Western Edition 5
—-—Original Message-—-— sl ;
From: Jack Capone [iailiojdespone@ontimun.ngt] 3 o
Sent: Sat 2/26/2011 12:48 PM e f«;
To: Costanza, Frank ’
Subject: About Hampton Bays.

Editor, Southampton Press,

Not too much has been written in the Press, lately, about the lenghty study, completed by the Land Management Division
of Southampton Town, entitled, Hampton Bays Corrider Strategic Plan DGEIS, and Cumulative Impact of Build Out Study.
Confused? The Planning Department led by Jeff Murphree, and Freda Eisenberg, AICP, Planner, with Cashin Asso., and
L.K. MclL.ean Asso. prepared the study of the Hamlet of Hampton Bays. It is long, and concise. If you did not watch the first
hearing by the Town Board, recorded by Channel 22, then yes, you are confused. Simply put, DGEIS stands for Drafi
Generic Enviornmental Impact Statement, and the Build Out Study tells you how many new residents Hampton Bays can
obsorb without affecting water suppy, sewage, and efc.

I watched the first hearing. It was lenghty because Freda did an excellant job of explaining the contents page by page.
Three booklets about an inch and a quarter thick, total. 1 have them if you want to look at them. A few people from
Hampton Bays were in attendance, naturally representing you, the residents of Hampton Bays. Bruce, Richard, Mary Jean,
Eve, and Marion. Each spoke, and their main cry was, “Enough, we want no more population growth”. In other words, what
they are saying is, "We are here, now close the gates.”

1 have studied the report. It shows that there is a possibility of an additional growth of about 2500 new residents, based on
250 new homes, 200 new accessory apartments, 15 potential LT Workforce Housing Act bonus density units, and 250
‘Condominim Units mostly resulting from conversions of Motels, and Cottage Lodgings.

How do you get through to the five people that I mentioned above, that Hampton Bays is unique in that without a doubt it
is the most beautiful Hamlet in Suffolk County. Al you have to do is to walk o the top of the Ponquogue bridge, and look
around in all directions. Take a ride to the Inlet, the Shinnecock Canal, Red Cedar Point. For these reasons, and dozens
moie, new residents are atiracted. You have good Restaurants, active Churches, Shopping, excellant School system, superior
Fire Department, and Ambulance service, you name it, it is here in Hampfon Bays.

P have an idea. At the next meeting that the Board will again discuss the Study, insist that the Town Board purchase all
empty lot in Hampton Bays. That would efiminate 250 families. Have them refuse to issue any more permits for accessory
apartments, Condos, etc. This would make the five happy.

The report has many things that are good for Hampton Bays. 1 doubt if I will see much of it completed in my lifetime.
Right now, the important things that should be done, #1 Montauk Highway, and the sidewalks from Jones Road to the Canal,
are a disgrace. #2 The County Park, at the Inlet, visited by hundreds of visitors each day, is a total disgrace. #3 The roadway
from the Bridpe 1o the Inlet is also a disgrace. | realize that some of it floods often, but it should at least have some
maintainance. 74 the West Side of the Shinnecock Canal could stand a fittle sprucing up. 1 wish the Beaurification Society
would get involved.

If vou have lived in Hampton Rays fifty vears or more. to me vou are a Native. Get involved. Where are the Wilson's,
Sanith's, Jackson's, Warner's, Jones's, Halsey's, Kauili's, Hansen's, Carler's, Berghn's, Zano's, Kenny's, Sclaneder’s, Pensa’s,
Sinchir's. Bapcum's, Mason®s. Ravnor's, TuthilPs, (YShea's, Booth's, Down's, RorelPs, Rrown's, Kins's. Sch oot Maloneyv's,
Nicholson's, Penny's, Scoil’s, Spellman’s, Tedesco's, Wourgola's, Van Secoy's, Catena’s, TrafTord's, Koehler's, Kulin's. | could

22R/2011
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go on, and on. Keep in mind that the five people | mentioned above, are speaking for you. Is that what you want?
Yours very truly,

Jack D. Capone
728-5996

2/28/2011
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Scott Carlin, PRD.
March 1, 2011
DGEIS Comments to Southampton Town

The Draft GEIS is a first step in a long process whereby the Town can assist the
residents and businesses of Hampton Bays to achieve its vision for Hampton Bays, a
community that Is vibrant, historic, seaside, ecological, green, safe, and distinctive.

