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Executive Summary

A, OVERVIEW

The results of the Sustaindable East End Develapment Stretegies (SEFEDS)
Process show that the combiinaion of rediicing averdal] development potenficd oad
cancerirading it around higher density nodes, along with providing new tromsit
service, will result in a lower overdl growth in popuiation {as represemted
through the number of housing units) and a dear reduction in new person tips
ard vehicle miles troaveled At the same fime, shorter disigices batween
residenticd develapment and lregisit centers combined with frequent service
mricthes brunsit more compelitive, haraly increasing tremisit’s share of overdadl irips
wricede By East End residents, warkers, and visitors. I ihis instanice, o net increase
in tremisit riders conld be expected even though there is an overndl reduction in
polenticd hosing units. SRERDS Concept Plar, Chapter 2

The SEEDS process undertaleen for Long Island’s East End communities 15 a direct result of
previous efforts by the East End Superwisors” and Mayors Association (EESMA) to grapple
with regional transportation and land use issues as a unified group. Before 1996, individual
towens and wllages had attempted, with limited success to resolve transportation issues of
concern within their own borders. At that time, the EESMA formed an internal research
cominittes, which came to be known as the East End Transportation Councl (EETC).

Initial dialogue among the EETC members consisted mostly of complants about transportation
prohlems as perceived by the loca officials. However, in responding to these complaints, the
transportation providers and the loca officals broadened the dialogue to include potential
solutions. To resolve some transportation problems, it was clear that the towns and villages
would hawe to worle together on related land use 1ssues In 2000, the EESMA acted to take patrt
i a pilot program of the New Vork Metropolitan Transportation Councl (MYRTC) to
undertake federally funded sustainable development studies as a means to lay the groundwork
for regional consensus on the land use and transportation 13sues and their potential solutions. The
resulting imbiative was expanded to include the general public as stakeholders, and this became
the SEEDS process.

The purpose of the SEEDS process was to evaluate the East End’s transportation system in
relation to its land use policies and practices through a 2025 horizon yeat, in order to plan future
deweloptment patterns and transportation solutions that could sustain one another ih the long
tertm.

One of the key tools developed through SEEDS 13 the set of consensus-based guiding principles
that was used to evaluate and recommend future scenarios for development and transportation
These pancples incuded community values (preserving and enhancng villages and hamlets),
land use goals (redeveloping and reclaming land before conwverting undeveloped land),
transportation goals (decreasing dependency on cars, unproving pedestrian and public transit
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accesability, and mititnizing congestion due to diverted traffic), and enwironmental goals
(protection of natural resources and commitment to regional environmental quality).

Using these gmding principles, the SEEDE process comprehensively examined a wade range of
future land use and transportation options, A baseline or “do-nothing” scenario wasidentified in
which no new transportation changes were made and development and land use patterns
continued under current regulations. Altemative transportat on futures were identified and these
ranged from modest improvements to the current system to major investments in road capacity,
transit capacity, and other large-scale inittatives. Future land use scenanos ranged from
restricting the amount or density of development but without chanoing where development could
ocour to restricting density and controlling the location of future development. All told, the
SEEDS project compared 25 separate land vse and transportabion combinations. Those
combinations which best correlated to the consensuz ouiding principles became the SEEDS
Concept Flan.

B. INTENT OF THE SUMMARY REPORT

The pottion of the SEEDS imtiative that has been completed to date was unique because it went
bevond the traditional “study™ approach to regional land use and transportation planning. It did
this by including the generd public, muntcipal and agency planning staff and elected officials in
a consensus-huilding process wherehy they could examine inter-related land use and
tranzportation problems define 12sues of concern, and explore alternative strategies for resolwing
them. This approach reflects the new redity: the potential cost of improwving transportation
serwices and infrastructure, and the competitive nature of federal and state funding programs for
these inprowements requires a greater degree of intergovernmental coordination and local
consensus, particularly on the land use side, than has prewiously emisted Althousgh SEEDS
benefited from a pre-exmsting foundation of cooperative didlogue wathin the EETC, bringing the
public into the planmng process required extensive education and consensus-bulding efforts,

SEEDS has established an effective forum within which the next step can be taken translating
consensus into action. Toward that end, this document 15 intended to be used as a synopsiz ofthe
process and substance of the regional dialogue to date It should be understood that consensus
wewpoints and implementation strategies wathin the region may evolve as the dialogue
continues. Finaly, all conceptual examples used in this report are intended'to be illustrative, not
presorptive.

C. THE SEEDS CONCEFPT PLAN

Through extensive cofnmnunity wisoning and quantitative analysis, these future transportation
and land use scenarios were first developed, then evaluated and assessed aganst a variety of
performance measures denved from the ouiding principles. The resulting Concept Flan provides
an illustrative and representative preferred future for the East End in terms of both land use and
transportation. This consensus future vizsion includes the follovang major components;

PREFERRED LAND USE SCENARIC SUMMARY

o New land use developtent should be focused in and around a series ofhamlet centers in the
form of new mixzed-use developrnent and by encouraging infill development opporturities,

Jie 2008 EFZ



Executive Summary

s  Efforts to protect agricultural and open space should continue. Towns and wllages should
incorporate this wision into their land use plans by delineating large tracts wathin the East
End where future development should be strictly lirmated.

¢ The towns and willages should reduce the overall future development potential in ther
Cofmmumties.

PREFERRED TEANSPORTATION SCENARIO SUMMARY

s  Transportation management strategies should be employed by all agencies and levels of
government to maximize the efficency, safety, and accessihality of the exsting roadway
systern, rather than stgnificantly expanding its physical capacity.

s [n coordination with improved ral serace, the region should pursue implementation of an
intermndal hub system that would accommodate and integrate expanded ratl, hus, and
demmand responsive feeder/distibutor serwices, shuttle bus service, park-and-ride facilities,
hicycle parlang, and arange of passenger amenities,

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONCEPT PLAN

This fina wversion of the SEEDS Concept Flan was presented on December 8, 2005, a a
“aumimit” of elected and planning officials fom East End municpaities, Suffolk County, LIER,
and NYSDOT as well as state representatives and other elected officials. The summit served as
the first step in the implementation of SEEDS, and resulted in a call for the East End'z
murnicipalities to join together in an inter-municipal agreement to work toward the preferred land
use future while the transportation agencies wotk toward implementing the preferred
transportation improvements Implementation wall be challenging, but the exmistence of a
consensus-based concept plan for the fiture 15 a significant step 1n achieving the recommended
achions.

D. FRAMEWORE OF THE SEEDS SUMMARY REPORT

The SEEDS Summmary Eeport contans four Sections, beginning wath Section 1 “Owerview and
Introduction.” Section 2 outlines the SEEDS Concept Flan and provides illustrative examples of
SEEDS recommendations. Section 3, “Summary of Analysis Framework and Methodologies,”
detals the techmcal aspects of SEEDS, including data collection, scenario formation, analysis
modeling, and scoring. Section 4 “Public Cutreach Process™ summarizes the extensive public
participation by East End residents: An accompanying appendiz prowides for a compilation of
hackground data and presentations associated with the five-year effort.
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1: SEEDS Introduction and Overview

A, OVERVIEW

The Sustatnable East End Development Strategies (SEEDS) process undertaken for Long
Island’ s East End communities 15 a direct result of previons efforts by the East End Supervisors’
and Mayors’ Assocdation (EESMA) to grapple wath regiona transportation and land use 1smes
as a unified group, Before 1996, indiwidual towns and willages had atternpted, wath lisuted
success, to resolve transportation issues of concern within their own borders. In the larger
political scheme of things, the East End towns wete less populated than the rest of Suffolk
County; thus, they did not wield the same political influence when trving to compete for money
and attention. In 1996, the EESMA decided to change tactics and nesotiate as a group. The
success of its first endeavor (to forestall the closing of some train stations by the MTA Long
[sland Ral Eoad [MTA LIER] and to negotiate design changes in stations that were proposed to
he upgraded and remodeled to accommodate hi-level traing), as well as mounting calls for action
ofi land use and transportation 1ssues, led the EESMA to form an intemal research committes,
which came to he lnown as the East End Transportation Council (EETC), to lead an ongoing
effort, One outcotne ofthis local collaboration was the SEEDS process,

The EETC was charged wath meeting monthly to discuss transpottation 1ssues of concern to the
EESMA. Almost immediately, the MTA LIRE asked to become a standing member of this
group, citing the advantages of meeting with the entire region at one table Subsequently,
representatives of the NWew YVork State Department of Transpottation (NYSDOT), the
Transportation Division of the Suffolk County Department of Public Works and the Suffolk
County Department of Flannhing accepted inwitations to be part of the EETC. As with the MTA
LIRE, each of these agencies recognized the value of meeting regularly wath local and regional
officials in one centralized forum.

The imfia didogue among the EETC members consisted mostly of complants about
transportation problems as percetved by the local officials. However, 1n responding to these
complants, the transportation providers and the local officials broadened the dialogue to include
potential solutions. It soon became evident that the land use decsons made by local
govemments were hawving significant detrimental impacts not just on the transportation
networks, hut on the ahilities of the transportation prowders to solve the problems. The common
denotrminator was the fact that most transportation facilities and serwices crossed mumicipal
bhoundaries

To resolve some transpottation prohlems, it was dear that the towns and willages would have to
work together on related land use 1ssues. Howewer, the EESMA and the EETC lacked sufficient
staff and financial resources to affect large-scale consensus wathin the political arena
Addittonally, educating the general public about the value of coordinating local land use plans
with regional transportation planming posed a serious challenge. In 2000, the EESMA acted to
talce part in apilot program of the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) to
undettake federally funded sustainable devel opment studies as a means to lay the groundwork
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Sustainable East End Develop ment Strategies Summary Repori

for regional consensus on the land use and transpottaton 1ssues and potential solutions The
resulting initiative became the SEEDS process The WYSDOT provided the local match for
SEEDS and the EESMA pledged the serwices of the various technical staffs of its constituent
municipalities, The SEEDS Steening Commuttes was drawn from the members of the EETC and
reported to the EESMA and to the member agencies of NYMTC.

Since its start in 2001, SEEDS has heen a far-reaching and collahorative process of educating
the public and exploring preferred development and transportation options, therehy laying the
groundwotls for reaching regional consensus on the long-term future of the East End. If its
recommendations are implemented, the SEEDE process wall have established an ongoing and
effective forumn for regional land use and transportation planning on the East End.

One of the naton’s most popular destinations for second homeowners and tounsts, the East
End’s popularity and seasona economy have created serious problems among them a lopsided
housing market in which vear-round residents and workers cannot compete wath wealthier
second homeowners and retirees for housing. Other problems include chronic traffic congestion,
limited public transit options, the continuing loss of open space and farmland, and increasing
amounts of suburban sprawl development Left unchecked, these problems wall undemmine the
wery things that make the East End a special place.

The SEEDS process took place within a region that covers approsmately 360 sguare miles, and
consists of the five towns of East Hampton FRiverhead, Shelter Island, Southampton, and
Southold, and the 10 willages of Dering Harbor, Easgt Hampton, Greenport, Morth Hawen,
Quogue, Sag Harbor, Sagaponack, Southampton, Westhampton Beach, and Westhampton
Dunes. The region lies 70 mules from New Vork City at its closest point (the western border of
the Town of Riverhead) and 125 miles at its farthest point {Montauk Point, East Hampton). The
geography of the East End 15 untque, extending over two peninsulas that are referred to as the
Morth and South forks which are separated by the Peconic Bay and Gardiner’s Bay and the
1sland town of Shelter Island.

