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Town of Southampton
1 1 6 H AM P TO N R O A D
S O U T H AM P T O N , N E W Y O R K 1 1 9 6 8
TOWN COUNCIL

BRIDGET FLEMING
COUNCILWOMAN

Telephone (631) 287-5745
FAX (631) 287-4507

TO:

Kyle Collins, Town Planning and Development Administrator
David Wilcox, Director of Planning

FROM:

Councilwoman Bridget Fleming

DATE:

November 17, 2015

RE:

Riverside Revitalization Action Plan

I wholeheartedly support economic revitalization of the Riverside community. At the
same time, responsible legislation in this regard requires careful scrutiny of underlying
assumptions to avoid a false sense of confidence in the community regarding full build
out of the Theoretical Development Scenario. Additionally, short of full build out, we
must ensure that allowing piecemeal opting in to the density bonuses provided for in the
overlay district not further degrade the economy and quality of life of the area. With
these thoughts in mind, kindly ensure that the following concerns are addressed in the
FEIS:
BF-1

x

Discussion of alternatives regarding sewage disposal indicate that “additional
study is warranted to determine the best locations to serve the community.”
Specifically identify strategy, timelines, funding sources and proposed entities to
undertake such study.

x

Describe and analyze specific features of any proposed Sewage Treatment Plant.

x

Where, if at all, can density bonuses be realized, if it all, without the installation
of large-scale septic, that is, identify properties that could opt in to the overlay
district and meet septic standards with individual on-site sewage disposal systems.
See e.g., (410.A (4) “Where public sewerage is not available, no lot shall be built
upon which has insufficient space for a private sanitary waste disposal system, as
determined by the Town and the Suffolk County Department of Health
Services.”)

x

How will commercial developers who benefit from, or will benefit from, density
bonuses contribute to regional costs of governmental infrastructure investment,
e.g., sewers, traffic infrastructure, if at all, e.g., TIFF.

3.2.1

BF-2
3.2.1
BF-3
3.2.1

BF-4
3.2.9

-2-

BF-5

x

If the proposal is adopted and funding for septic is not subsequently secured so
that the full Theoretical Development Scenario cannot be realized, what
legislative mechanism exists for retracting the density bonuses provided for in the
overlay district?

x

The RRAP provides that “We believe that, even with the considerable conditions
for economic, social and environmental protection contained in the proposed
Zoning, property owners will choose over time to opt in because it will provide
them the most sustainable and profitable path to development for them and the
community.” (p.36) What, if any inducements are contemplated to encourage
current property owners to opt into the overlay zoning rather than being
vulnerable to sale to commercial developers who are far better equipped to profit
from density bonuses, and to what extent can or will commercial developers
contribute to such inducements?

x

Who determines payment in lieu of civic space? Identify a timeline tying the
construction of civic space to project construction.

x

Will the opportunity to opt into density bonuses be organized strictly on a “first
come first served” basis, or will other organizational principles be utilized?

x

Identify a strategy for build out that will ensure against displacement of current
residents who desire to remain the hamlet, particularly with regard to larger single
family homes.

x

Is there general agreement that full build out will only generate the addition of
283 children to the school district? Is the Riverhead School District in agreement
with this estimate? What is the specific strategy for the District to serve these
additional students, what will be the cost and how will that cost be met? Does the
School Board agree with the proposed strategy regarding these challenges?

