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Jeffrey W. Szabo 
Chief Executive Officer 

Sundy Schermeyer 
Town Clerk 
Town of Southampton 
116 Hampton Road 
Southampton, NY 11968 
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Administrative Offices: 4060 Sunrise HighV{qy, Oakdale, New. York~11:i69-0901 
(631) 563-0353 

Fax: (631) 563-0370 

May 22, 2023 

Re: Riverside Sewer District - Town of Southampton 
SEQRA Coordination for Supplemental GEIS 
SCTM# Various Tax Map Numbers - 468± Acres 

Dear Ms. Schermeyer: 

Your notification for SEQR Coordination was received and reviewed by our agency. 

Please be advised that our agency, the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA), has no 
interest to be designated Lead Agency status for the project captioned above. 

SCW A would however like to make the following comments as they relate to the proposed 
STP with leaching system. 

Treated effluent from these types of facilities has the potential to include emerging 
contaminants such as 1,4 Dioxane along with PFOA and PFOS which are all now regulated in 
New York State to extremely low levels. As you know, 1,4 Dioxane is not readily treated with 
conventional methods and SCW A has made a significant investment in research to treat wells 
impacted by this contaminant. We are currently in the process of retrofitting treatment to many 
of our wells to remove these contaminants at a great cost to our ratepayers. In addition to the 
currently regulated contaminants, we are concerned that a facility such as this will become a 
point source for high concentrations of unregulated pharmaceuticals and personal care products 
(PCPPs ). Regulated or unregulated, SCW A believes that these contaminants should be treated 
at the source, not at the wellhead. Ideally, SCW A would like to see wastewater treatment that 
would prevent introduction of all these contaminants to our groundwater supply. If this is not 
possible, then the developer and their engineer should be required to demonstrate that by the time 
the treated effluent from this facility reaches any public supply well screen, the concentrations of 
these contaminants are all below the drinking water standard. 
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Page Two 
May 22, 2023 

Beyond the regulatory aspects of the permitting of this facility , we have concerns about its 
operation. To keep them functioning properly, a high level of operational and engineering 
expertise is required that may exceed the capabilities of the plant operators. The result can be the 
exceedance of discharge parameters and negative impacts to groundwater resources. We feel 
strongly that such potential negative impacts must be avoided to the maximum extent possible. 
This should be done through more rigorous operator certification and training along with stiffer 
penalties for violations. 

If your agency and/or consultant have any questions or concerns, you would like to discuss 
about this project please call Joseph Pokorny, Deputy CEO of Operations at 631-563-0202. 

~u;t~u-
Jeffrey W. Szabo 

Cc: Charles Lefkowitz, Chairman, SCW A 
Joseph Pokorny, Deputy CEO Operations, SCW A 
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 COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 335 YAPHANK AVENUE 

(631) 852-4204 

FAX (631) 852-4659 

DARNELL TYSON, P.E. 
ACTING COMMISSIONER 

ERIC M. HOFMEISTER 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER  

December 26, 2023

kdougherty@southamptontownny.gov 
Town of Southampton, Town Board 
116 Hampton Road 
Southampton, NY 11968 

Subject: Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (SDGEIS) 
Riverside Sewer District, Town of Southampton 

Ms. Dougherty: 
The Town of Southampton’s Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (SDGEIS) 
for the proposed Riverside Sewer District was received by the Suffolk County Sewer Agency on 
December 12, 2023. 

In areas concerning Wastewater Treatment and disposal, the Suffolk County Sewer Agency reserves 
the right to comment on this proposed project and would like to be informed of all actions taken 
pursuant to SEQR and to be copied on submittals of the EAF, DEIS, FEIS reports.  

Comments: 

In review of the documentation available it was noted that the project proposes to create a municipal 
sewer district (SD), construct, operate and maintain a sewage treatment plant (STP), and operate said 
SD. This project is within the jurisdiction of the Suffolk County Sewer Agency. As mentioned above; 
the Suffolk County Sewer Agency reserves the right to comment on this proposed project and would 
like to be informed of all actions taken pursuant to SEQR and to be copied on submittals of the EAF, 
DEIS, FEIS reports 

If you have any comments or questions, please contact me at (631) 852-4191. 
Sincerely, 

Craig A Platt 
Public Works Special Project Supervisor 
CAP/dv 
cc: Janice McGovern, P.E. 

Boris Rukovets, P.E. 