Thiz repott descrihes the principles and concepts that emerged from the SEEDS consensus-
building process. It also includes a summary of exmsting conditions and future 1ssues within the
East End region, arewiew of the SEEDS organizational frameworl, and an explanation of the
key methodologies used in the analysis process, as well as a sumiary of the extensive public
outreach effort that SEEDS emploved to develop and analyze wvanous future land use and
transportation scenarios. Detaled compilations of existing data, future projections, scenario
development, and public workshop presentations are included 1n the technical appendices to this
report.

B. PURFOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the SEEDS process was to evaluate the East End’s transportation system in
relation toits land use policies and practices through a 2025 horizon year, in order to plan future
development patterns and transportation solutions that could sustain one another in the long
tertn. Sponsored by WYMTC, SEEDS has heen a collective effort of the area’s five towns and 10
wllages through their representation on the EETC and 1n collaboration with MY3DOT, Suffollk
County, and the MTa LIEE.

Each of the municipalibies and agencies that particpated in SEEDS has an important role in
planning and investing in the future of the East End Howewer, the ability of each of the East
End towns and villages to effectively manage their respective futures wall depend on thewr ahility
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1: SEED S Introduction and Overview

to reach a consensus on addressing 1ssues that wall imp act those fotures. From 1996 until Aprl
2001, these municipalities and agencies had been meeting regularly through the EETC to discuss
and address common 1ssues. Since SEEDS began in Apnl 2001, this cooperative dialogue was
expanded to include various community stakeholders and the general public. The outreach effort
was urigue to the region and was a stgmi ficant opportunity for educating the public about how
transportation infrastructure money was programmed and spent Thizs regular and ongoing
dialogue hetween these agencies and the involved public participants has heen a comerstone of
the BEEDS process: The resulting consensus-hased concept plan should serve as a guide to local
and regional decision-making and prowide a solid planning rationale for malkang important policy
and funding decisions for the future,

Furthermare, much of the detailed inwentoty and build-out projections compiled for SEEDS alzo
provide the municipalities and public agendes with a useful baseline data set that 15 uniform in
methodology and assumptions across the entire East End. The build-out analvses can be used 1n
municipal master planming as a starting point to fine-tune the loca implementation of 1and use
recommendations:

C. SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT APPFROACH

The SEEDS projectis related to a growing intemational approach to planming for a sustanahble
future. The historic concept of sustanahle development emerged from the environmental and
conservationist movements of the 19705 The former pame minister of Norway, Mrs Gro
Hatlemn Brundtland, who chared the World Commission on Enrronment and Developrent in
1987, officialy introduced the terrn sustanshle dewvelopment to the international agenda The
event produced the most commonly known and adopted defimtion of sustanable development
describing it as “development that meets the needs of the present wathout compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs™ (Brundtland, 1987,

In 1993, President Clinton ordered the formation of the President’s Council on Sustanable
Dievelopment to forge consensus on sustanahle development policy in the Umted States. To that
end, the tole of the Councl was to demonstrate implementation, promote public awareness of
policy, and to evaluate and report national progress of sustanable practices: The Council created
an official wiston statement for national policy regarding sustanahle development that reads:

A sustaimable Ubhited States will heve a growing economy that provides egiilable
oppatientior jor safisfing Bveliboods and o safg healtlhy Fgh quality of ke for
crrrant and futire generations. Cur pation will protect its emiranmen, ity notural
resource base, and the fucions and viability of natural systems on which all Iife
depends. -The President’s Council on Sustainghle Developenent, 2001,

On a mote local level, the EETC recognized that the type of development patterns and
transportation probl ems that have transformed other rural regions into suburbanized sprawl were
slowly repeating themselves on the East End. Although individual communities on the East End
had taken steps to protect open space and farmland within their own borders and to study
transportation problems, it was clear that no one tovn or village had sufficient leverage to solve
problems talang place ot a regional level Toward that end, SEEDS resulted 10 an integrated
sustanable development approach to these problems using outreach and wsioning to build
public, agency, and municipal consensus on developing and implementing warious sustanable
strategies for both land development and transportation within the region.
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In terms of land use policy, SEEDS represents the natural progression of measures East End
comtnunities have already taken in applying sustanable strategies to manage development and
protect open space, patks, and fanmland. The Commurnity Preservation Fund, for example, was
instituted in 1998 by each of the East End towns and there have dso been various local
municipal bond acts for this purpose The Fund adds a 2 percent fee to the sale of most homes
atd wacant patrcels in the region, and the funds are used to purchase fanmland, development
rights, and environmentally and historically sensitive lands.

D. GOALS AND PRINCIFLES

An important and ambitious aspect of the SEEDS process has been to develop and maintain an
open dialogue with the public and paticipating stakeholders: As detatled in Section 4, Semmary
af the Process and Public Parficipation, public stalceholders played a key role in identifinng
citical 1ssues, establishing the goals and principles of the SEEDS efforts, and establishung the
range of potential future land use and transportation scenarios examined in the main SEEDS
analyses. Ultimately, the consensus-based scoring and selection of a preferred land use scenanio
and transportation scenano was achieved through a series of public worlshops, a standing
stakceholders’ advizory group, and a steenng commttee.

& kew tonl of this approach was the development of consensus-hased gmding pnnoples, which
were used to evaluate and tecommend development and transportation stratesies. These
principles articulate the gods which elected officials. local and agency planners, and public
agency decision-makers are heing asked to consider as they develop and implement planmng
policy and transportation initiati ves on the East End.

SEEDS GOALS ANDPRINCIPLES

OVERALL PROTEST GOALT

The two overarching goals estahlished by the SEEDS process emphasized the interconnection of
land use and transportation:

1. Create ahalanced and sustainahle approach to improving transportation in coordinati on with
land dewveloptment; and

2. Establish aconsensus to pursue land use policies conststent wath regional goals and to guide
regional transportation investment.

Land use and development generate the transportation demand, which is met by public
investment in roadway and tranat infrastructure. Changes to the transportation system, in turn,
often shmulate devel opment actiwity by creating more capacity or providing access to new land
for development Typically, land use decisions are made at the local level, and major
transportation decisions are made at the regional lewel. The inherent walue of SEEDS 12 that
tajor local and regional players have heen working collahoratively towards complementary and
agreed-upon goals.

GLIDING PRINCIPLES
The broad-hased guding prncples of SEEDS include

Jie 2008 i



1: SEED S Introduction and Overview

Clom mrity Principles

Freserve and enhance the historic willages and hamlets that make the East End utugue.

Frovide for a mix and wvariety of housing types (rental, affordable owmership, etc), enabling
current residents to have more choices and wodcers to live in the community, and providing
economic diversity.

Fedevelop and reclaim land hefore converting undeveloped land.

Frotect agnicultural and open space resources that help define the character of the East End and
are pritnatry dovers of the loca economy. Renforce traditional industries, such as farming,
fishing, and tounsm.

Tramsportation Princples

Decrease local community and wiator dependency on cars and improve pedestrian and public
transit accessihility.

Establish short- and long-term solutions to chrotuc congestion and unsafe road conditions.

IMinitrize congestion due to diverted traffic to or from key destinations or from main travelways
to local roads and side streets.

Improve visual character ofroadway corridors,

Ermvirarmental Principles

Frotect important natural resources, including groundwater, wetlands and surface waters
shorelines, forests, significant habitats, open space, and existing parles and recreational facilities.

FPursue long-term and sustainable cornitment to regional enwmronmental guality (e,
regional ar quality).

I-a Jupre 20068



2: SEEDS Concept Plan

A, INTRODUCTION

This section describes the final Concept Plan for land use and transportation that resulted from
the BSEEDS process.

B. THE SEEDS MATRIX AND SCENARIO SCORING

Az detalled 1n Section 3, “Summary of Analyss Framework and Methodologies™ a
comprehensive and comparative analyas of future land use and transportation scenarios was
completed by usng the results of the community wsioning to create a land usetransportation
tnatriz This matnx established a reasonable range of future vanahons in land development and
transportation investment (see Figure2-1) that 13 largely based on the 1ssues and concerns raized
by the public and interested stakceholders of the East End. Using the matriz, future development
projections and Dature transportation system configurations were defined and analyzed using a
computer simulation model called the East End Transportation Demand Model.

The results ofthe detal ed projections and the modeling analvses were used to evaluate and score
the 25 combinations of fiuture transportation and land use scenanos represented in the matriz As
showmn 1n Figure 2-2, the highest-scoring future scenario combinations were clustered around
those that emphasized transportation management strategies and transit-focused investment, and
a fundamental reshaping of future development patterns and reduction of future buld-out
potential. The results of the matriz analyas were descnibed and discussed in a series of public
wotkshops in May 2005 as a step toward building consensus on the Concept Flan,

C. RECOMMENDED FUTURE SCENARIOS: THE SEEDS CONCEFPT
FLAN

PREFEREREED LAND USE SCENARIO

Agoaresult of the SEEDS process, a clear consensus emerged amnong the participants that the
East End should fundamentally alter itz approach to land use and dewelopment. The actual
pattems of growth over the past two decades have been essentially the opposite of the stated
goals and pnncples emumerated by the ZEEDS participants—namely, that additional
development has been occurring in the outlying areas on agricultural or undeveloped lands (see
Appendix I11.C).

Figure 2-3 illustrates these “new patterns” by establishing a clear separation of where growth
should and should not ocour in the future. This theoretical “ growth—no growth™ boundary was
established wath the consideration of current zoning and development patterns, extsting and
proposed municipal plans and policies, and with the interactive participation of SEEDS steering
cotnnittee members, stakeholders, and the public. In cotparison, Figure 2-4 illustrates the
eventual build-out of the East End under current zoning and development trends
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Sustainable East End Develop ment Strategies Summary Repori

&z llustrated 1n Figure 2-3 the SEEDS process defined three clear recommendations that
municipalities {az supported by county, regional, and state initiatives) should pursue in
managing growth and regulating land vse and development

L REDUCE TOTAL DEVELOFMENT POTENTIAL

In addition to closely managing and directing where future growth can ocour, the preferred land
use scenano also recormmends that municipaities effectively reduce the owverall development
potential in their communities. This 13 the pivota balancing act of strategically managing future
growth, The goadl 15 to create municipal plans that combine an overall reduction 1n total future
building potential through substantial restrictions in specified areas while other specified areas
are targeted for additional growth, possibly at even greater densities than currently allowed. The
chalenge 15 to achieve a balance of reducing overall potential wath finding the best places to
encourage diverse development opportunities,

Az examined in SEEDS, the preferred land use scenantos contemplated reductions of 20 percent
atid 40 percent in overall development potential. These proportions could vary from community
to community based on regiona collaboration, so that areas appropriate for growth and those
with the greatest restrictions should ultimately e determined regionally, although the regulatory
inplementation would be on a municipal basts,

The hard work of the municpalities wall be to coordinate the implementation of zoning
measures and land preservation activities to effect such changes Nonetheless, the outcome of
the SEEDS effort prowides a clear framework and planming rationale for tackding these critical
development 1ssues. Implementation would likely include a mumcipality by-municipality
EXErCise o

o Tlsethe SEEDS “new patterns™ confimuration as a starting point to 1dentify those areas that
cat atd should accommodate future growth. One ofthe reasons that transfers of
development rights, or TDRs, have proven so difficult to tnplement 15 thatit 13 easy to mark
the “sending aread” worthy of preservati on butmuch harder to 1dentify the “recetving areas,”
which need to ahsorh more than their base share of anticipated growth.