3.2.1
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cc:

Town Board

Catcove Corp
71 Hill Street
Southampton, NY 11968
November 10, 2015
Anna Throne Holst, Supervisor
Town of Southampton
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, NY 11968
Re:

Riverside BOA, Revitalization Plan and Zoning Amendments
DEIS comments

Dear Supervisor Throne Holst:
After attending the meeting in FRNCA last week, and meeting with Sean McLean and
others, I submit some comments on the GEIS plan, hoping that they can be
incorporated prior to finalizing.
DDG-1
3.2.9

DDG-2
3.2.9

DDG-3
3.2.9

1) The RO-6 benefits are associated with a 300 foot minimum frontage. I
respectfully request that this be waived since some of the properties (including
252 and 248 Flanders Road) are flag lots. Please amend to remove that
requirement or to remove it for any waterfront properties that contain more
than 60,000 sf of land area.
2) The zoning chart of the GEIS calls for 44 hotel units on the approximate 7 acres
of properties that my companies own (252 and 248 Flanders Road). This is not
at all economically viable and doesn’t appear to be conforming to the community
and current Town Board desires to maximize waterfront access, to create jobs,
to contribute to an economic multiplier, and to beautify the hamlet. I am hoping
that the proposed overlay zoning can be amended to the maximum number of
housing units acceptable given the lot area, sanitary, parking, and wetland
constraints. As discussed with Sean Mclean, I am suggesting 20 units per acre
of first time home buyer product—perhaps condo with pool, paddle tennis, kayak
and canoe open to community use, and potentially a restaurant overlooking the
water. Walking path connecting to the parkland to the west, and perhaps a float
boat landing pad for “commute” across to downtown riverhead. All are possible,
but none are economic without such density.
3) In order to maximize density and views, and to create a visual beacon, I propose
amending the draft height restriction to the maximum proposed on neighboring
sites in the hamlet study area. (55 feet) This would permit the construction to

DDG-3
3.2.9

DDG-4
3.2.9

DDG-5
3.2.9

DDG-6
3.2.9

be raised above flood plain, to maximize views, and to minimize the footprint of
the building area, (limiting impervious lot coverage as much as possible).
4) The 3.5 story limit is respectfully requested to be, as written above, changed to
the maximum under the riverside rediscovered guidelines—4 story. Again,
shrinking the footprint while affording maximum density.
5) It is requested that the wetland set- backs be set as close to the water as is
possible (especially in light of the wetland mitigation and restoration project
discussed by Sean). This would permit the waterfront theme, the walking trails,
seating areas, and maritime connection that the community is seeking. As has
been discussed, a 50’ setback from both the tidal and freshwater wetlands is
requested.
6) As written above, a use of residential, rather than hotel, could be economically
feasible. I do not believe that a Hotel, in this location, on the much smaller
amount of land area, at this time, is feasible.
Thank you very much for your consideration. Please call with any questions or
comments: 631 283 6500 ext 718 or email, dedecatcove@aol.com.
Sincerely,

Dede Gotthelf
Cc: Brad Bender, Councilman
Christine Scalera, Councilwoman
Stan Glinka, Councilman
Bridget Flemming, Councilwoman
Sundy Schermeyer, Clerk of the Town of Southampton
Frank Zappone, Deputy Supervisor, Town of Southampton
Kyle Collins, Southampton Town Planning and Development Administrator
Members, FRMCA Board of Directors
Sean McLean, Riverside Rediscovered
Charles Cuddy
T. Moan
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P.O. Box 602, Flanders, N.Y. 11901 • FRNCA.org

November 11, 2015
Anna Throne Holst, Supervisor
Town of Southampton
116 Hampton Road
Southampton, N.Y. 11901
Re: Riverside BOA, Revitalization Plan and
Zoning Amendments, DEIS, Comments By FRNCA
Dear Supervisor Throne Holst:
I am writing to supplement my attached comments dated November 10, 2015, in effect adding add one
additional recommendation regarding the referenced proposed zoning as it affects the density of
development on the riverfront east of the 14 acre county park. Specifically, I recommend that the as of FRNCA-7
right density be increased for projects that include at least 50% affordable condominium units and which 3.2.9
provide maximum public access to the waterfront (for residents and non residents) as well as
environmental enhancements that are deemed by the town to be of significant public benefit.
Overall, FRNCA supports non single-family home residential development that provides both market
rate and affordable units together so as to avoid the identification or stigmatization of persons who live
in “affordable housing”. However, due to high land values on the waterfront, I believe such a mix may
only be achieved through greater density than that which is permitted by the present zoning designation.
Higher density offers perhaps the last opportunity to create attainably priced residential options on the
East End waterfront. There is no other location that I can imagine that has waterfront views and access
for those who are not wealthy, may be veterans and emergency workers, are seniors or persons with
disabilities of modest means. We should make creating such an affordable option feasible through
increased density.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Vince Taldone
President
C:

Brad Bender, Councilman, Town of Southampton
Christine Scalera, Councilwoman, Town of Southampton
Stan Glinka, Councilman, Town of Southampton
Bridget Fleming, Councilwoman, Town of Southampton
Sundy Schermeyer, Clerk of the Town of Southampton
Frank Zappone, Deputy Supervisor, Town of Southampton
Kyle Collins, Southampton Town Planning and Development Administrator
Members, FRNCA Board of Directors
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ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

ROSE HARVEY
Commissioner

October 23, 2015
Mr. Scott Robin
Environmental Planner
Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC
572 Walt Whitman Road
Melville, NY 11747
Re:

SEQRA - Adoption of Riverside Overlay Zone
468 acres in the Hamlet of Riverside in the Town of Southampton. 15PR05055
NPV #15128

Dear Mr. Robin:
Thank you for requesting the comments of the Division for Historic Preservation of the Office of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) as part of your SEQRA process. These comments are
those of OPRHP and relate only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include potential
environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. Such
impacts must be considered as part of the environmental review of the project pursuant to the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law Article 8) and its
implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617).
There are no known historic properties wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous to the
project area that are recommended for listing or listed in the State and/or National Registers of Historic
Places (S/NRHP). Therefore, under SEQRA we have no comments regarding potential impacts to
architectural or archaeological resources.

OPRHP-1
3.2.20

OPRHP-2
3.2.20

However, our review does not include potential impacts to architectural or archaeological resources that
OPRHP-3
may be eligible for the registers. If the lead agency concludes that additional studies would be
beneficial to identify and/or assess potential impacts to archeological and historic resources eligible for 3.2.20
the registers, the OPRHP would be pleased to provide additional guidance.
If this project will involve state or federal permitting, funding or licensing, it may require a more rigorous
review for potential impacts to architectural and archaeological resources, in accordance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act or Section 14.09 of NYS Parks Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law.
Sincerely,

Ruth L. Pierpont
Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation
Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • www.nysparks.com

OPRHP-4
3.2.20
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PLANNING BOARD REPORT AND COMMENTS
ON THE

RIVERSIDE BROWNFIELD OPPORTUNITY AREA REVITALIZATION ACTION PLAN,
FORM BASED ZONING CODE AMENDMENTS AND
DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,
AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE TOWN’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
NOVEMBER 19, 2015
The Town of Southampton Department of Land Management (DLM), Master Developer
Renaissance Downtowns (RD), and environmental planning consultant Nelson, Pope &
Voorhis meet with the Town of Southampton Planning Board (the Board) on October
8th and 22nd, and November 12, 2015 to provide an overview of the Riverside
Revitalization Action Plan (RRAP) and proposed Form Based Zoning Code and Overlay
District. The purpose of these meetings was to discuss the proposed zoning overlay
initiative and the details of how the form based code would be implemented, as well as
review the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) process, to form the basis
for this report.
Sean McLean (Renaissance Downtowns) and Kyle Collins (DLM) provided an overview
and presentation of the RRAP and proposed Overlay Districts during the October 8, 2015
Board meeting. This meeting was mainly an informational meeting for the Board. The
Board expressed a desire to further understand how an optional overlay district would
work, as well as concerns regarding potential displacement of existing residents. The
Board had an opportunity to review the details of the draft code prior to the additional
meetings held on October 22, 2015, and November 12, 2015, and these meetings
provided an opportunity for questions/concerns to be discussed. The following
summarizes discussions during these meetings.
October 22, 2015 Meeting
x