The DGEIS does a good job of redefining zoning for the downtown corridor.

The document provides support for protecting important historic resources, such as
the Prosper King House and Canoe Place Inn,

The document recommends updating the Town's Planned Development District

Guidelines, which is already underway and something | strongly support.

The report calls for a statue commemorating the portage of canoss at Canoe Place,
interpretive exhibits at Shinnecock Canal, various §§i§?i§%§§ for bicycle lanes and
improved pedestrian access, a tree protection ordinance, facade improvements,
promoting infill development and discouraging sprawl, downtown walking paths,
designing Good Ground Park for passive recreation, completing the Town's Local
Waterfront Revitalization Plan (LWRP], strengthening wetlands protections,
promoting water conservation, improving stormwater management and road run
off, and the report recommends increasing land acquisitions for sensitive Critical
Resource Areas {CEA} and open space parcels along Montauk Highway {among
other places). And, the DGEIS recommends that the Town’s Sustainable Advisory
Committee create a Hampton Bays subcommiittee to improve energy efficiency in
the hamlet | strongly support all of these recommendations.

Some of the roadway recommendations will facilitate the flow of traffic. Dne
example is the proposed access road connecting the parking lots at Macys and Stop
and Shop. | also support developing a service lane {or “slip street”) east of the
hamlet center {by Katrinkas Deli). Various layers of government have installed a
number of new traffic lights in Hampton Bays in recent years. The DGEIS should
document this increase in installed stop signs and traffic lights in Part II: Existing
Conditions. At this point, | would rather see lower speed limits than additional
traffic lights. The DGEIS advocates for constructing a Good Ground Road extension,
when needed in the future, which would connect to Route 24 near the Diner. This
conclusion is asserted in the DGEIS without any supporting evidence in the main
report. The main report of the DGEIS should develop a more compelling case for
this road by summarizing the Traffic Study data in an easy to understand format
The DGEIS should also provide more information about current community
opposition to this project.

School taxes account for 72% of the total property tax bill (DGEIS, p. IV5-12}. The
School District’s ability to pass budgets has improved in recent years, aided by the




Town's assistance with loca] funding. The DGEIS recommends that the Town work
with the School District on consolidating back office functions or consolidating
school districts, ideas that | support.

We should also consider other options. The Long Island Regional Planning Council
raised the issue of “Development Impact Fees” in a recent report.’! Impact Fees
would offer the Town a new tool to assist Hampton Bays with the ongoing costs
hamlet growth. New developments impose large costs on the hamlet Communities
across the country are using Development Impact Fees to as a way to manage the
tax and environmental burdens associated with rapid growth.

The School District is currently at 96% of capacity (p. 11.6-24). Itisn't clear why the
report {Section IL7.C) doesn’t specify the reasons for rising school taxes in recent
vears. The School District can provide that information.

Hampton Bays’ future is closely tied to the health of beaches and bays. Local growth
has significantly impaired the quality of local waterways., Mary Jean Green recently
spoke in favor of Hampton Bays as s watershed. | hope the final DGEIS can adopt
this language. Currently the Town's land use regulations pay insufficient attention
to this reality. The DGEIS uses the word watershed seven times. Good Ground
Road is a much more numerous reference in this report. Why lsn't the reality of
Hampton Bays as a watershed given greater prominence in this document, as many
residents have repeatedly asked?

While there are some recommendations in the DGEIS to protect local waters, the
report fails to provide a comprehensive review of how land use is impacting water
quality and defers that issue for the LWRP report. So the current DGEIS will result
in the further degradation of the marine ecosystems.

In recent years, local growth has forced the Water Supply District to significantly
expand its water supply system. Growth contributed to chlorinating local drinking
water. Chlorination provides important health benefits, but local residents enjoyed
water that was free of chlorination and growth has taken that quality from
residents. The DGEIS should, but currently does not, discuss this important change
in water delivery.

Section IL6.Fiii discusses the growth in water consumption, but it does not discuss
the capital costs incurred by the Hampton Bays Water District in recent years. The
District has drilled new wells and installed a new storage tank to accommodate local
growth. Additional investments will be needed o accommodate future growth
{Section IV.5.D.4). Yet the DGEIS cannot specify what those future investments
might be.

! See the Long island 2035 Regional Comprehensive Sustainability Plan Technical
Report - Land Use. P.31.