o Determine how many new residential units and square feetof commercial growth should he
accornmodated in the future based on this new distnbution of where growth can occour,

An important first step in this process 13 adopting more testnctive zoning and establishing
equitable compensation for land owners through TDRs, acoquistions, or other mechanisms

2 FRESERVE AGRICULTURAL ANEY OFEN SFACE

The gray areas shown in Hgure 2-3 are currently the areas of lowest population and housng
density. They are primarnily characterized by the open spaces and agricultural uses that are of
imp ortant value to the East End and its residents. However, as noted above, these areas are also
experiencing the most growth and change on the East End Municpalities are using several
planning and development tools to preserve open space and agncultura lands, including the
acopusition of lands through existing funding sources, use of easements and other programs
including the relatively complex process of TDE. Non-governmental organizations such aslocal
and regional not-for-profit land trasts (1.2, Peconic Land Trust) are also active in acoquinng and
preserving open space resources. The preferred land vse scenano identifies substantial land areas
in which agriculture and open spaces should be targeted as areas wath restricted development
potential and areas npe for creating TDR opporturities.
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2: SEED S Concept Plan

One of the cntical requirements of creating areas of preservation 15 to define the edges or
transitions of one type of area into another SEEDS cleatly recommends that local communities
and transportation agencies coll shoratively plan for those key transition zones, or gateways, that
mark departure from built-up areas and entry into open spaces and agricultural lands. Currently,
these gateway intersections tend not to put either side of the line 11 1ts hest light Since they are
located at the edge of a hamlet center, such intersections are often not the strongest market
locations for dewvelopment, resulting in typical finge commercial uses sich as gas stations and
convetience stores, or perhaps wacant or undemtilized commercial or agricultural buildings,
which do little to define the edges of the centers, thus allowing new development to sprawl ever
outward. East End towns and wllages should manage these transitions by “hardening” the edge
through better land vse controls and by concentrating development potential at the gateway
intersection.

Fdoe Intersection Example

Figure 2-7 uszes a prototypical intersection af the edge of a center that applies principles of
tized uze, TDE, atd carefill management of access points such as dnvewsays to create a very
different itnage of a gateway between the center and the surrounding arex

s  The critical corners should have very specific dlowable uses. In this instance, it may be a
cultural/commerd d use—for example, a Vineyard Gateway, pethaps with aregional
wisitor’ s center (possihly apoint of access for busftrolley tours of wineyards), small scale
retail, or a small inn along wath residential infill:

* High-value, but small-lot aingle-family readences {1 e, Vinevard Villas) that look back over
the open spaces. The density represents the transfer from these lands back into the growth
areas adjacent to the main roadway.

3 FOCUS DEVELOPMENT IN AND ARCOLIND HAMLET CENTERS

Mew dewvelopment and activity would he better focused back into the region’s existing hamlet
centers and established corndors. This can be accomplished by seeking new tized-use
development (1.e, both residential and commercial) and encouraging infill development
opportunities, where appropriate.

To anayze this concept, potential future growth was specificaly allocated into the hamlets and
well-established built areas for the modeling exercize. Allocating or redlocating developtment
potential in terms of residential or mixed-use opportunities in these defined growth centers
{wathin the County Eoad 58 area of Riverhead, for example) served two important purposes
First 12 the redirecti on ofhroadly mapped commercial dewveloprment tomore focused nodes. This
permits a breaking up of the linear corridor sprawl that 1z emblematic of undesirable and
ineffictent development pattems most notably in the ewer worsening traffic congestion
experienced aong key comidors in the East End. Second, this allows new readential and mized-
use development within the hamlet to absorb residential and comimercial demand as well as to
recetve TDR from downsized and protected areas outside the growth boundary.

Hamliat Conter Example

While hamlet centers are generally more huilt-out and estahlished, there are opportunities to find
pockets of underutilized land wathin and adyjacent to current centers that can be developed in
keeping with the SEEDS prncples In paticular, the critical opportumty would be to take

2-3 Jrpae 2000



Sustainable East End Develop ment Strategies Summary Repori

advantage of the location of LIRR tracks and stations most of which are located near downtown
areas.

Figure 2-5 shows a prototypical hamlet-onented development site using underutilized lands
adjacent to the LIER. The rendering also incorporates several transportation and infill
development concepts that could work well in any number of East End willages mncuding:

o Consider modern roundabouts to manage traffic fow and establish gateways at key
intersections.

*  Tlse exmsting tran stations (evenif they are not now huhs of activity) as orgamzing points for
infill development.

¢ Ensurethat bus services connectto the train station.
¢ Drovide pedestrian amenities that tie new and old centers together and to the tranait hubs.

o Co-locate and lindk services with amenities (e, Post Office or hank branch, etc | within
walking distance of transit).

o Provide for amix ofuses with some willage-style single-family homes, townhouses, small-
scale retall, and commercial.

*  Provide for new amenities such as a willage green or enhancing exsting amenities.

s Create aclearboundary line between hamlet centers and infill development and regional
roadways Define areas of open space, agriculture, and lower-density areas, while providing
opportunities to enhance pedestnan access to such areas.

Tefill Example

From the beginning of the process, the SEEDS participants clealy favored reuang previously
developed land before converting open land or farmland into residential or commercial uses
There are opportunities to reuse previously developed land on the East End, and municipalities
are encouraged to create zomng and development regulations to foster such re-use, The so-called
“grevy felds” approach to remnvigorating aging developed areas 1z an increasingly prominent and
readily accepted development model.

The infill example presented in Figure 2-6 considers an all too famliar template, an
underutilized commercial property or wacant shopping center. Such older centers—often closer
to downtown or more developed areas compared to the newest and largest centers—can be
reinvented based on innovative zoning and a creative vision to enable exciting and well-
connected mixed-use development opporturuties, taking advantage of land that 15 typically
relatively close to residential neighborhoods and commumty amentties, such as parks, streams,
and woods. In a shopping center format, these elements rarely interconnect or relate to each
other. &3 they are revitalized, the following charactenstics emerge:

o Parlungis placed hehind buildings and “ green” frontage 1s provided between buildings and
sidewalles.

*  Oppottunities are provided to create better connections to open spaces and parks, shopping
for residents, awvariety of honsng, and commercial developtent.

* The commercial strip 15 hroken up, a critical step in making commercial corridors more
attractive cotnrnunity assets.

o Transt access to development sites 15 improved.
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2: SEED S Concept Plan

PREFEREED TEANSPORTATION SCENARIO

SEEDS establishes a preferred two-fold transportation scenano: manage and enhance the
existing roadway syvstem rather than expanding roadway capacity, and focus new transportation
investment 1n transit-onented facilites and systems This 1s a dear statement of a collective
regional wision and enables local communities as well as county, regional, and state
transportation agenciesto set prionties and awoid potential conflicts.

I TRANSPORTATICON AMANAGEMENT STRATRGIRS

Transpottation management strategies seek to mammize the efficiency, safety, and accessihility
of the existing systemn, rather than asgmficantly expanding its physca capacity. For the East
End, there are a wade range of appropriate local, county, and state management strategies that
were defined through SEEDS, including:

s Enhance intermodal efficiency and coordination hetween existing ral, bus ferry, tasm,
hicyele and pedestrian traffic

s  Targetintersection improvements, including turning lanes/pockets and signal optimization.

s Dlanage access along key roadway cormidors that emphasize retal dnveway consolidation
and backot parking (see Figure 2-8).

s Calm traffic for residential side streets to minimize their use as shortouts and bypasses of
through traffic. This may also require appropriate operational improvements on major

through-roads.
s Cadmtrafficin hamlet centers.

o Improve hamlet pedestrian, hicycle, and parking facilities, including high-wisthality
crosswalks, bicyele lanes and paths, and patking management plans for downtown areas.

o Improveregional gateways (operationally and aesthetically) atthe Long Island Expressway
(LIEWRoute 58 and the Foute 27/ Bunrise Highway interchanges. Thi s would incdude
consideration of a new LIE direct entrancefext connection with the Enterprize Park at
Calverton and a recotntnended maor regional intermodal hub 1o 1ts wicinity,

s  Provide park-and-nide lots in hamlets and at transit hubs (ncluding the lot under
consideration for the wicinity of the LIE and Route 58) to faclitate ridesharing, shuttles, or
interhamlet transit services.

o Improvelocal gateways at or near hamilet centers and at critical locations defining transition
areas from hamlets to surrounding areas (also as noted for the preferred land use scenario,
ahove).

s Among the alternatives for improving the operation of Route 58 on the Morth Forls and
Routes 27 and 39 on the South Fork, ahove and heyond any &l ternatives already under
consideration that pre-dated SEEDS, cons deration should e given to using peak period
traffic management options such as intelli gent transportation systems (IT3), directiona
contra-flow lanes, directional premium lanes for HOV or transit, and/or one-way pair
segments with Old Montaulk Highway on the South Forle

2 TRANSIT-FOCDUSED INVESTAIENT

The preferred transportation scenario lays out an aggressive and comprehensive wision of an East
End that 15 served by an integrated multi-modal transit network. In doing so, the SEEDS process
has established a basis for the ongoing regional didlogue on the best manner to invest in, and
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manage, such an enhanced system ower time Key elements of the preferred transit concept are
described below.

Bast Fud Fedl Servce

The long-term ohjective for which there was considershle conzensus among SEEDS participants
iz that servwice frequency on the LIRE should be substantially increased. For modeling purposes,
it was asmumed that fiuture resdents, emplovees, and weitors would have more frequent train
SEIVICE,

Tntermodal Tramsit Hub System

43 shown in Figure 2-9, and in coordination with improved rail service, the transt concept
envisions implementation of an integrated intermodal hub system that would accommodate
expanded rail, bus, and demand responave feeder’distributor services, parlc-and-nde facilities,
hicycle parking, and a range of passenger amenities, such as newsstands, tourist information
centers, and accessory tetail. In termns of the lewel of activity and amenifies or serwices provided,
there are four tiers of potential transit centers: regional, primary, secondary, and terbiary. In all,
the system would include:

* FEegional hubs that would be created at new focal points for transportation and mized-use
development opportunities, including at Enterprise Park at Calverton (already slated as a
large remional commercial and industrial development center) and at Gabreski Airport wath a
broad potential to create amixzed-uze hub wath good rail, road, and air connections.

o Recommendations af Enterprise Park ot Cdverton include restoration or reaigmment of
ral zervice into the heart of the new development, and interconnection of a new LIE
ramp to the industnial development and to a regional park-and-ride facility: It 15 also
recommended that the two regional hubs at Cawverton and Gabresk be connected by a
dedicated husirail transit link, thereby enhancng the interconnectivity of the two forlks.
In addition, the regiona hubs would be the primary link between localized Eagt End
serwice and express LIER ral setwice currently originating of Eonkonloma and Speonls.

o Primary hubs serving the largest centers in the East End, including Eiverhead and Greenport
ot the North Forle and Hampton Bays, Southampton, and East Hamipton on the South Fork,

e Secondary hubs that enhance intermodal connections and include features such as park-and-
ride and ancillary development in such centers as Mathtuck and Southold on the Morth Fork
atid Water Tlill, Amagancett, and Montauk on the South Fork,

e Tertiary hubs at local station and hamlet centers of the East End’s smaller hamlets and those
without rail service, including Sag Harbor, Shelter Island, and Cutcho gue:

Coordinated terham st Bus vl Shidtle Semicer

In coordination with the intermodal hub systems described abhove, and 10 addition to county hus
routes already provided, the SEEDS preferred transportation scenario incorporates an extensive
systern of shuttle bus networks to enhance transit opportunities for residents, worlers, and
waitors. As shown on Figure 2-10, the combination of emsting and new bus routes was
conceptually established to prowde extensive local coverage It 1s assuimed that the bus routes
would be fine-tuned and seasonally adjusted to account for emplovment centers, tourst
attractions {1.e, beach shuttles), and intermodal hub connections, It is also anticipated that
demand responsive routing (where local service can accommodate wariahle stops routes, or
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schedules based on the specific need of indiwidua tranat riders) should be considered 1n
developing the routes and schedules ofthe recommended interhamlet routes.