\\datacore01.county.suf\DPW\Sanitation\SewerAgency\SH - Southampton 0900\Town of Southampton\Riverside Sewer District - Comments 
12-26-23.docx
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335 YAPHANK AVENUE YAPHANK, N.Y. 11980 FAX (631) 852-4659 

(631) 852-4204 

SUFFOLK COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY / AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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January 9, 2024 

Town Board 

Town of Southampton 

116 Hampton Road 

Southampton, NY  11968 

Re:  Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement – Riverside Sewer District 
Dated November 2023 

Dear Board Members: 

The comments made in this document are in response to the above referenced Supplemental Draft 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement for the Riverside Sewer District.  (SDGEIS) Please do not 
confuse the worthiness of the project with the critical comments that I will be outlining herein.  I believe 
the Riverside Sewer District will be a good project for the community, the Town of Southampton, and 
the environment including the Peconic Bay estuary.   

The plan is to construct a new sewage treatment plant that will service the Riverside community.  It will 
be either a 500,000 gallon per day (gpd) plant as noted on page 1-10 and 6-20, or an 800,000 gpd plant 
as noted on pages 1-22, 6-22 and 9-10.  There is little guidance in the document about the size and peak 
flow as peak flow could be 800,000 gpd or 2,344,000 gpd depending on which page one is reading.   

The SDGEIS as written contains a myriad of misinformation, factual errors on a grand scale and 
unsupported conclusions.  Some errors contained in the document are carried over from previous 
reports that were not properly fact checked and point to the lack of responsibility exhibited by the 
authors of this document.   

Starting on page 1-3 the document states that the review now includes: “Assessment of the preferred 
project which calls for the construction of a Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) or a Sequencing Batch Reactor 
(SBR} as determined by a final Technical Design Report, with a maximum effluent discharge goal of 10 
mg/l or less.”  I assume they are speaking about the nitrogen discharge being kept to 10 mg/l but it 
could refer to a variety of other parameters.  Further review finds that there is not any real discussion 
about the type of facility being proposed where on page 1-25 there is a conclusion offered that “N+P 
evaluated MBR, SBR and other technologies currently available for wastewater treatment and 
concluded that the SBR technology would be the best fit for the project from the standpoint of 
operational flexibility and cost assessment.  (emphasis added)   

I should note that SBR technology has been available for at least 30 years and is cumbersome, expensive 
to build and costly to maintain.  For an engineering firm to conclude with not backing information that 
this is the right fit for the area and the Town, is irresponsible and factually lacking.   MBR technology is 
more recent, and several generations of membranes have been successfully used in wastewater 
treatment with the newest designs being quite economical and offering lower maintenance costs to the 
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end user.   Additionally, MBR technology can provide near drinking water quality effluent which would 
minimize impacts to the environment.  A recent pilot study undertaken at the West Woodside Suffolk 
County Wastewater Treatment facility that utilized enhanced MBR technology showed non detect levels 
for BOD, coliforms, total suspended solids and phosphorous.  Ultra-low concentration of <3 mg/l total 
nitrogen in the effluent was achieved.  For N+P to dismiss the MBR technology, as it appears to be the 
case, is a disservice to the community, the Town, and the environment.   

Page 1-13 notes the network of subsurface leaching pools covering an area of 6.6 acres will have an 
estimated cost of $1,120,000.  If true, this would be a cost of $1,750.00 per leaching pool which is 
entirely overly optimistic, and unrealistic.   

Page 1-16 at the end of the top paragraph has the following statement, “To prevent additional impacts 
from sewage disposal on the underlying aquifer and nearby Peconic River Estuary, area ponds, brooks 
and fresh and tidal creeks and wetlands, limits have also been established on the volume of untreated 
wastewater that can be generated by ROD development.”  Is there any untreated wastewater 
anticipated from future ROD development, or is this comment just superfluous?  Again, on page 1-16 it 
is noted that the service area contributes approximately 5,976 pounds of nitrogen per year to the 
Peconic River.  I assume that number is extrapolated from the 4.58 mg/l concentration described on 
page 1-17 coming from existing conventional onsite systems.   

Page 1-17 states that the PEP (Peconic Estuary Partnership) was created to achieve a goal of 0.45 mg/l 
TN in all waters and 0.40 mg/l TN in shallow waters.  As noted above, the SDGEIS is figuring a design of 
discharge at no more than 10 mg/l or some 20 times the recommended loading.  If this is the case, why 
are we pursuing the plan as laid out? 