Board Member Lofaro asked the Master Developer to explain how the proposed
Overlay District interacts with the underlying zoning, and if a landowner would still
have the option of going to the Zoning Board of Appeals under the Overlay District.
Sean McLean explained that the Overlay District is entirely optional for property
owners; however incentives are built into the proposed Overlay District that
significantly benefit the land owner to opt into the Overlay District. Those benefits
are tied to the various requirements of the overlay code, which provide for

community benefits such as fees contributing to wetlands and pine barrens restoration
funds, requirement for connection to sewers, local hiring requirements and
sustainable development requirements. The Code dictates the form, or architectural
styles of the buildings constructed under the Overlay District, which provides for a
cohesive downtown appearance. So rather than require property owners to
development under the Overlay District, the code is designed to provide adequate
incentives to encourage land owners to choose to opt in. The Overlay District still
follows NYS law, and therefore is subject to Zoning Board of Appeals procedures.
x

Board member Gandel questioned how the RO-5 was set up, and if the existing nonconforming homes would be impacted by the Overlay District. Sean McLean
explained that the RO-5 District maintains the existing residential neighborhoods and
does not allow for additional density in RO-5 so the existing established residential
neighborhoods are not impacted or changed by the Overlay District. The Board also
discussed the existing mobile home communities and was generally supportive in the
notion that these established neighborhoods should remain unchanged.

x

Board member Blaney questioned if an analysis had been done to evaluate what could
be built under the existing zoning and compared to that which could be built under
the proposed Overlay District. Sean McLean explained that in developing the
proposed Overlay code, the Master Developer started with an evaluation of build out
under the existing zoning to understand allowable uses, setbacks and heights. The
proposed Overlay District was then built around the existing parameters to ensure
incentives were adequately provided for the optional Overlay District. The Town of
Riverhead’s rezoning efforts were also discussed in comparison to the proposed
Overlay District. Sean McLean noted that the Town of Riverhead’s situation is fairly
unique, in that a single land owner controls much of the downtown area (and was
using the vacant buildings as a tax write off). The Town then rezoned the downtown,
which gave further density/value that significantly benefited that single property
owner.

x

The question of eminent domain was raised. Sean McLean explained that the
Overlay District does not anticipate or encourage the use of any eminent domain.
The Overlay District is entirely optional for landowners.

x

The uses were generally discussed and the Planning Board asked if a community
center was envisioned in the area. Sean McLean indicated that a community ice rink
is being evaluated as part of the Theoretical Development Scenario considered in the
environmental impact statement. Suffolk Community College is in the process of
building a pool nearby; therefore a separate YMCA type use is not envisioned at this
time.

x

Increased public transportation opportunities were also discussed, including the
potential for a shuttle from Riverside to downtown Riverhead and shopping areas on
CR 58. The need for increased bus service along the existing bus route was also
discussed. Sean McLean indicated that increased bus service and public transit
opportunities were voiced as significantly desired by the community during the

extensive community outreach efforts. Therefore, the Master Developer and the
Town are working with Suffolk County on potential increases in service for this line.
Chairman Finnerty noted that a public/private bus service or shuttle would be a great
addition to the Riverside area.
November 12, 2015 Meeting
x

The types of artisan manufacturing uses that would be permitted and what controls
exist in the code to ensure that potentially incompatible industrial activities do not
occur adjacent to residential uses was discussed. The draft code is broad in the
allowance of uses, but requires that all buildings built are a minimum of two stories,
and many of the streets have storefront requirements – which are designed for artisan
production and first floor showroom space. Kyle Collins indicated that the code does
not allow “industrial scale”, mass production manufacturing, rather it is geared
toward costume work that is compatible with residential uses. The Planning Board
suggested that the code definitions be updated to distinguish and define “industrial
scale” to ensure artisan production uses are an appropriate scale and do not require
large tractor trailer deliveries into the downtown area.