Waterborme Transportation Senices

The SEEDS preferred transportation scenano reflects the consensus that a seasona Peconic Bay
water taxt passenger service would enhance non-auto mode choices and should be considered 1n
response to private operator interest in prowiding such a service, While there was no consensus
on additional Long Island Sound ferry service to and from the East End itself SEEDS
participants did encourage the continied assessment of potential ferry service connechng points
west of Riverhead with Connecticut.

D. COMPARING THE COMBINED PREFERREED AND “DO-NOTHING”
SCENARIOS

A5 shown tn substantially more detail 10 the appendices to this sumnmary report, each of the land
use and transportation scenanios were comparaively analyzed using a regional transportation
demand model that was developed for the SEEDS project. The modeling results were used to
evaluate future land use and transportation scenarios hased on an array of quantitative and
qualitative performance measures that helped lead to the consensus adoption of the preferred
scenanos summaneed above. As with dl fature projections, the core comparative wvalue is
against the haseling or “do-nothing” scenario, which assumes no change in land development
pattems or zoning regulations and no new transportation improvements beyond what 13 currently
programmed on the Transportation Improvement Program. The do-nothing scenario paints a
picture of what will occur in the relatively near future unless changes are made to land use
policies at the local level and transportation planning and investment at all levels of zovernment.

The model results show that the combination of reducing overall development potential and
concentrafing 1t around higher density nodes, dong wath prowiding new transit setvice, waill
result in a lower overall growth in pupulannn (as represented through the number of housng
units) and a clear reduction in new person tnps and wehicle miles traveled. At the same time
shorter distances between residential development and transit centers combined with frequent
service makes transit more competitive, therehy increasing transt’s share of overall thps made
by East End restdents, workers, and wisitors In this instance, anet increase in transit nders could
he expected even though there 15 an overall reduction 1 housing units. The cntical variations
hetween the preferred combination and the do-nothing scenario are summanzed in Tahle 2-1.

DESIRED OUTCONME OF THE PREFERRED SCENARIO

It summary, the desired outcorme ofthe preferred 1and use and transportation scenario includes a
well-defined regional development pattern contaning:

s focused hamlet growth;

¢ reduction in overall development potential;

s increased local and regional open space acquisition inibatives;

o introduction oflocal and regiona TDE programs;

s reduced dependency on vehicular travel in hoth the number of wehicle trips and fewer
vehicle mules traveled

s increased public transportation utlizaton; and
o increased housing diversity and affordability.
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Tahle 2-1
Comparison of the Du—Nuthing and Preferred Scenarios
Performance Measure Do Wothing Preferred Change
LAND USE
Total housing units 118 6497 926897 to 1071 5948 |21 9% to 14.4% reductioh
Regional commercial area {sguare feet) | 46.4 million | 44.9 million 3% reduction
Acres of preserved landiopen space 225 Re2 339 264 ¥ 3% increase
TRANSPORTATION (Weekday Peak Period)
Yehicle miles traveled 1.04 million JE00 028 t0 934 413 |14% to 11% reduction
Corridor wehicle miles traveled 7645388 A5 407 to 67T 281 |13% to10% reduction
Ao trips 93,2472 T8.74910 83,736 T6% to 10% reduction
Yehicle hours of delay 35,326 2828010 29,793 20% to 16% reduction
Transit trips 1,674 1 663 to 2 086 A% to 32% increase
Transit triEs asz percent of total 1.8% 1.8% 0 2.2% 20% to 47% inErease
Source: AKEF, Inc. Land uze rezults from calculated land uze build-outs as part of modd development. Transpotation
results from- direct and postfrocessed E a5t End transporation demand model output .

E. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Implementing the preferred land use and transportation scenarios estahlished by SEEDS will
require an ongoing and long-term commitment by each of the project’s participants. The goal 1=
to strategically set priorities and setin motion the detailed and specific plans necessary to realize
the concepts presented ahove (see Figure 2-11). There are many opportunities for early-action
changes—and, in fact, some1deas generated by SEEDS have already been implemented, such as
a bike safety imtiative generated by the Spantsh-language workishops. Commitments to land use
changes should coincide wath detailed pl anning of major transportation investments to ensure the
latter are cost-effective and will be sustaned. Funding for transportation improvements should
be denived from conventional and innovahve mechanisms which may incude public—private
pattnerships and special transportation development districts,

INTER-MUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

& cntical element for transifioning from a regional planmng forum to real policy change 15 a
cominitment of the East End municipalities to work together to achieve the ambitious land uze
strategies established by SEEDS.

For starters, the towns and willages of the East End must agres to conform to the SEEDS
principles and to incorporate them into loca decsion-maldng. Second, formal inter-murm cpal
agreements should be sought on a wide range of planning initatives, including;

o setting resource protection and idents fring areas appropriate for development on aregional
hasis and not by municipa hound any;

* using the established EETC forum to collahorate on planning along municipal boundanes;
and

» collective advocacy for regional 155ues
IMPLEMENTATION COMMTTEE

Itis recommended that the EESMA empower the EETC to continue its work in inter-muticipal
planning and coordination wath county, regional, and state agencies. Since the EETC served as
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the primary SEEDS steering cotmtmittes, it would also be able to manage the implementation
process.

The EETC, working as an Implementation Strategy Committes, should establish a work plan tof

farilitate analysis by the appropriate entities to determine appropriate densities for hamlet
centers, location and densities of mized-use and commerca districts, infrastucture needs to
implement plan elements (e, schools and sewers), and roadway and intersection
operational improvernents;

o since land use decisions are the function of local municopal governments, the
coordination of infrastructure necessary to support changes in allowahle densities would
require the interagency cooperation of local government with Suffolk County (e,
Department of Health Serwices), and state agencies;

mursue devel oprment of desion quidelines and parameters such as parling management,
access management strategies, and traffic calming techniques;

support and help manage locd and regonal TDR initiatives,

aszess feastbility of plan elements;

exzplore and adwocate for financing options for the SEEDE Concept Flan;

develop a timeline for action items (1.e., short, medium, and long term);

farilitate municipal relationships and collaborabon;

tnatiage and facilitate the creation of special transportation districts or other pan-rnunicipal
inttiatives; and

pursie improvements to transportation serwices and facilities.

Transportation investrments and service umprovements should be defined 1n a collshoratve
process involving members of the implementation committee as well as the public, as
appropriate. However, the final decisions for transportation improvements will remain with the
respective impl ementing agenicies, which are responsible for ensuning that all federal and state
requiremnents are et, including safety, enwrontmental, and desion standards, The uge of any
federal transportation fanding must be approved by NYIITC and the appropriate federal agency
(1.e,the Federal Highway Adrministration and the Federal Transit Administration). State funding
for transportation must be approved by NYSDOT in coordination with Suffoll County.

2-5 Jrpae 2000



3: Summary of Analysis Framework and Methodologies

A, INTRODUCTION

One of the most important initial steps in the SEEDS process, in addition to the implementation
of an extensiwe public outreach effort, was the undertaling of a comprehensive data collection
programn and inventory of emsting conditions Data collection for SEEDS occutred in twao
phases. The iutia phase was designed to create an accurate profile of the study ares’s eststing
demographic, land use, and transportation conditions, which were compiled and published in the
white paper Sustainable Fast Bnd Development Strategies: fmentory and Anabsiz by AKRF 1n
Ifarch 2002 SEEDS stakeholders contnbuted waluable loca knowledge in developing the
regional profile The second phase involved updating, revising, and supplementing the onginal
data where necessary with individua towns and willages in the SEEDS study area duning the
transportation and land use scenano development task

B. DATA COLLECTION

To create an accurate profile of existing conditions in the study area the SEEDS team collected
varions land use, demographic, population, employment, traffic count, development pattern, and
histoncal trends data from a wariety of sources, including the Suffolk County Planning
Department (SCPD), the 115 Cenmus Bureau, and a mumber of independent studies. although
AKEF s library included an extensive collection of planning and transportaion-related reports,
studies, graphics, and other information relevant to the East End that was used in thiz effort, it
was important to update and supplement this reference matenial for the SEEDS data collection
task. The followang 15 a list of additional sources used to compile and inventory existing
conditions:

LAND USE AND DEMOGRAPHICS

o Long Island Population Survey 2000, Long Island Power Authority

s  SCPD 1999 Land Availahle for Development Eastern Suffolk County, October 2000
s SCFD 1999 Exsting Land Use Inventory

s SCPD Satyration Populaton Analysis—FEastern Suffolk County, June 2001

s  SCPD Shopping Centers and Central Business Distncts, Tuly 2001

¢ Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Flan, Movember 2000

*  Village of East Hampton Comprehensive Flan, October 2001

s  Town of Faverhead: Draft Comprehensive Plan Tpdate Executive Summanies, Draft
Business Districts Element, Downtown Strategy, Apnl 2001

s Southampton Tomorrow Comprehensve Plan Update, 1997
¢ Village of Southampton Comprehensive Plan, May 2000
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o Town of Southold Comprehensive Implementation Strategy

o Village of Westhampton Beach, MY, Business District Comprehensive Flan, December
1998

TRANSPORTATION

* LIER East End Transpottation Study, September 2000
o NYSDOT Long Id and Transportation Flan 2000 (LITP2000}

o Buffoll County Departrment of Public Works and Towm of Southampton, County Road 39
Cotridor Study, 1994 and 2000

o Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) Long Island Eal Eoad (LIER), East End
Access PDEIS

o Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Flan Transportation Element

»  Traffic Impact Study: Village of East Hampton Cormmercial Drstricts Study
o  East Hampton Village Ross School Traffic Data

¢ Town of Raverhead; rrizcellaneous traffic counts

o  Variouslocal EISs and traffic impact studies

SUPPLEMENTAL ORIGIN AND DESTINATION SURVEY

To complete the detaled ongin and destnation assumptions used 1n a travel demand model, the
SEEDS project required supplemental survey worlk to complete a weekend-basiz for thp
assignment purposes. The new survey worle complemented earlier surveys as part of the Morth
Fork weekend study by focusing on the South Fork. The survey was conducted to assist with the
calthration of the traffic samulation network model that wall be used to forecast future volumes
and test improvement plans. The ongina simulation model was developed for weekday peak
period travel as part of the LITP2000 project and was used for the SEEDS project. Surveys were
conducted on summer Saturdays since the model suffici entl v simulates weelsday peak traffic hut
was lacking in weekend data The survey tmethodology and gquestions were sitnilar to the
procedures and questions that were used for the North Forle survey conducted for the LITP2000
study.