On pages 1-19 through 1-21 economic benefits are shown in 2015 dollars.  Why haven’t they been 
adjusted to provide a current snapshot of the anticipated revenues?  

Page 1-21, under the heading of Description of the Proposed Action it is noted that as part of the 
engineering assessment, several available state of the art STP technologies were evaluated...including 
Sequencing Batch Reactors, Membrane Bio-Reactor and Biologically Engineered Single Sludge 
Treatment, (BESST).  Apparently, the BESST was discarded without further review as evidenced on the 
following pages 1-22 and 1-23 where the technology isn’t described in any detail or discussed further.  

On page 1-22 one of the advantages of an SBR is that it is “Easily upgradeable to include secondary and 
tertiary treatment by installing mixers and filters. “Are these “upgrades” part of the proposal under 
consideration or are they going to be added and subject to further reports, reviews and costs?  If they 
are included, what do they consist of and how will they be incorporated into the design?   

In Section 1.4.1 it is noted that the MBR alternative has a smaller overall footprint, yet the document 
has a stated preference for the SBR alternative.  Is this because it is a more expensive alternative that 
NPV has experience in designing and administering?  It should be noted that an MBR facility has 
hydraulic flexibility as described for the SBR alternative that is equally adjustable with controllers.   

The MBR as described has a smaller footprint, produces higher biomass concentrations for higher 
quality treatment, less sludge production, longer retention times and a highly efficient treatment 
process.  Yet apparently a larger footprint with lesser quality effluent is preferable.  This contrasts with 
the statement on page 1-25 that “N+P evaluated MBR, SBR and other technologies currently available 
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for wastewater treatment and concluded that the SBR technology would be the best fit for the project 
from the standpoint of operational flexibility and cost assessment.”  Why? 

Page 1-25 finds that an odor control system would be designed and installed, if needed, yet such a 
system is not described on the previous pages where details are set forth for the components of SBR 
and MBR systems.  It is stated that the operator is likely one part time employee who would be 
responsible for monitoring all conditions including nitrogen loading from system effluent.  How is one 
part-time employee going to be responsible for operations and monitoring?   

Effluent leaching area:  First, it seems like the decision to use leaching pools has already been made 
based on the discussion provided in this section regardless of the options for injection wells and created 
wetlands that were mentioned.  Details on the effluent leaching area differ between the area required 
as shown on page 1-22 and that shown on page 1-25.  In most cases, the leaching pools will only provide 
a 2-foot separation from the bottom to the groundwater level, and due to the discharge, there is likely 
to be some mounding of the groundwater due to the discharge.  This is not discussed.  Additionally, to 
maximize the discharge distance to groundwater, should shallower pools or perhaps a drain field 
(leaching field) be considered instead of the large leaching field with 10-foot leaching pools? 

As a proposed mitigation measure, on page 2-9 it is noted that “The advanced tertiary level of treatment 
that will be provided and control of stormwater ...will help reduce or eliminate potential soil, 
groundwater and subsurface impacts.”  Page 1-22 notes that for the N+P preferred option of an SBR, the 
plant would be “easily upgradeable to include secondary and tertiary treatment.”  Again, contradictory 
information is being provided without clarity to the reader.  This is exacerbated by statements on page 
3-8 where drainage outfalls are noted to a lake and the Peconic River.  Can the stormwater discharges
be eliminated, and water diverted to the STP in an effort to eliminate some of the stormwater runoff
which is a stated goal in many diverse water reports spanning decades of research and
recommendations?

On page 2-10 it is noted that “Site grading operations will be undertaken in a manner that supports the 
reincorporation of excavated material back into the proposed leaching area.  How is this going to 
happen as each leaching pool will require excavation of over 10 yards of material which will need to be 
removed rather than reincorporated into the site.  For 640 pools, there is probably nearly 6,000 cubic 
yards of material that will need to be addressed.   

Page 3-11 notes the Lloyd Aquifer is approximately 1,000 feet deep in the Riverside area and is saline.  
I’m not sure about the Lloyd Aquifer being saline as many papers by the USGS as well as public policy for 
decades has called for the protection of the Lloyd as a future water source if the other two aquifers 
become contaminated.   