x

The process for individual site development and the 10-year build-out horizon
evaluated under the Draft GEIS was discussed. It was explained that the Draft GEIS
assumed a 10 year build horizon for analysis purposes, which is the basis for
establishing thresholds in the Findings Statement. The actual time to build the uses
evaluated in the GEIS may take more or less time based on market demand.
However, each individual project opting into the code will need to provide a
consistency analysis with the adopted Findings Statement to demonstrate the project
falls within the SEQRA assumptions evaluated in the GEIS, and provides
supplemental information/analysis as needed (i.e., items identified in the “Future
Actions” Section 15 of the Draft GEIS, such as site-specific Phase I environmental
assessments, archaeological surveys, access analysis for driveway locations, etc.).
Any project in the future that is outside or beyond the thresholds established by the
current GEIS would require supplemental review pursuant to SEQRA.

x

Specific threshold limits were discussed for impacts such as nitrogen loading. The
load limitations to the Peconic River were discussed, and in particular how discharge
is monitored from sewage treatment. Carrie O’Farrell discussed that under the
permitting requirements for a sewage treatment plant (STP), the NYS Dept. of
Environmental Conservation requires regular testing and reporting of the effluent
discharged from the STP. Because the Peconic River has strict nitrogen loading
limitations and regulatory standards precluding increases in nitrogen loading to the
Peconic River, any STP proposed for Riverside will be subject to very closely
monitored discharge limitations. It is recognized that building under the Overlay
District cannot occur until an acceptable sewage treatment solution is constructed.

x

Board Member Keith quested how the Overlay Districts will facilitate and encourage
revitalization? Sean McLean indicated the purpose of this larger planning effort and
the BOA is to help work out many of the barriers to development that currently exist

in Riverside. The complications surrounding Pine Barrens requirements, sewage
treatment, and what the zoning currently allows do not allow for a property owner to
easily pursue redevelopment with any kind of significant financial gain. The process
presently underway is intended to identify clear roads to redevelopment, and provide
a code that incentivizes redevelopment as a “market ready model”. By understanding
what can be built and what mitigation needs to be provided to redevelop, there is
much greater certainty and benefit to a property owner.
x

Board Member Keith also asked if Veterans were afforded some priority in the
housing proposed under the Overlay District. Kyle Collins noted that the Town’s
Community Benefit housing regulations that will be applied to 50% of the units built
under the Overlay District already places Veterans as a priority group eligible for
Community Benefit Housing. Board Member Keith suggested that outreach to
Veterans should be considered once the residential units are available. Board Member
Lofaro asked if an applicant could opt out of the requirement for providing the
Community Benefit Housing. It was explained that you cannot opt out; however
applicants can reach agreements for the Community Benefit Housing to be built on
other parcels within the Overlay District area – however it must be constructed on a
one for one basis.

x

Board Member Gandel asked how the community felt about the density proposed
under the Overlay Districts. Sean McLean discussed the tremendous community
support and positive turnout at the Town’s public hearing on 10/2915. The
community has been overwhelmingly supportive of the revitalization efforts. Kyle
Collins noted that the code only allows the higher 3-4.5 story buildings for properties
that meet the minimum area and frontage requirements, so not all properties will be
able to qualify for the large building heights (without consolidating lots with adjacent
properties).

x

Board Member Gandel noted concern regarding the proposed reduction of parking
requirements, as other downtown areas of the town have experienced issues with
parking shortfalls. Additionally, concern regarding the creation of connector streets
and the potential for impact to the adjacent residential streets was noted. Kyle Collins
noted that the connector streets that are limited in their networking can create
problems, but when a fully integrated network can be constructed, as proposed, then
the burden that any one street would experience would be reduced (it’s spread
throughout a larger area).