During the summer of 2002, an ongn-and-destination survey was conducted on several modes
of transportation that serve the South Fork A postage-paid posteard survey form was distributed
to auto drivers; LIER passengers; Sunnise Coach, Hampton Jitney, and Suffolk County Transit
bus passengers; and Shelter [sland South Ferry passengers. The survey included gquestions about
the respondent’s origin destination, tip frequency, travel partyfrehicle occupancy, residency
status, attitudinal questions about bicycle and sidewallk uzage, and demographic guestions. The
surveys were conducted on a typical summer Satirday between 11 AWM and 3 PM. & detailed
sumtnary of the survey results 15 presented 1n Appendix V.E.

Of the 1,796 responses to the survey, 1,651 provided useable information regarding both origin
and destinabion According to these responses, 52 percent of the anto dnvers surveyed had an
origin and destination wathin the South Forle 30 percent had an ongin within the South Fork but
a destination outside of the South Forle and another 10 percent had an onigin outside South Fork
atd a destination within South Fork About 47 percent of the local bus riders surveyed had an
origin and destination inside South Fork &hout 37 percent had one of their trip ends inside the
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South Fork and one outside the South Forle Neatly all (97 percent) of the express bus nders had
either an origin or destination outside the South Forke About 20 percent of the LIRR riders had
one of their trip ends outade the South Fork and one inside the South Forle About 6 percent of
the LIREE riders had both an ongin and destination outside the South Fork, About 31 percent of
the nders on the South Ferry had hoth an ongin and destination outside the South Forle About
fi4 percent had etther an origin or destination outside the South Forle

Iiost of the survey respondents (about 77 percent owverall) indicated that their origin was home
ot a sumninerivacation home, as shown in Tahled in Appendix V.E. The destinations were more
varied by travel mode. Ahout 27 percent of the auto respondents were destined for shopping,
about 18 percent were traveling to a soctal or recreational actiwity, sbout 16 percent wete
traveling home, and 20 percent indicated other destinations. Most (56 percent) of the local bus
respondents were destined for wots and 19 percent were traveling to a shopping location. The
top destinations for express bus passengers incuded home (37 percent), summer or vacaton
home (27 percent), and social or recreation (18 percent). Most of the LIRR passengers were
destined for either a summer or vacation home (42 percent) or a social or recreational activity
(39 percent). The top destinations of ferry passengers included social or recreation (33 percent),
hotme (16 percent) o other (23 percent).

Idost of the auto respondents were ether drving alone @2 percent) or dAwving wath one
passenger (30 percent), Most of the transit passengers (loca bus, express bus, LIRE, or ferry)
were either traveling alone (about 70 percent of the bus passengers and about 45 percent of the
LIRE or ferry passengers) or with one other person.

C. PROFILE OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
DEMOGRAPHICS

POPULATION

The SEEDS nvestory and Anahziz (see Appendix LB) revealed that concems shout growth in
the East End are not unfounded—it iz the fastest-growing region of Suffolle County . According
to the 2000 census the current population of the East End 15 124,938, which represents a 176
increase from 1990 and three times the growth rate of Suffolk County, In general, the population
of the study area 1z getting younger, even though 18 percent of the population iz over 65 years of
age and the median age 15433, compared wath 363 for Suffolk County as a whole. 45 evidence
of this trend, there has been a one-quarter nse in the population of reasidents under the age of 18
in the region in the past 10 years.

Fopulation densities are often used as tangible benchmarks of smart growth and sustanahle
development practices. Although the East End 15 considerahly less dense than Suffolk County as
awhole (362 ws. 2,292 residents per square mile), three towns in the SEEDS study area—FEast
Hampton, Riverhead, and Southampton—have had density-per-acre increases of 20 percent or
tore sance 1990,

SRASCWALISECOND HOME POPULATION

One of the defining charactenstics and dternately polanzing 1ssues relative to the East End 1sthe
marked increase in the area’s population during the summer months The U8 Census Bureau
indicates that the East End seasonal population tnore than doubles the year-round population,
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patticuladly 1n South Fork communities of East Hampton and Southampton. SEEDS tesearch
indicates that second homeowmers represent the largest component of the seasonal population
and arguably the most significant force in the local economy. The seasonal popul aton 15 a major
contributor to the demand for local retal goods culturd and recreationa facilities and
contracting and domestic industries Conversely, the same sector also contnibutes greatly to the
congestion and excessive vehicular traffic that have begun to charactenze the East End as much
as the region’s sandy heaches and quant villages.

LAND USE CHARACTERISTICS

The SEEDE fnemtory and dnabsis report indicates that 57 percent of the East End’s 221,000
acres of developable land 15 divided into three categones recreation and preserved open space
{24 percent), agriculture (16 percent), and vacant (17 percent). While approzmately 75 percent
of the recreation and open space and vacant property 15 located on the South Fork, almost 75
percent of the region’s agricultural land is located on the North Fork The remaning portion of
land 15 divided into commercial (1,1457 acres) and industrial {7,531 4 acres) use zones. While
agricultural uses, mich as waneries and priwvate farms, remain important to the region only
36,000 acres of total farmland remain in the SEEDS study area

TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATICN NETWORE

The fnemtory and Analysis report 1dentifies the pimary transportation network of the study area
as Interstate 495, or the Long [sland Expressway, which terminates south and west of Riverhead
towrn center; Mew York State Route 25 (Man Foad), which traverses the Morth Fode, and New
York State Route 27 (Sunrize Highway -Montank Highway), which travels the length of the
South Fork Mew Vork State Route 24 generally runs northwest to southeast, connecting
Fivethead wath Hampton Bays An important notth-—south artenial road in the study area 13 New
York State Route 114, which travels from Southold, through Shelter Idand wia ferry, and
connects with the South Forl, also wia ferry, in the Village of North Haven, then continung on
to East Harmpton,

Az wath land use, the existing traffic and transportation conditions in the SEEDS study area are
greatly affected by hoth commutation and by the seasonal population By and large, residential
dewelopment 15 the primary traffic generstor. Other contnbuting factors include seasonal
restdents” guests and wisitors to the area’s recreational facilities who most likely drve to the
East End, and ssitors to the area™s hamlets, willage centers, and wineyards.

Development patterns of the region also play a ggmficant role in influencing the current traffic
conditions. The predominantly low-density development patterns that characterize much of the
SEEDS study area make public transportation less wiable and contnbute greatly to an increase in
both car dependency and ownership. In Suffolk County, for example 27 percent of all
households own three or more vehicles (LITP2000).

BXISTING TRANSPORTATION FACILITIRS AND SERVICES

The East End has several modes of transportation, including ratl, hus, ferry, air, and hicycle.
According to the Tnesntory and Amalysis report, the non-auto transp ortation modes include:
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Fedl Tramsit
s DMTA Long [sland Ral Road

Bz Trarsit

o  Hampton Jithey

s  Hampton Luzury Liner
s Dunrise Express

s Duffoll Transit

Airparts and Airport Facilities

s Gabresk Airport, Southampton
s Town of East Hampton Airport
e Charles Rase, Southald

o Dathtucl Airbase, Southold

e Elizabeth Field, Fishers Island

o DMontank sirport, East Hampton

Ferries

s Cross Sound Ferry

*  Vilang Ferry (passenger only)
s HNotth Feny Compaty

o South Feny Company

Designated Bicyele Routes
s Designated bicycle routes prowvided by the NYSDOT (see fovertory Report),

D. DEFINING THE FUTURE CONDITION, DEVELOPING THE
MATRIX

After the completion of 14 separate wWsioning sessions, more than 2,000 comments were
collected and the first major process objective needed to be met synthesizing the data from the
visioning sessions into a cohesive and comprehensible package of information, or “themes,” that
could be used to infomm the rest of the SEEDS process. These themes ranged from a call for
simple and low-cost transportation solutions to the much larger need for an entirely new
approach to the transportation network With regand to land use, the themes ranged from
preserving current development patterns wath limited density thtough upzoning and open space
preservation, to a widely understood need to look at innovative ways of regulating where and
how development should ocour.

Andlyrng these warious thetes in terms of foture impacts was a major methodological
chalenge for the SEEDS process. First, the raw data had to be disagoregated into a series of
distinet land uze and transportation future scenarios, ranging from contining as is (e, doing
nothing new) to large policy changes and ambitious improvements. Once these preliminary
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scenan os were concetved, further discussions were needed between local and agency interests to
ensure that the scenarios represented consensus on alternative futures.

THE SCENARID MATRIX ANALYSIS

The land use and transportation el ements that encompassed the 1ssues and wstons identified 1n
the commmunity participation process then had to be meaningfully tested using simulation
modeling tools so that thetr impacts on transportation and development on the East End could be
hetter understood.

To do this, the SEEDS project developed a scenatio matniz so that each of the various scenarios
could be analyzed aganst each other in all possible combinations. As shown in Figure 3-1, the
matrix orgamized the scenarios by transportation and land use so that their corresponding points
of connection result in 24 possible future alternatives. As the control in the matnix, a foture
bazeline year, or “do-nothing scenano,” was dso consdered for both land use and
transportation, thus establishing a baseline future aganst which all the other combinations could
he compared.

The matriz approach went heyond simply organizing the analysis of the future scenarios
deweloped through SEEDS. It also enahled the analysis remlts to be presented ceady and
meaningfully to public stakeholders, ultimately helping to guide them to a fiuture consensus
wision,

TRANSPORTATICN SCENARIDS

Starting wath the rows to the left, the matnz hegins wath the transportation scenarins As
described prewioudy, Transportation Scenano | represents the baseline scenanio, 1n which only
curtent planned improvements taken from the state’s Transportation Improvement Flan (TIF)
would he analyzed. Transportation Scenario 2 represents many important low-itmpact, low-cost,
and easily implemented system improvements. Examples of these measures are multiple
drivewsay access management, improved intersection processing, hamlet parlang management,
intermodal connectivity, and increased transit service using only the existing infrastructure. This
scenan o 15 defined as the transportation management scenario.

There are generally two points of wiew about how to best inprove adverse wehicular traffic and
transit conditions, On one side are those who believe that additional roadway capacity should be
used to relieve congestion, while others helieve that investment should be focused on transit
rather than toadway improvements. Transportation Scenarios 3 and 4 represent each of these
points of wiew. Transportation Scenario 3 represents a focused and innowative approach to
investing in dramatically redesigned public transt infrastructure, while Transportation Scenanio
4 deals wath ma of coridor roadway widemngs.

Throughout the wsionng and planming sesson, the public comments expressed an interest in
analyzing cost-intensive large-scale improvements, such as a cross-sound bndge and a shared
transit and lirmated-access highway comidor on the South Fork, Transportation Scenano 5
embodies al of these large-scale investment elements,

A1l of the assumptions and model inputs used to define the vartous transportation scenanos are
identified and described in Appendix V.B on the accompanying CD:
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LAND USE SCENARIOS

The land use scenarios are depicted horzontally in the scenano matriz (from left to nght). The
first and second scenanos represent hittle or no change i current development practices. The
essential difference 1n these scenarios 15 that Land Usze Scenario | represents the do-nothing
condition, in which there 15 no change 1n current land use trends and &l undeveloped parcels
would eventually be developed according to current zomng and trends: Land WJse Scenario 2,
howewer, represents current land usze trends in terms of where dewelopment can occur but with a
uniform reduction in density through upzoning,

Land Use Scenarios 3, 4, and 5 represent a dramatic change in current development patterns,
hased on the sustanable practice of developing density ih emsting centers through the use of
infilling, transit-oriented development, or TDE. This manner of focused development allows for
the preservation of large tracts of open space, by recommending that particular study area zones
impose a moratonum on future growth. Land Use Scenano 3 represents the highest denaty of
development in which dl of the development potential under Land Use Scenario | 13 focused 1n
and around hamlet centers, transit stations, or in targeted growth areas. Land Use Scenarios 4
atid 5 generdly represent a 40 and 60 percent reduction. respectively, in the total development
potential aval shle under Land Use Scenatto 110 and around the target growth centers,

E. GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM (GIS) ANALYSES

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ZONES

Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) are small geographical areas, wsually cotertinous wath census
block groups, used pamanly to tabulate traffic-related data, such as journey to work and place of
worly statistics. For the SEEDS scenanio development and testing, they are equally instrumental
in breaking down the smidy area into more detaled units of analyvas for determining existing and
future land use, growth patterns, and population densities. To this end, the first operation using
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) for the scenanio testing process involved overlaying the
TAF layer on the SEEDS study arealayer.