Also on page 3-11 it is stated that, “...stormwater runoff does not inherently contain significant 
concentrations of contaminants but is very effective at ‘washing’ them from streets, parking lots, 
sidewalks, concrete pads outdoor materials storage areas, lawns, gardens and other surfaces, mobilizing 
both soluble and non-soluble materials, and transporting them to areas of deposition by point and 
nonpoint discharges where they accumulate in groundwater and surface waters.”   What does this 
mean?  Page 3-14 notes that a threat to groundwater comes from, among other sources, “stormwater 
runoff recharged into groundwater from recharge basins, drywells and leaching pools...”.  Page 3-18 
notes recommendations for treatment of stormwater to include green infrastructure yet it does not 
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seem that such consideration has been attempted, nor has the option of treating some of the 
stormwater at the STP.   

Page 3-18 also notes that there will be 8.49 acres of lawn or reseeded land.  That amount of lawn seems 
excessive and native vegetation should be used instead of lawn.  It also would seem contrary to the 
requirements that “No more than 15% of any site may be established in fertilizer dependent vegetation 
under the current CLUP and CPBOD standards.” as noted on page 3-21.  Furthering the confusion is the 
statement on page 3-22 that “all proposed site uses will conform with the 15% restriction, and 
landscaping will use native species which do not require fertilization chemicals and irrigation to the 
maximum extent practicable.   

Under the heading of Increased sewer discharges it is noted that “Wastewater discharges are subject to 
routine monitoring under the standards and requirements of a SPDES permit and operators, inspectors 
and maintenance personnel must be trained to oversee facilities and be available 24 hours/day 7 
days/week.  This may be difficult for the one part time operator noted previously and will be impossible 
when the plant “will be operated remotely by computers and, therefore, will be unmanned as noted on 
page 5-12 and 5-15. 

In Section 3-3 found of pages 3-24 and 3-25 the Mitigation measures seem more like bullet point 
reiterations of a variety of requirements of the SCDHS, SCWA, SCSC and other involved agencies as 
opposed to actual mitigation measures specific to project at hand.   

On page 5-19 there is discussion of stormwater runoff and recharge, particularly at the STP site.  Why is 
there no discussion about collecting and treating stormwater at the STP from the site and perhaps some 
of the adjacent roadways, especially where existing drainage structures will be removed and possibly 
replaced? 

Page 5-23 notes that the sewage recharge area will represent the largest area of clearing, as it must be 
free of trees, shrubs and roots.  This area will however be reseeded preferably with native pine barrens 
cover vegetation after initial clearing.  Other sections of the document mention lawns, landscaping, and 
native vegetation.  Can we be specific about what is being proposed as there are contradictory 
statements on the following page.   

Due to the relatively shallow depth to groundwater, why wasn’t a drain field considered for the recharge 
of the effluent.  Use of a drain field would increase the percolation of the effluent by several feet before 
contacting  the groundwater table.   

Page 5-25 notes that clearing will be restricted at the facility between December 1 through February 28 
when NLEBs are not expected to be present.  Does this mean that this is the only time when clearing is 
permitted or is it prohibited during this time? 

It is noted on page 5-36 “...that the proposed STP will have a positive overall effect on the environment 
including the SGPA by providing the highest sewage treatment possible and reducing overall nitrogen 
concentrations in groundwater.”  This is largely true, except that the author’s preference for an SBR 
facility does not make this a reality.  Modern MBR technology is far more effective than SBR’s in treating 
water to near drinking water quality standards, with a smaller footprint and at a lower cost.   
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Page 5-42 opens discussion on utilization of discharging treated effluent to constructed wetlands and 
further notes that this is not the preferred alternative.  I’ll address this issue a little later.   

On page 7-14 odor control is discussed and the conclusion is reached that “Regarding odors, a masonry 
structure will enclose the STP equipment and treatment processes, thereby containing odors.  If odors 
become an issue, odor control technologies will be installed.”  Contract this statement with those on 
page 1-9 where it is stated that “odor control technology will be provided.”  The authors obviously 
thought about the issue but seem not to have a good grasp of the consequences of not providing 
adequate odor control, especially for a SBR option as they obviously prefer.   