Another area of concern is the Town's Zoning Board of Appeals. The DGEIS should
acknowledge local concerns that the ZBA is too lenlent in granting variances. The
Town should develop a set of procedures to address these concerns. The Town
should mandate changes in training procedures for ZBA members. The Town can
set annual reporting requirements for the ZBA so that communities know what
percentage of the ZBA's variances are granted by hamlet each year. In the current
DGEIS, by my count, there is only one reference to the ZBA

The Corridor Plan and the DGEIS reflect years of hard work by the Town,
consultants, and local residents. Overall, | support the majority of recommendations
in this report and commend the Town and its staff for 3 job well done.

My comments have emphasized the many strengths of the DGEIS report. This

report { z»if;é the planning process of the last two years), however, does not

v address local concerns about growth: growth in people, buildings, roads,
-affic signals, school children, water consumption, and septic flows, Yet

concerns about growth was central to why organizations like the Hampton Bays

Civic Association had asked the Town for this buildout analysis,

What many residents and | wanted was for the Town to provide an ecological
analysis of Hampton Bays. For example, given that Hampton Bays is a watershed
and given that existing levels of growth are impairing local quality of life, the Town
recommends the following actions. But the DGEIS has deliversan %ﬁiﬁ‘%i? different
product. The DGEIS outlines “responsible” strategies for accommod
growth and uses a variety of strategies to postpone addressing local environmental
concerns.

Last year, out of frustration with the DGEIS planning process, members of the
Hampton Bays Civic Association wrote their own report: Hampton Bays: A Vision for
the 21% Lentury. The report offers many valuable ideas and places greater emphasis
on Hampton Bays as a watershed. Hopefully more of that report can be
incorporated into the DGEIS

Lastly, the uproar over Planned Development Districts has, until recently, been
another exercise in frustration for many residents in Hampton Bays. Month after
maonth, local residents attended Town-sponsored meeting on the DGEIS process.
Some of us consistently complained about local PDD issues, yet our concerns were
not addressed. After awhile, Town staff felt that this issue had consumed too much
time. The issue was ?s%”?%i%’%{% from the agendas of the Ad Hoc Advisory meetings
and tensions escalated. Today, the Town is considering substantial changes to the
existing PDD regulations.

Each year, the Town should aliocate a budget for hiring an impartial facilitator so it
can more effectively address communication breskdowns during community driven
planning processes. In addition, the agendas for these Ad Hor Committees should
be constructed in consultation with Committee members.




The completion of this report is only a first step. | hope this Town Board will move
forward with prioritizing, funding, and implementing the DGEIS. The Introduction
to the Civic Association’s July 2009 Vision document states that “Hampton Bays is
currently in a state of crisis.” With the completion of the DGEIS, Hampton Bays still
does not have a planning document that adequately understands and addresses
these crises. Much more work still needs to be done. The DGEIS enables Hampton
Bays to better accommodate future growth. But growth has become the problem; it

fsn't the solution,

(Other lssues:
Section IL2.C, Population Density, should compare the density of Hampton Bays to
the rest of Southampton Town. (The current data compares Hampton Bays to all of
Southampton - which includes Hampton Bays.)

Itis not clear why the Modifed Alternative (Section IV 10.8) did not receive more
attention in the report. It seems to argue for less intense development - which
would be beneficial to the community.

Section l1L4, Additional Recommendations, notes several of the recommendations of
the Civic Association’s 2009 Vision report. Section 4.K.il discusses Harbor
Protection. In this section the Town should also consider a Watershed Overlay
District that encompasses the entire landmass of Hampton Bays. All lands in
Hampton Bays are affecting the local estuaries. Section 4.B.iv discusses the density
permitted by Suffoik County. But those requirements are for human health, not
marine health. The Town should consider regulations for Hampton Bays that
protect marine life as well as human health. The Peconic BayKeeper, for example,
believes that commu ke Hampton Bays need more stringent Nitrogen
regulations to protect local bays.
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March 8 2011
To: Southampton Town Board
Eraure Mary Joon Graen
Re: HEB DGEIS ~ Public hearing

My comments this evening revolve around specific suggestions for amendment to the HB DGEIS.