EVALUATION OF CARTOGRAPHIC AND CENSUS DATA

The SEEDS team evaluated each TAZ 1n the study area using land use and zomng maps and
aenal photography, as well as housihg and socoeconomic information gathered from the 115,
census, to detenmine land use trends and population growth pattems This information was
stored in spatial datahases that were developed 1n GIS for each town. In addition, populaton
growth maps were prepared for each town to illustrate the percentage distibution of population
growth by TAZ from 1990 to 2000. The evaluation process alzo involved examining relevant
studies and comprehensive plans to indicate East End areas that have seen increased
development and growth, The SEEDE Imentory and dmalysis report provided the statistical
hasis by which critical growth indicators, such as existing traffic wolumes, land use patterns, and
demographic trends, relative to the East End were assessed.

LAND AVAITABLE FOR DEVELOFPAIENT

To locate developable land within each town, the SEEDS teamn acquired the 1999 land avalable
for development (LAD)Y GIS files from the SCPD for the five towns and mne snallages on the East
End. According to SCPD’s 7999 Laed Aweilable e Development report (the “Beport™), LAD 13
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defined as “vacant land or land that has not yvet been developed to its masmmum extent as
permitted by municipal zoning law” Essentially, the Report tllustrates how the East End can be
developed 1n the future according to existing zoming pattems and densities. Sl arly, with the
exceptionn of the build-out in Land Use Scenario 1, the SEEDS scenano testing process
illustrates how the East End would he developed 1n the future according to four different land
use development scenarios.

The developahle land within each zoning use district for each town was consolidated into six
categories, identica to the categones in the Report:

Aoriculturally used, residentially zoned, subdividable property;
Fesidentially used, readentially zoned, subdividable property;
Vacant or agriculturally used, commercially zoned propetty;
Vacant or agriculturally used, industrially zoned property;
Vacant, restdentially zoned, non-subdiadable property; and
Vacant, restdentially zoned, subdividahle property.

Thobh s L e

In general, the SEEDS scenano testing methodology corresponds to the LAD methodology
employed by the SCPD. However, two modifications were made to the SEEDS methodology in
asseseing the LAD layers:

o Fesidentially used residentially zomed subdiidable propern—whereas SCPD deducted
the exsting housing uruts on a macro level after caleulahing the town-wade net potential
housing units, the SEEDS methodology subtracts the existing units on a parcel specific
level . Thus the category only considers the remaming amount of subdividable land afer
subtracting minimum lot sizes respective of each exsting use

o Shacial cares—include large, privately owned recreation of conservation parcels capahle
of farther intensified dewelopment, government surplus property and large unigque
parcels such as Gardiner’s Idand, were excluded frotn the database.

Since the Report provided an inventory of exmsting land use for the vear 1999 1t was necessary
to update the datato reflect the residential and commercial development that has occurred on the
East End after this date. This process involved consulting aenal orthoumagery taken 1in both 2001
and May 2002, reviewing each town’ s most recent land use map, and meeting directly with each
town’s planmning staff to review any discrepancies in the LAD data

NEW GROWTH PATTERNS

Based on public input fom the SEEDS regional plantung workshops and wistoning sessions and
corroborated by extant land use policies outlined in tespective East End town comprehensive
plans, the SEEDS team manually drafted new growth patterns andfor growth boundaries for each
TAZ 1n the study area for Land Use Scenarios 2, 3, and 5 The new growth patterns were
developed to determine how changes in future land uze patterns would affect traffic and tranasit
detmand. For the spabial redistnbution of future growth the team emploved the “SEEDS
Principles” of mistainable dewelopmment to conceptualize new growth pattems and  create
intermodal hamlet centers for each towm.

Once drafted on poster-sized town aenal maps, the new growth patterns were electronically
converted into shapefiles uang GIZ All parcels in the LAD layers were assigned ether
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“restdential development permitted.” “development restncted” “mized use” “commercially
developable,” or “transportation”™ land use codes,

INTERERCTICN OF SPATIAL DATA IV IS

The final step of the spatial analvas involved intersecting the respective LAD, TAZ, and new
growth pattern layers of geographic data for each town to compare and contrast the datain each
layer. Dewvelopable parcels wathin the new growth patterns were sorted according to their
particular land use codes to determine the total amount of acreage in each new growth pattern
category. Subsequent queries and operations were performed on the intersected database filesin
adatabase management application to vield the net potential housing units for each scenario.

Thug, the SEEDS project team used the traditional analysis format of TAZs only as a starting
point. The expression of future land use patterns that explicitly reflected public consensus about
curbing sprawl and creating a new land use template was translated into growth potential down
to the TAZ level. The first level of analyas was to define areas within or outaide of a theoretical
growth area houndary (which 15 shown in Figure 3-2). From this point, each TAZ was examined
for its relationship with the proposed “Mew Patterns” map, and fubire growth assignments were
varied hy scenario density and by limitations on where that could occur within each TAF
(represented by ashift in the TAZ centrotd used to assign traffic generated within the TAZ),

LAND USE SCENARIO CALCULATIONS

EXIETING PATTERNG

The first step of detenmining the future development potential of each town invalved calculating
a bhuld-out under existing zomng patterns. The build-out estimate served as ahaseline or frame
of reference 1llustrating the mamimum extent to which each tovm can be developed as permitted
by existing zoning densities, The LAD dataplayed a pivotal role in the calculation of the build-
out estirnate In addition, a dwelling ut weld factor detived by the Long Island Regiona
Hlanning Board was emploved to calculate the potential number of dwelling urats that could be
accommodated on all developable parcels

The ywield factor estimates the average amount of lots per acre for vanous zomng densities. In
particular, the yield factor accounts for natural constrants and foture road construction by
deducting 20 percent from each 1-acre lot According to the wield factor formula, a lot size of
40,000 sguare feet (approximately 1 acre) wields 008 lots per acre, and a lot size of 20,000 sguare
feet (approximately ¥ acre) wields 1 6 lots per acre.

The huild-out estimate under existing development patterns was cal culated by multiplying the
acreage of each developable parcel by the dwelling unit weld factor that corresponded to its
existing zoning density. This calculation yielded the amount ofnet potential housing vnits on the
L&D in each town. The total amount of housing units in the build-out estimate were denved by
adding the net potential housing units to the number of existing housing units provided by the
2000175, Census.

Although the majority of the scenanio testing task focuses on determining net potential housing
units, SEEDS places equal importance on determining the net potential square footage of future
comtnercial development in the project area Due to the uvnavailability of commercial huld-out
data in the towns within the SEEDS study area the SEEDS team referenced Shopping Conters
amd Central Busimess Districts, an inwventory of commercial shopping center development
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conducted by SCPD in 2001, to determine the total square footage of commercial space within
the project area’ s hamlets and central business districts (CBDs).

To best express the commercal build-out potential of the SEEDS project area as a whole, the
commercial square footage totals fom SCPDY:s inventory report were used to caculate a
regiciaa! Floor Area Rato (FAR) FAR 15 the relationship hetween the amount of usahle gross
floor area of all buildings and structures on a bulding lot, divided by the total lot area of the site
oty which the buildings or struchures stand. Typically, FAR 12 used by planners and towns as a
reference for effective control ower density of commercial development and 18 often tncorporated
into a commnty’ s zoning code.

To that end, a regional FAR of 0.22 was derived by diwiding the total square footage of
cotntnercial shopping centers in the region (5,133,500) by the total lot area (5457 acres o
23,770,692 square feet) of each site (5,133,500/23,770,692 = 0.22) With an FAR of 022, all
future commercia development 1n the SEEDS commerdal buld-out scenanos would ocoupy
slightly less than one-gquartter of the total acreage of each particular site.

Application af Regional FAR in Commerdial Bugld-Out

Asindicated 1n Figure 3-1, the application of the regional FAR in the commercial build-out was
farly smple In Land Use Scenarios | and 2, the comercial build-out was calculated by
multiplying all of the esasting commercially zoned acres by 0,22, For Land Use Scenanios 3, 4,
and 5, the newly defined “nuxed use™ parcels were classified as half “residentially developable”
and the other half as “commercialy developable™ The total acreage of the newly asagned
“commercially developahle” parcels was then multiplied by 022 to caculate the total
commercial build-out in the new patterns build-out scenano.

NEW PATTERNS

Az previously stated, the new growth patterns define areas where future residential developmernt
should be permitted and restricted, as well as the locations of mized uze and commercial zones,
Accordingly, the new growth patterns modeling exercise dlocates futwre development to
specific areas in an atternpt to prevent haphazard growth or sprawl. The new growth patterns
theoretically replace the esmsting zoning distncts and effectively draw a bluepnnt for future
development within the study area

The mixed-use growth paterns are designed to halance residential and commercial uses in
willage and hamlet centers and decrease the wehicle mules of travel hetween residential and
commercid uses. Within the mixzed-use patterns, half of parcel area was classified as
“comimercially dewelopable™ and the other half as “residentially dewelopable™

OURRIES AND QPERATIONS

Several calculations and quenes were performed on the intersected database files to determine
the net potential housing units in the new growth patterns. The following 15 a list ofthe steps that
were talen 1n a datah ase management application to calculate the net potential housing units for
Land Jze Scenanos 3, 4. and 5

o Al parcels coded “residential development permitted” were selected and all parcels
coded “development restricted” were eliminated from the database

o  Within newly defined “muxed use™ parcels, half of all parcel area was classified as
“commercially developable™ and the otherhalf as “residential development permutted.”
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s The newly defined TAZ densibies and dwelling unit vield factors were imported and
joined to the existing database.

s Al “commercialy developahle” parcel area was multiplied by the regional FAR of 0.22
to determine the commercial build-out for Land Use Scenario 2.

F. THE EAST END TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL

MODEL OVERVIEW

Az pat of the SEEDS effort, Parsons Bankerhoff Cuade & Douglas, Ine. (Farsons Brinkerhoff)
created and managed an East End Travel Demand Model. Travel demand models estimate, or
replicate, personal transportation choice behawior wath respect to travel Such choices can vary
considerahly, conceivahly ranging from someone who bikes to work for tmore than an hour
everyday, rain or shine, to others who aways use their car. Others might be encouraged to use
transit based on the availability and conventence of service both from where they start and end
their trip (1.e, at from home to work), Travel demand modeling can consder and incorporate
varions opinions that reflect choice behaviors.

The East End model was developed fom the Long Island Transpottation Flan (LITF) Travel
Demand Model, which iz an Island-wiade demand model developed for the NYSDOT and has
been specifically adopted for use in projects like SEEDS as well as for the Massan Hub in
Maszan County, This travel demand model 15 objective in the sense that 1t gives equal footing to
hoth the highway and other transit options. They share the same TAZ system structure. (As
described earlier, TAZs are small geographic areas used 1n transportation planning to summarize
demograpluc charactenstics and travel data) The computer model treats highway and transit
options on an equal basis. They are destoned to compete with sach other—to discowver which one
1z going to he more effective. Instead of assurming that everyone would take aparticular mode of
transportation, the model actual v calculates the probability of a particular personin a particular
TAZ making transportation choices: For instance, for a partieular TAZ, it may he projected that
20 percent of the travelers use transt, 70 percent may decide to drve alone, and 5 percent may
decide to walk.