In Section 9, Alternatives, Section 9-2 addresses the discharge of treated effluent to Constructed 
Wetlands.  As described, this would be a 4.3 acre constructed wetland created in the dredge spoil area 
adjacent to the Peconic River.  Wetlands would be ‘constructed’ at between 7+/- feet to 12 +/- feet 
above msl.  This sounds more like a recharge basin rather than a constructed wetland.  The entire 
discussion of the use of constructed wetlands is rather convoluted and needs to be reevaluated, 
especially where the costs are discussed on page 9-9.  It should be noted that the cost comparison 
compares the cost of installing 100-foot-deep recharge wells to the Lloyd aquifer.  The Lloyd aquifer is 
approximately 1,000 feet deep and cost comparisons using the 100-foot-deep wells are inaccurate at 
best.   

The cost comparison to the use of leaching pools assumes that each leaching pool can be procured, 
delivered, installed and connected for $1,750/pool.  This is a fantasy.  The cost of 2 10-foot leaching 
rings, 5 foot tall, along with a footing ring, and a 10’ diameter low dome is more than $2,000.00 from a 
local supplier.  These costs don’t include delivery, excavation, machinery, and labor for the installation.  

The discussion of the use of injection wells is similarly flawed as the 100-foot depth for the wells is a 
continuing error that apparently dates to a 2015 Arcadis report that identifies the depth to the Lloyd 
aquifer as 100 feet.  Page 9-12 correctly notes that the Lloyd Aquifer is between 1,000 and 1,500 feet 
deep, but the logic of using 100-foot-deep wells carries through the discussion.   

There is no real discussion of the use of alternative technologies in the Alternatives Section, despite 
being required as noted on page 9-1.  MBR Technology and BEEST were inadequately addressed in the 
February 2022 Arcadis report and the recommendations taken in this document continue the 
inadequacy.   

A properly designed MBR Sewage Treatment Plant would occupy less than half of the footprint being 
discussed for the SBR alternative and would product an effluent that approaches drinking water quality 
which would be a huge improvement for the environment of the community, the Town and the Peconic 
Estuary.  An MBR using the latest technology would be more cost effective, can be completed faster and 
would be less expensive to operate in the short and long term.  Serious consideration needs to be given 
to this alternative which can have many more positive benefits than the project as currently considered.  

Thank you for your consideration regarding this matter.  I reiterate the fact that the project of building 
and operating an STP for the Riverside area is a good and necessary project with far reaching benefits 
for the community, the Town and the Peconic River and Estuary.  Using Enhanced MBR technology the 
results will be better quality effluent; construction would be quicker and capital costs and operational 

KCw-34
Sec. 2.2

KCw-35
Sec. 2.2

KCw-36
Sec. 2.2

KCw-37
Sec. 2.3

KCw-38
Sec. 2.12

KCw-39
Sec. 2.3

KCw-40
Sec. 2.2

KCw-41
Sec. 2.2

KCw-42
Sec. 2.2

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line

shuntington
Line



and maintenance costs would be more economical than the SBR scenario being currently proposed.  I 
am available to discuss any, and all aspects of the criticism outlined herein.   

Very truly yours, 

Ken Coenen 

631-295-7804
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

H.  LEE DENNISON BLDG  100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY, 2nd Fl  P.O. BOX 6100  HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788-0099  (631) 853-5191

ELISA PICCA 

CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

SARAH LANSDALE 
COMMISSIONER 

January 10, 2024 

Town of Southampton 
116 Hampton Road 
Southampton, NY  11968 
Attn:  Sundy A. Schermeyer, Town Clerk 

     SEQRA Lead Agency Coordination 
  Re:  SEQRA on Adopted Reso 630 

  Municipal File No.: Adopted Resolution 630 Supplemental Generic Environmental 
Impact Statement for siting and construction of a Community 
Sewage Treatment Plant in the Hamlet of Riverside 

S.C.T.M. No.:  N/A
S.C.P.C.  No.:  SH-23-LD

Dear Ms. Schermeyer: 

Your notification for SEQR Coordination was received by our agency on May 1, 2023. 

Please be advised that our agency, the Suffolk County Planning Commission, has no objection to the Town 
of Southampton assuming Lead Agency status for the above referenced. 

The Suffolk County Planning Commission reserves the right to comment on this proposed action in the 
future and wants to be kept informed of all actions taken pursuant to SEQRA and to be provided with copies 
of all EAF’s, DEIS’s and FEIS’s, etc.  Please note that pursuant to New York State General Municipal Law 
section 239 and Article XIV of the Suffolk County Administrative Code, prior to final approval, this action 
should be referred to the Suffolk County Planning Commission for review.  