L

aﬁgiﬁgg of 2@2 mim %ig i&gﬁﬁﬁg ang wa%ﬁmzzt %&; gltirers g:ef ?‘iﬁfﬁ;}‘i@fﬁ %a% %;5 ﬁﬁéﬁ%ﬁf?z@ﬁi Wy

intended to guide the town in this study and contains many scientific references ard suggestions by

educated, informed citizens, including but not limited to engineers, mediation and business
professionals, attorneys, physiclogists, chemnists, business owners and professional
srvironmentalists and hydrologists. |

This Visioning Document is a real, valid and insightful contribution by the citizens of Hampton Bays

to their future and is not to be demeaned by any srbitrary criticism or exclusion,

3. |suggest that the DVD of the Wastewater Management Forum held in Suffoik County Legislative
Building on Jaruary 31, 2011, be introduced into the record and reviewed by the entire town board.
it can be obtained from Charlie Styler of Sea TV. 1t is an outstanding documentary on the oritical
lssue of wastewater contamination of our ground and surface water. It should be seriously
referenced in the HB FGEIS as a prototype for immediate upgrading of our septic waste disposal
systems.

4. it should be specifically noted in the DGEIS that the Chromoglass sewage disposal on- site system is
unacceptable for removing Nitrogen contamination from waste water and shall not be used.

5. Itis to be specifically noted In the HB FGEIS that Hampton Bays is 3 oritical watershed which sitson @
sand spit and cannot absorb an unlimited populations without dire results.  This is seriously vavted in
the 1970 Comprehensive Plan which addresses the population density at which our natural
resources will no longer support us. This quots has already been exceeded in Hampton Bays.

6 The conclusions of the 1970 Master Plan were upheld in the 1984 update from which | now quote: ©

P
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recommended modifications 1o zoning maps or exisling laws should be implemanted soon after the
SEGR findings siatement and final plan are adopled.

Hauppauge, NY 11788
PH (631) 348-7600
FX (631} 348-7601




RE: Draft HB GEIS

May | take your last sentence and reconstruct it as follows:

ief, that | i an the environmental benefils of the corridor plan,
gm ﬁi’% g:fm g%%%‘g%@ﬁg figted In the GEIE, thet sigrnificand

Are these two sentences equivalent in conveving yowr intended thoughts?
Thanks to you and Freds for laking the ime o 2

Mary Jean Green
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{prepared/submitted per E. Houlihan Lir. Dated March 08, 2011)
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Overview: Prepared by Eve Houlil

&

n (Jan. 24, 2011

STATUTORY AUTHORITY:
* [tis the intent of the State Jegislature &«

~  diversity of resowrces ﬁmé% conditions that exist within and m@ the towns
of the %@% @%ﬁ;@i& %&z considernt ; lopme

/ thned on 8 , wi's website: the Comprehensive Plan is & “living”
mz %%’ﬁé as %ﬁi@ iﬁ@ i”sgs&gz z%zmﬁé review the Planon m%ﬁxz basis,
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M ded: it 12, 200
¢ Final fﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ ﬁ;@f Eﬁ ii”*iéﬁ %%;é %iﬁgﬁﬁi 26, ;%{3{?3
®

»

??%%’? purely mﬁfﬁm meeting of Ad-Hoe Committee: Nov. 4, 2008
1di Ad-Hoe Commi elings: 11 ﬁ%}‘iﬁg %%E?

L on June 14, 2010

o the Janus zgzg%@%ag"
iHtants nocurred on April 26,

§§Wi%§%§f§§}ﬁﬁiﬁ%§iﬁg % ize current Hamlet id
— Seaside ~ Ecological - Sustainable — Safe - Distinctive.

oo Bal OF Town: 37,773
... Bal. OFf Town: 42,980

Bal. Of Town: ~ 339*
{*net of Hampton Bays)
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Note: Between 1990 and 2000, Hampton Bays' population increased some 50.4%.
Preliminary figures indicate Hampton Baye” population had risen 1o 13,224 by 2008 and,
based on preliminary esti 5, projected to vield approx. 14,500 Persons at Year 2010:
an increase of 78% over 1990,

The 1970 Master Plan had drawn the nexus betwes
available water supply and problems of sanitary waste 1. Derivs fas uded
i%;g; overall émi%} should not exceed 1.2 persons per gross %ﬁ%ﬁi}%ﬁ #ere ﬁfi%é in ézﬁ
“unincorposated” area of Town, translating 1o approx. 9,247 persons for Hampton Bays

BUILD-OUT NUMBERS:

82% of all parcels within Hampton Bays are One Acre or Less.