x

Board Member Keith noted that traffic conditions on Route 24 at 5:00 in the
afternoon are problematic currently. He asked if the Town had coordinated with the
Town of Riverhead on the backups occurring on Main St. and Roanoke in Riverhead.
Sean McLean noted that the County has funded the traffic circle improvements which
will convert the roundabout to two lanes beginning in 2016. The traffic analysis
indicates that this will improve the traffic situation significantly; however, as
development occurs, it will decline again, but not to the unacceptable level of service
that currently occurs. However, slowing traffic down on Rt. 24 through the Riverside
area is viewed as a good situation in support of a vibrant downtown. Kyle Collins

noted that the Town’s consultants, NP&V, are also the Town of Riverhead’s
consultants for Riverhead BOA work. The Towns have met and have a full
understanding of the traffic conditions and concerns from both Towns.
x

The Board was interested in when projects would be expected to be built given a STP
needs to first be built. Sean McLean indicated the target is for STP groundbreaking
to begin in 2017 and projects starting in 2019.

Recommendations:
x

x

The Board fully supports the proposed Overlay District and recommends that a
stream line application process be established for projects opting into the code.
Establishment of a specific procedure for reviews under the Overlay District was also
suggested.

SPB-1

The Board also suggested that applicants be referred to the Town’s Project
Development Council in the early stages of the application process to ensure the
various agencies and the applicant are fully informed regarding the proposed project
and any concerns or issues are identified as early as possible.

SPB-2

3.2.10

3.2.10

x

The Planning Board suggested that the code should define “industrial scale” to ensure
SPB-3
the size and hours of operation of artisan manufacturing are clearly understood.
Artisan manufacturing should not depend on large scale deliveries with large trucks in 3.2.9
the downtown area and should ensure compatibility with adjacent residential uses.

x

The Planning Board suggested that a greater effort should be made to determine
SPB-4
where the STP(s) may be constructed, sooner than later, in order to minimize
3.2.1
opposition to the location(s) from nearby property owners in the overlay district.

Ashley Marciszyn
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Wilcox <DWilcox@southamptontownny.gov>
Friday, October 30, 2015 1:53 PM
Carrie OFarrell; Kathy Eiseman; mike brusseau
FW: Communication- Riverside redevelopment plan (10/29/15)

This communication was receive by the Town Clerk regarding the RRAP
DAVIDA.WILCOX,JR.
DIRECTOROFTOWNPLANNING
SOUTHAMPTONTOWNDEPARTMENTOFLANDMANAGEMENT
116HAMPTONROAD
SOUTHAMPTON,NY11968
DWILCOX@SOUTHAMPTONTOWNNY.GOV
631Ǧ702Ǧ1812(PHONE)
631Ǧ287Ǧ5706(FAX)
From: Tara Farrell
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:55 PM
To: Anna Throne-Holst; Bradley Bender; Bridget Fleming; Christine Scalera; Stan Glinka; Tiffany Scarlato; Kathleen
Murray; Kyle Collins
Cc: Sundy Schermeyer; Kimberly Ottati; Linda Marzano; Janice Wilson; Jamie Cunningham; Julie Fitzgerald; David Wilcox
Subject: Communication- Riverside redevelopment plan (10/29/15)

I am fully in support of the proposed Riverside redevelopment plan.

PS-1
3.2.27

Pauline Sandmann
President of Mobile/Manufactured Homeowners Assoc. Suffolk.Inc.
and
resident of Riverwoods MHP in Riverside
525 Riverleigh Ave. #108
Riverside, N.Y. 11901

This email, any links contained therein, and any files transmitted therewith are
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which they are
originally addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the
Southampton Town Department of Information Technology at 631-702-1980. Please
note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the
author and do not necessarily represent those of the Town of Southampton. Any
recipient should check this email, any links contained therein and any files
transmitted herewith for the presence of viruses, malware or any other code that
may compromise your computer system integrity. The Town of Southampton, its
employees, agents and assigns accept no liability for any damage caused as a
result of the transmittal of this e-mail.
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