Note:  Please be advised that this letter is a correction to the June 14, 2023 Suffolk County Planning 
Commission letter which is enclosed for reference.  The June 14, 2023 letter had the incorrect S.C.P.C. No. 
and errantly added under "Comments:" a reference to a Suffolk County Planning Commission Resolution 
that is not applicable. 

Very truly yours, 

John Corral 
By Christine DeSalvo 

John Corral, Environmental Projects Coordinator 
Division of Planning & Environment 

JC/cd 
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

STEVEN BELLONE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

 

 LEE DENNISON BLDG  100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY, 11th Fl  P.O. BOX 6100  HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788-0099  (631) 853-5191 

ELISA PICCA 

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

SARAH LANSDALE 

COMMISSIONER CHRISTOPHER GONZALEZ 

CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

June 14, 2023 
Town of Southampton 
116 Hampton Road 
Southampton, NY  11968 
Attn:  Sundy A. Schermeyer, Town Clerk 

     SEQRA Lead Agency Coordination 
Re:  SEQRA on Adopted Reso 630 

     Municipal File No.:  Adopted Resolution 630 Supplemental Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement for siting and construction 
of a Community Sewage Treatment Plant in the Hamlet of 
Riverside 

S.C.T.M. No.:  N/A
S.C.P.C.  No.:  RH-23-LD

Dear Ms. Schermeyer: 

Your notification for SEQR Coordination was received by our agency on May 1, 2023. 

Please be advised that our agency, the Suffolk County Planning Commission, has no objection to the 
Town of Southampton assuming Lead Agency status for the above referenced. 

The Suffolk County Planning Commission reserves the right to comment on this proposed action in the 
future and wants to be kept informed of all actions taken pursuant to SEQRA and to be provided with 
copies of all EAF’s, DEIS’s and FEIS’s, etc.  Please note that pursuant to New York State General 
Municipal Law section 239 and Article XIV of the Suffolk County Administrative Code, prior to final 
approval, this action should be referred to the Suffolk County Planning Commission for review.  

Comments: 
Please see the attached Suffolk County Planning Commission Resolution. 

Very truly yours, 

Andrew P. Freleng 
By Christine DeSalvo 

Andrew P. Freleng, Chief Planner 
Division of Planning & Environment 

APF/cd 
Enc. 



File No. RH-23-01 

Resolution No. ZSR-23-13 of the Suffolk County Planning Commission 
Pursuant to Sections A14-14 to thru A14-25 of the Suffolk County Administrative Code 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Sections A14-14 thru A14-25 of the Suffolk County Administrative Code, a 
referral was received on January 20, 2023 at the offices of the Suffolk County Planning 
Commission with respect to the application of “Town of Riverhead Downtown 
Riverfront Overlay District” located in the Town of Riverhead 

WHEREAS, said referral was considered by the Suffolk County Planning Commission at its meeting on 
March 1, 2023, now therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, pursuant to Section A14-16 of the Suffolk County Administrative Code and Section 239-m 6 
of the General Municipal Law, the referring municipality within thirty (30) days after final 
action, shall file a report with the Suffolk County Planning Commission, and if said action is 
contrary to this recommendation, set forth the reasons for such contrary action,   
Be it further 

RESOLVED, that the Suffolk County Planning Commission Approves the Town of Riverhead 
Downtown Riverfront Overlay District with the following Comments: 

Comments: 

1. Additional descriptive elements with respect to the proposed Overlay District would be
beneficial including:

 Area in acres or square miles of the Overlay District
 Total number and listing of (Suffolk County Tax Map No.) parcels within

the Overlay District
 Textual description of the proposed boundaries of the Overlay District
 Assurance that newly prohibited uses can be found as allowable uses in

other zoning districts of the Town and that there are provisions in the
Town Code for the continuation/expansion of pre-existing, non-
conforming uses.

2. The Town, when considering the variety of accommodations in the Overlay District,
should revisit §301-221.3 uses, items T. & U., and clarify the prohibition of “Vacation
Time Share Properties” or “Air B&Bs”.  It may be warranted to have a phase-in schedule
of such uses as conditions dictate.