*  18% ofall m@w{m{%%m

GEIS ;g;g%;;g; ‘ miém estimated to vield plus 10 1o 12% over existing
1 s identified 7,871 existing Housing Units as of mid-

,a%g iﬁi% Units {gz”, ey, 7807 as follows:

%{% ?‘%% fzmg%; ?%:rﬁ;}? Kes

2:3{% ﬁ%ﬁéﬁ%ﬁi&%m Units potentia Iy res %ngm fﬁﬁiﬁiﬁ%ﬁéﬁ conversion

%@%ﬁ’i’%@ TO *3%&%%5?‘ -
% m& a%mi;m epresel i ifg{:é %%“g@f ﬁ% 90 Accessory Apartments, 15

e
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Hampton Bays Corridor Strategic Plan Recommendations include:

Land Use Planning and Zoning
+  Amend the Zoning Map to apply Hamlet Office ("HO"j and Hamlet Commercial
{“iii; }iii%i%ﬁ;%ﬁ {in Highway Business and/or other districis).
¢ Emact n-specific éﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ 1 5.
e e i 2

it {“PDD7) re-zoning to make the

. z% zz;zg %émi gﬁm f;%; Montauk iizg%w&y near Bittersweet South Extension 1o
s x fou space on Montauk Highway and facilitate proposed road

g Tl v i’ig‘m iiiﬁﬁ%ﬁ;ﬁ% ﬁ%ﬁ ﬁﬁizm}g é?‘i& credit
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Lisa Dunlap (<3

From: Lisa Dunlap

Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2011 1.57 PM

To: Anna Throne-Holst, Bridget Fleming; Nancy Graboski; James Malone; Christopher Nuzzi; Tiffany
Scarlato; Kathleen Murray; Jefferson Murphree; Freda Eisenberg

Cc: Sundy Schermeyer; Kimberly Ottati, Kristen Tuffy

Subject: Communication re: Hampton Bays DGEIS and Corridor Study

Attachments: DGEIS-Addendun #5.doc

Please see attached additional comments from Eve Houlihan re: the HB DGEIS and Corridor Study.
Thank you,
Lisa Duniap on behalf of

Sundy A. Schermeyer, Town Clerk
702-1794 (direct)

From: Evehoulihan1@aol.com [mailto:Evehoulihanl@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2011 10:03 AM

To: Sundy Schermeyer

Subject: March 8, 2011 Town Board Public Hearing: Hampton Bays DGEIS and Corridor Study

Dear Sundy,

At the above Public Hearing which addressed the pending Hampton Bays Draft Environmental Impact Statement
("DGEIS") and Corridor Study, | had provided oral testimony and submitted written comments to be entered into the
record — which included 5 Addenda items.

With respect to the latter, | would like to submit a modified version of Addendum #5 to be entered into the official record.
The modification is contained in Paragraph (a) and correctly delineates the referenced site as located within the
Southampton Town Aquifer Protection Overlay District ("APOD") and within the Central Suffolk Special Groundwater
Protection Area ("SPGA") - which is also designated as a Critical Environmental Area ("CEA").

My reference to "Critical Resource Area" (as opposed to "Critical Environmental Area") was inadvertent and not accurate.
The modified/corrected Addendum #5 should be piaced into the official record, as per aftached.

Thank you for your kind attention and cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Eve Houlihan

3/10/2011
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ADDENDUM #5
(prepared/submitted per E. Houlihan Ltr. Dated March 08, 2011)

COMMUNITY PRESERVATION FUND (“CPF”")
And PINE BARRENS CREDITS (“PBCS™)

(a) November 2010 DGEIS (Pages I1.4-7 through 10) recap Acquisition Targets, some of which have
been languishing on the CPF Target list for years, together with parcels identified in 2006 by Hampton
Bays Civic Association. Included on the CPF Target listing had been the approx. 17.56 acre parcel
repeatedly referenced throughout the document as a “prospective” PDD site. Such proposed PDD siting
suggests it as singularly ill-conceived given several factors, including:
e its location within the Compatible Growth Area of the Pine Barrens
* its proximity to a H.B. Water District wellfield
e its “proposed” inordinate density intensification
¢ its location within the Southampton Town Aquifer Protection Overlay District
(“APOD™)
¢ its location within the Central Suffolk Special Groundwater Protection Area
(“SPGA”) which is designated as a Critical Environmental Area (“CEA™)

November 2010 DGEIS (Page TV.10-4) cites two contiguous lots outside the Core Preservation Area to be
“considered” as potential TDR sending sites “...or otherwise be preserved in whole or part through other
mechanisms.” Totaling some 67.6 acres these are likely the last remaining LARGE Open Space parcels
adjacent to other woodland properties. They have been on the CPF Target List for years without action to
date. Their “Pure Preservation” for Open Space purposes is essential and long over-due, extinguishing any
and all development potential --- whether directly on site or serving as a TDR-generation device.

(b) November 2010 DGEIS (Page 11.4-6) references CPF disbursements and receipts for exclusively
Hampton Bays since the inception of the CPF program --- seemingly designed to illustrate the disparity
between the two amounts. Obvious counterpoints include the following observations:

o Disparity between receipts and disbursements is equally demonstrable within other
sectors of Town, as evidenced by current statistics.

» Lagging receipts ex housing sales within Hampton Bays are directly and fundamentally
attributable to its low-end housing values -— i.c., Hampton Bays sits at the bottom of
median housing values compared with other hamlets and thus has a relative paucity of
homes selling significantly above the $250K threshold for purposes of CPF-generation ---
versus other sectors of Town enjoying continuing price escalation (stabilization).

s This effectively illustrates and reinforces the nexus between LOW Density (Maximum
Open Space --- a.k.a., Quality of Place) and HIGH Housing Values.

(¢) November 2010 DGEIS (Page IV.5-12), while referencing the potential acquisition of some 8 Acres
on Montauk Highway for “Open Space” purposes, integrates a “suggestion” that “... consideration should
be given 1o developing sport courts in the property's interior on land formerly used as a sand pir.”

It goes on to say that: .. The /0-acre parcel next to Munn's Pond County Park, site of the former
Hampton Frontiers cottages, is also mentioned ...as a potential site for active recreation facilities, but that
recommendation is not generally supported by the community.”

This ill-considered and inappropriate “suggestion” continues to fail to acknowledge the principal
imperative for Hampton Bays (in terms of density reduction, cost containment and quality of life) as:
UNADULTERATED OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION. Already existing sports fields are sited at Red
Creek Park (as well as on school properties), bolstered with abundant waterfront recreational amenities
courtesy of Mother Nature.
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Note: Both the CPF-acquired 10-acres adjacent to Munn’s Pond and the long advocated (now proposed)
g-acre acquisition on Montauk Highway are vital to preserving and restoring the few remaining SCENIC
VISTAS along the exceptionally long 3-mile span of highway (also recommended in the Comprehensive
Plan for roadways in all hamlet areas).

(d) PINE BARRENS CREDITS (“PBCs”): Contrary to initial indications put forth by Land
Management stating that there were some 29 PBCs existing within the Hampton Bays School District,
November 2010 DGEIS (Page I1L.1-12) now indicates that:

e “_the hamlet of Hampton Bays has one remaining parcel in the Pine Barrens with the
potential to register 4.81 PBCs.”

FORCES THE QUESTIONS:
o  What is actual status of Pine Barrens Credits (“PBCs”) delineating assigned land areas,
per hamlet, sited within the Core Preservation Area of the Pine Barrens ?
»  Where is the accurate breakdown / recap of actual PBCs as: “issued” - “redeemed” ~
“still potentially outstanding” --- within individual Hamiet/Village areas ?

(€) November 2010 DGEIS (Page ES-19 of 35) advocates to ... Develop a tree protection ordinance fo
preserve large, mature, or otherwise notable trees and prevent clear-cutting.”

Considering that this initiative had been the focus of community advocacy dating back 10 2003,
implementation is now clearly in order.

FORCES THE QUESTIONS:

s  What is the status of this long outstanding Tree Protection Ordinance ?
»  What is the status of the now long over-due Motel/Condo Conversion Study ?

e The originally proffered explanations for related delay had been that certain initiatives
require town-wide study and implementation. Thus, the Motel/Condo Conversion Study
was not specifically integrated in the Hampton Bays DGEIS when that study was
launched in 2008 (notwithstanding that some 47% -+ of Motel Units are situated in the

hamlet).-