ZSR-23-13 
File No.:  RH-23-01 

Town of Riverhead 
Downtown Riverfront Overlay District 

COMMISSION ACTIONS OF APPROVED RESOLUTION 

AYE  NAY  ABSTAIN   ABSENT 

BALDWIN, STEPHANIE – At Large X 

CASEY, JENNIFER - Town of Huntington X 

CONDZELLA, JOHN – Town of Riverhead X 

COVERDALE, JOHN – Town of Brookhaven X 

DOTY, DAVID – Town of East Hampton X 

FINN, JOHN - Town of Smithtown X 

FLYNN, DANIEL – Town of Southampton X 

GALLE, ELIZABETH – Town of Shelter Island X 

GERSHOWITZ, KEVIN G.- At Large X 

KAUFMAN, MICHAEL -  Villages under 5,000 X 

KITT, ERROL – At Large X 

LEWIS, LASCHECA, Town of Babylon X 

MCCARTHY, THOMAS - Town of Southold X 

MCCARTHY, TIMOTHY – Town of Islip X 

PERRY, LISA – Villages Over 5,000 X 

Motion:         Commissioner Flynn Present:  11 

Seconded:  Commissioner Kaufman Absent:     4 

Voted:  11 

Abstentions:    0    

Recused:   0 

DECISION:  Approved 
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Planning Board Meeting: 01/25/24 02:00 PM 
Town Hall Department: Planning 

Southampton, NY  11968 Category: Town Board Referrals 
Prepared By: Theresa Masin 

ADOPTED 

PLANNING BOARD RESOLUTION (ID # 45386) DOC ID: 45386 

Updated: 1/26/2024 12:21 PM by Theresa Masin Page 1 

Riverside Sewage Treatment Plant SDGEIS 
WHEREAS, the Planning Board is in receipt of the Supplemental Draft Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement (SDGEIS) for the Riverside Sewage Treatment Plant; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has the reviewed the SDGEIS and discussed the plan at 
their January 11, 2024 and January 25, 2024 meetings;  

WHEREAS, the Planning Board supports the formation of a Riverside Sewer District, 
and construction of an associated sewage treatment plant, in order to revitalize the hamlet of 
Riverside, with the following comments: 

 The Planning Board supports the preferred alternative that utilizes leaching pools,
as the use of injection wells does not comply with ECL §15-1528;

 The Planning Board recommends selection of treatment technology that provides
the highest levels of treatment and adaptability;

 The Planning Board recommends that the beneficial reuse of treated graywater
needs to be explored as a future initiative;

 The Planning Board recommends the installation of solar panels atop the
proposed sewage treatment plant building, in order to offset energy consumption
at the site, consistent with the recommendations of the Climate Action Plan;

 he Planning Board recommends creation of a grant program to help offset the
annual operation and maintenance costs for low to moderate income households;
and

 The Planning Board recommends that the Town Board engage in community
outreach and education regarding the propose sewage treatment plant and district
formation; now, therefore
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Planning Board Resolution (ID # 45386) Meeting of January 25, 2024 

Updated: 1/26/2024 12:21 PM by Theresa Masin Page 2 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Board supports the proposed establishment of a 
sewer district, as well as the construction of the sewage treatment plant and associated 
collection and conveyance system consistent with the recommendations outlined above.   
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

EDWARD P. ROMAINE 
SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

H.  LEE DENNISON BLDG  100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HWY, 2nd Fl  P.O. BOX 6100  HAUPPAUGE, NY 11788-0099  (631) 853-5191

ELISA PICCA 

CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

SARAH LANSDALE 
COMMISSIONER 

March 25, 2024 

Town of Southampton 
116 Hampton Road 
Southampton, NY  11968 
Attn:  Janice Scherer, Planning & Development Administrator 

  SEQRA 
        Re:  Riverside Sewage Treatment Plant 

  Municipal File No.: Siting and construction of a Community Sewage Treatment 
Plant in the Hamlet of Riverside 

S.C.T.M. No.:  0900 14100 0100 009014 et al
S.C.P.C.  No.:  SH-24-LD

Dear Ms. Scherer: 

The SEQRA information on the Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (SDGEIS) 
for the above project was received by the Suffolk County Planning Commission on March 6, 2024.  Thank 
you for providing this information.   

Please note that while the Suffolk County Planning Commission does not have comments at this time, the 
Suffolk County Planning Commission reserves the right to comment on this proposed action in the future 
and wants to be kept informed of all actions taken pursuant to SEQRA and continued to be provided with 
all related SEQR information.   

Thank you and please let us know if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

John Corral 
By Christine DeSalvo 

John Corral, Environmental Projects Coordinator 
Division of Planning & Environment 
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