Other tnportant factors or cotnp onents of modeling include socioeconomic forecasts to enable
regional transportation demand and travel characteristics to be better understood. Zonal
socioeconomic data include income, households, types of employment, and how emplovment 1z
distnbuted over a given gengraphic area Employment density, in particular, likely affects
people’s travel choices: there 15 a significant difference in the travel conditions of a relatively
spread-out area with 10,000 employees compared with a small, high-density area with the same
mumber of employees: The levels of service of the transportation system also influence trawvel
choices. Transpottation supply includes the frequency and capacity of train and bus service, road
capacity, and other 1ssues related to transportation infrastructure,

While this particular model 13 designed primarily to provide detaled forecast of travel wathin
Long Island, it also recogmzes that a significant number of people commute outside Long
[sland, particularly Manhattan. To accurately represent these diverse travel charactenstics, the
five boroughs of Mew Yotk City are also included in the model. This model 15 very
comprehensive, with more than 3,200 TAZs In most cases, a TAZ represents a census tract.
Howewer, the East End gets more detaled treatment Most of the TAZs representing the East
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End are based on census block group or block geography, since a census tract in the East End s
generaly too large to serve as a single TAZ

The model transportation networls contains over 33,000 highway links on Long Island, including
county roads and state highways, and more than 67,000 transit inks, including access and egress
links. The transit model network actually includes more links than the highway network and
represents buses, commuter rail (1. e, LIRR), and ferty systems.

MATOR STEPS IN A TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL

Travel demand models have severd major cotnponents: tp generation, tip destnation, mode
and titne period choice, and networls assignment For sach TAZ, exmisting and future growth
forecasts as described zhove are used as the basis for estimating trip generation and tHp
destination quantities. The purpose of the model 15 to calculate thess trip quantities and then
determine the most likely modes, times, and paths oftravel,

Trip generation tnes to capture important factors, such as trip purpose. Many other factors
influence trip generation including household site, number of workers, tncome level, and auto
ownership, This inventory of potential factors 1z gathered to determine the relabve weight of
factors by conducting statistical analyses.

For trip destinafion, the tota employment and emplooyment type—retal, service, or basic (eg,
matmfactuning ——and households are detennined to accurately reflect conditions in a specific
area For example, retal businesses tend to generate the most number of thps per emplovee,
compared wath the other employment types Other factors that influence travelers™ tnip-making
decsions include trip duration, income compatibility (that 15, how much income 15 there to be
earmed), and others.

After tnp destinations are determined, the model then applies a layer to reflect “travel mode
choice” Thiz dso depends on socdoeconomic factors, such as household income, transportation
systems and  serwice performance, and out-of-pocket costs, such as fares, gasoline, and
maintenance. The mmode choice 1z dlso affected by the prevailing land use at'the trip destination:
For instance, because Manhattan 15 wery dense and walkable, transit may be the preferred mode
if one 13 to travel there Cther destinations, such as suburban or rural areas, tnay have plenty of
parking. So, driving may be the preferred mode for those traveling to these areas.

From the very begnning, the modeling process attempted to consider the broadest range of
travel modes, such as drivers traveling alone, dnvers shanng a rnide, or people takang transit in
the form of commuter ral with a fized schedule, local and express buses, or fernies: The model
even consders non-motorized options like walking.

For the model to be an even more useful tool to the SEEDS project, a detatled TAZ system and
highway and transit network on the East End was developed. As part of the SEEDS study,
wvarious land use scenarios have evolved, and each scenario generates different simulated
transportation demand responses in the computer model. Similarly, the different transportation
supply scenarios affect regional travel mode and demand.

SUMMARY DATA RESULTS

The output from the East End Travel Demand Model provided avanety of data that was used to
establish performance measures and evaluation critena for the land use and transportation
scenatio combinations. The model’s primaty output are based in estimating the number of
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“person tnps” that occur dunng the analysis period and defining the mode of transportat on used
to complete such atrip. Table 3-1 summarizes the overall East End trip generation comp aring
the warious scenanio combinations.

One of the most critical elements of the model output from a regional planing perspective s
estmatng the amount of travel on East End roadways. Using the estimated number of wehicle
trips in consideration of estimated trip lengths based on trip purpose and otigin and destination,
the travel demand also generates ‘one of the most common regional transportation planning
measures of vehicular traffic, known as “vehicle miles traveled” (WVIAT), on East End roadways.
Tahles 3-2 through 3-6 provide a summary overview o f how regional VT waries hy town, hy
land useftranspottation combined scenario, and in companson with the “do-nothing”™ or
haseline, scenario (Land Use Scenario 1 by Transpottation Scenanio 1) Appendix VII includes
acomparative assessment o fthe weeltend model output,

G. POST-MODELING ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT

The SEEDS East End Travel Demand model was completed for the weekday peak peniod 1n
spring 2005 and for the weekend and final preferred scenario in spring 2006, The SEEDS project
tearn then conducted extensive post-processing analyses to present the results of the modelin a
uszable and measurable manner

SCORING TOOL AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES

On completion of the crtical weekday model tuns and post-processing, an extensive puhblic
review and consensus feedback effort was completed 1n May 2005 To facilitate this effort, a
new methodology was devised to allow the empirical data outputs from the model to be easily
understood, and so that an entirely new round of public outreach could begin almost three years
after the start of the project.

Feacting to the 1ssues described above, the SEEDS project team created perfonmance measures
and the uze of the SEEDS scenano sconng tool as a means of interpreting the modeling results
In preparation for the completion of the first round of modeling, a set of peffomance measres
was dewveloped directly from the SEEDS auiding principles The dewvelopment of these measures
was again wery protracted and took nearly stz omonths to complete Both the Stakeholder and
Steering Comemittees created perfortnance measures whereby the outputs from the model could
he organized and judged based on how well it would achieve the SEEDE guiding principles.

SUENARIO STORING TOOL

With the performance measures complete, a scoring tool nesded to be developed. The sconng
tool 15 a method of sconng each scenano combination from the matrix into three different
SCOTES.
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Tahle 3-1 (continued on following page)
Forecast East End Person Tril;ls1 by Travel Mode: 1995 Base Year, 2025
Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives {Weekday 6 AN-10 AM Peak Period)

Transit- Auto and
Auto-Person Person Transit
Ao Trps Transit Percent Person Trips
| _ PE’SIII Trips Percent Share PEI'EII: Trips Share Total
B ase Year (1995 57 155 O51% 1 ,1_2'.-r 1.0% 58 2582
Future Year (2025) 105 565 95.5% 1579 1.5% 106,947
Baseline
Chande in Trps* 43 205 452 43 BE0
(F% Baseline vs. Baze
Year) 84359 401 % 83.5%
Future Year (2025)
Alt. T3 & L1 104 422 O5.0% 2119 2.0% 106 5441
Change in Trps? -4 =40 -4
J..-'J-.It. T3ELY wﬁdine) -0.0% 3429 045
Future Year (2025)
Al. T4 & L1 106,019 95.5% 1567 1.5% 107 556
Change in Trips G5E6.0 (1207 Gd4
(&, T4&L1 we. Baselinel 5% J1.5% 6%
Future Year (2025)
Al. T5 & L1 105 745 05 5% 1563 1.59% 107 308
Change in Thps 352 -16 366
(A, TS&ELT ws, Baseline) 0.4% -1.0% 0.3%
Future Year (2025)
Alk. T1 & L2 Q0164 S5.6% 1,251 149 91 420
Change in Tripz" 15,194 -2 15522
[af T18L2 wa FY
|_Hazeline) — -14.4% -20.5% <14 5%
Future Year (2025)
Al. T3 & L2 50273 7 8% 2045 2.29% o1 321
Change in Trps? -16,090 469 -15 621
(Al TIEL2 wa FY
_Elaselinej —_— -15.53% 29.7% -4 5%
Future Year (2025)
Alt, T4 & L2 o0 B0z 05 B9 124 1.4% o9 844
Change in Trips -14 761 -337 -15,093
Af-'dt. T4EL2 wﬁeline) -14.0% -21.3% 14 1%
Future Year (2025)
| AR.T5 & 12 90,335 95.6% 1,47 1.4% o1 552
Change in Trips -15 025 =332 -15,.3%60
E.ﬂ-.lt. TSEL2 ws. Baselinel -14.3% 2M.0% =14 4%
Future Year (2025)
Al T1 & L3 104 460 95.5% 1,583 1.5% 106,045
Chandge in THps 003 4 599
| (A T18L3 vs. Basdine] -0.9% 0.5% -0.5%
Future Year (2025)
A, T3 & L3 103,206 07 8% 237 229 105 523
Change in Trps? -2 157 7.ag -1.419
(Al TIELI wa FY
Bazeling) -2 0% 46 7% - a3
Future Year (2025)
Al. T4 & L3 104 797 05.5% 1,583 1.5% 10 380
Change in THps SEE ] G2
At T4 3 ws Bazding] -[.5% [.5% -[1.5%
Future Year (2025)
ARk, T5 & L3 104.525 95.5% 1,580 1.59% 106 105
Change in Trps 535 1 G534
faf, TSEL3 v Basdine) -0.8% 0.1% -0.8%
June 2006 314
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Tahle 3-1 {continued from previous page)
Forecast East End Person Tripsl by Travel Mode: 1995 Base ¥ ear, 2025
Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives {Weelday 6 AN-10 AN Peak Period)

Transit- Auto &
Auto-Person Person Transit
Auto Trips Tran=it Percent Person Trips
| Person Trips Percent Share Person Trips Share Total
Future Year (2025)
A, T1 & L4 a5 859 05 6% 1,404 149 g7 203
Change in Tps? 3474 -175 9,649
Al T1ELY = Bazdineg) -9.0% 11.4% -9.0%
Future Year (2025)
Alt, T3 & L4 g4 622 97 8% 2,056 2.2% g5 705
Change in Trpz® -10,741 s07 -10,.234
A.E-.It. T3&L4 we Bazeling) -10.2% 3201% -9.E%
Future Year (2025)
Al. T4 & L4 a5 326 08 6% 1-397 1.4% a7 723
Chanae in Trips 4037 -182 0.1
(Al T4&L4 v Baseling -5.6% =11.5% S 6%
Future Year (2025)
Alt, T & L4 g5 247 g5 6% | 402 1.4% a7 649
Chande in Trips 4116 177 -9.293
(&l TS&L4 v=, Baseling) 5.7 % -11.2% 5.7%
Future Year (2025)
Al. T1 & L5 39,993 a5 6% 1,304 1.49% a9 207
Changein T rip:us3 -15370 275 -15 645
[al T18LS wa FY
Bazeling) -14 6% -17.4% -14 5%
Future Year (2025)
Al T3 & L5 55 056 93.29% 1 BE3 1.5% a0,649
Change in Trips? -16 377 54 -16,253
(Al TIELS w= FY
Bazeling) -15.5% 5.3% = 5.2%
Future Year (2025)
AR, T4 & L5 a0 453 95.6% 1,300 1.4% 91,755
Chanige in Trips -14.810 -279 -15 159
(&l T4ELS ve, Baseling) -14.2% 17 7% -14 2%
Future Year (2025)
AR, T5 & L5 a0 241 a5-6% 1292 1.49% a9 533
Change in Trips -157022 287 -15 409
(Al TSELS v= Baseline) | -14 4% 218:2% 14 4%
Hotes:

1Represents petson trips that are made to, from, ar within East End.
7 R epresents the incremental change intrips from Base Year to Future “ear Baszeline.
z Fepresents the incremental change in trips fom the Future Year Baszeline to Future Year Atemative.
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Tahle3-2
Forecast VMT ' for East End: 1995 Base Year, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives
(Weekday 6 AM-10 AN Peak Period)

Future esr [ 2025 Future Wear At . T2 & L1 Future ear At T4 & L1 Future ear At TS5 & L1
Base ‘fear Percent At T3 Percent At T4 Percent At TA Percent
[1535] E=sdine Chanﬁe! Ch =nge & L1 I:hEnEex Chanﬁe & L1 Ehanﬁe Chanﬁe & LA ChanEe Chanﬁe_

Riwverhe ad 147,421 303 759 161 262 109.3% 304,531 3,758 - 20 324,545 16,187 52% 310,172 1,414 0.5%
Southold 52055 01 266 2204 57.2% 20,790 - G o Pk, 25 959 e 5.1 % 84257 -0 0.0 %
Southampton 215,068 554001 220233 TE. 1% 542 066 -5 235 -2 % Sa0 mas PR o) - 1.0% 640499 0042 1.2%
Shetter |zland 1,473 2020 1607 109, 1% 2723 -3257 -11.6 % 3,073 -7 -0.2% 2010 -0 -2.3%
East

Hampton A2 807 27 048 43 166 103.0% 25520 -1.519 =17 % 27,215 TET 0.9% o3 166 6,117 J.0%
Totd G54 920 1,045 054 4120 074 25.0% | 1,031,100 - 12,255 -1.3% 1,061,376 16322 1.6%0 10E2 442 17,394 1.7%0
Motes:

] Represents the WMTs of the trips that are incurred within East End.
& Reapresents the incremental change inWhAT from Base “ear to Future e ar Baseline.
*Re presents the incremental change in WhAT from the Future ear Baseline ta Future “ear Alternative.

Tahle 3-3

Forecast VMT! for East End: 1995 Base Y ear, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives
{(Weekday 6 AM-10 AN Peal Period}

! Represents the WhiTs ofthe trips that are incurre d within East End.
2 Represents the incremental change in WMT from Base vear to Future “rear Baseline,
¥ R epresents the incremental change in WM T Fom the Future ear Baseline to Future “ear fttem ative;

Future Yesr Alt. T1 & L2 Future Ye=r Alt. T3 & L2 Future Year Alt. T4 & L2 Future Ye=r AL TS & L2

At TA Fercent Al T3 FPercent At T4 Parcant At TS Parcant

& L2 Ehanﬁeg Chanﬁe & L2 Chanﬁes Chanﬁe L2 ChEnEe EhEnEe L2 ChEnEe Ehanﬁe

262108 -5 550 -14.8% 2EQ 7S R pelse] - 15.7% 276139 -2 519 -0 5% 265 528 -4 T2 -3 .0%

TH.973 -11,283 -12.4% 78,3230 =12 835 - 19, 2% 52 424 -8,532 -2 79,252 =11, 4 - 12.5%

90 g3 -55 463 -10.0% 0 428 50 473 - 10.9% 403 265 -51,047 -1 0% 5003 752 -5, 140 -0

2,068 G -23.1% 2,211 -5 - 20 2% 2821 -559 =21 4% 2,908 -GYZ -21.8%

— EII?.Dcl:EI -3 565 -15.6% FEc e e hes -6 .0% T8z -2 121 dz28% 79 470 -7 578 -5 .7 %
als

915 267 Amesr | Az iva ] omsdes | -dessar | BRI geogre | tsgra | iose | eeiaet | iEFed | o109
Mot e=




Tahle 3-4
Forecast VMT! for East End: 1995 Base Y ear, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives

{Weekday 6 AM-10 AM Peal: Period)

Future vesr At 71 8 L3

Future Tesr AL T2 & L3

Future vear AL, T4 8 L3

Future vesr AL 15 & L3

Alt.T1

Percent At T2 Percent AltoT4 Fercant Alt. TS Fercent
& L3 I:hanﬁnex Chanﬁe & L3 I:hEnEeE Chanﬁe & L3 ChEnEe EhEnEe L3 ChEnEe Ehanﬁe_
229,929 -18,230 -5, 1% 268,144 -22 618 -7 3% 202 450 -5,279 -2 0% 292,23 El=F0e -5 4%
24,015 - 725 -7 0% o2, 207 R -0, 3% o8 g0 2,700 -2 0% =3, 216 =] -2 T
542,753 5,132 -1.1% 544 2657 -12635 -2 5% A0 022 - 14,878 -2 7% 555,530 529 0.1 %
2500 -130 =52 2509 =451 = 15.6% 2590 - 180 G2 2HE - 188 5.1 %
Q0,223 3,174 3.6% 22,434 1,385 1.5% 0,250 3,302 3E% 25,370 5,322 2.6%
Totas
1015843 | zazis | 28 | 1001247 | 43808 -4.2% | 1,024 2449 20,813 | 2P | 1geazm ] -isEEs | 1.4
Mot e
! Represents the YhiTs of the trips that are incurre d within Eazt End.
¥ Represents the incremental change in WM T from Base vear to Future vear Bazeline,
ER apres ents the incremental change in WY T fom the Future Year Bazeline to Futare “ear Altern ative:
Tahle 3-5

Forecast VMT' for East End: 1995 Base Y ear, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives
{(Weekday 6 AM-10 AWM Peal: Period)

Future Year Alt. T4 & L4 Future Year Alt. T3 & L4 Future Year Alt. T4 & L4 Future Yesr AL TS & L4

At TA Fercent Alt. T3 FPercent At Td Perc=nt At TS Parcant

%Ld Change” Change L4 Change’ Ehange & L4 Change Ehaﬂe 4L4 Change Charge

273,801 <3d.953 -11.3% 258756 -39,962 - 12.9% 285,183 -23,183 -7 5% 276,911 =31 548 0,23 %

79572 =11, 654 -12.8% F7am -1.3,.3%6 - 14 5% 81787 -9,959 -0 .3% 79,676 -11 580 -2 T %

514,527 -40,27G -7 3% BOD e A5.57E -2 3% S10572 -4, 250 -2 0% 50,79 -3, 107 -6 %

2,299 -Fa -3 T 2037 - 1,043 - F3. 2% 2275 -205 -26.1 % 2,258 -F22 -3 A%

7 rEES -0,305 -10.8% Fi=T=EEE] =10,415 - 12.0% F7 260 -9,199 -0 5% =k -4, 054 - T%
Totss=

45002 | -EI?IEIEE | -3.304 | L4413 | - 110842 10584 | 5T TR =R EFECE = 52 337 | -7.5P4

Mot e=:

1 Represents the WMTs ofthe trips that are made to, from, or within East End,

? Represents the incremeantal change in W T from Base “rear to Future “rear Baseline:
iR epresents the incremental change in WM T from the Future Wear Baseline to Future “ear Alternative.




Tabhle 3-6
Forecast VMTI! for East End:1995 Base Y ear, 2025 Baseline, and 2025 Alternatives

{Weekday 6-10 AM Peak Period)

Future vear AL, 71 & LS Fiftire vear At T2 & LS Future vemr AL, T4 & LS Future Tesr A 15 & LG
Alt. T4 Fercent Alt. T3 Parcent Alt. T4 Fercant Alt. TS Percant
& LS I:hanﬁneE ChEl‘lEE & LS I:hanﬂeE Ehanﬁe & LS ChEl‘lEE ChEl‘lEE & LA ChEl‘lEE Ehanﬁe_
254 002 -G53 25T AT A% 252242 65,517 - 13.3% 4017 - T -1 5% 257 D6 -A0213 -G 5%
70 - 17 240 -18.9% T2 7 -18,890 - 20T 76,050 -5 216 167 % 74,268 -6 250 -8 A%
A5, 154 -5 7AT -2.8% 29,060 55, 5t -0 1% A05,954 -7 07 -8 6% 540,201 42014 ST 0%
Z 11 el -0 A% 1013 -1 167 27 A% 2097 N==E] -310% Z, 125 -05E -3 0%
TE 25 -A1 624 - 13 4% T E05 -2 G52 - 14 5% 77003 -0, 6 -11.5% 81,932 -5 617 -6 5%
Tntals
azpdy | -1E2407 | zme | @oooze | o450 | - 13904 | getez | -i1eeaz | -114ne | oemsEva | -11gave | -113%
Mot es:

1 Represents the WhiTs ofthe trips that are made to, from, or within East End.
? Represents the incremantal change in WM T from Base Year to Future Year Bazeline,
% R epresents the incremental change in WMWT ffom the Future “rear Baseline to Future Year Attern ative:
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QUANTITATIVE SCOOREY

The first sconng 15 gquantitative in ongine [t summanzes and hreaks down all of the empirical
data taken directly from the model. This data 1 statist cally distributed into quintiles and given a
ranking of “1 through 5.7 “17 represents the given scenario’s inahility too achieve the SEEDS
principles, and “57 represents the ahility of the scenario too successfilly achieve the SEEDS
principles, This ranking dlowed each public patticipant a better understanding of how well the
empitical modeling data from each scenano compared to the project™s ouiding prnciples ot even
how they compared to each other.

QUALITATIVE SO0RES

Howewer, ot all goals can he easily expressed in numencal terms. Many perfonmance measures
dealt with the implied impact a scenano i ght have on the community. All of the performance
measures that were judged subjectively were grouped into qualitative scores. An example of a
qualitative performance measure is the effect of a paticular scenario on such factors as
cotnmmumty character and gquality of life 1ssues To gquickly and efficiently judge these
characteristics, leaming from past tistakes, the project required creative problem solving.
Sensitive to the public’s concern that outade influences were at work belund the scenes, the
SEEDS project team developed the online scoring tool, This online tool enabled esach individual
public partiapant to vote directly for all of the qualitative performance measures for all scenario
combinations. This not only removed any potential concems that the consultant team was
responsihle for making such subjective decistons but also dlowed those who actualy lived 1n
the community to weigh inon the final decision, az detaled below

The Onling Scoring Tool

The online sconing tool provided was a unigque method for evaluating the gqualitative
performance measures and reviewing the results ofthe quantitative modeling. An example of the
otiline scoring tool 15 presented in Figure 3-3. The online sconng tool was developed using an
ABP NET powered Web application that stored the resulting answers in a S0QL Server datahase
The application featured a login systemn enabling staleeholders to take hreaks and restart the
scoting tool where they left off & sconng sheet function prowided a shapshot of all of the
answers it real fitme so that participants could review al of their answers at once, as well as see
which scenario combinations were yet to be scored. The flembility of this systern provided a
uzer-friendly platform where all patticipants with a wide range of computer technical expertise
could record and maripulate their answers while providing severa resources that explaned such
various aspects as individua scenano elements, descriptions of how the scenano might work
together, and several different types ofmaps.

One of the most important henefits was the accessihility and ease that the Internet afforded, 1n
contrast toa paper scoring tool, which would have required mailing the scoring sheets, retiewving
them (with the responsibility on the scorers to send them back), and then analyzing them. With
25 difference scenanio combinations and 11 performance measures to score per combination,
there was a sgnificant chatice that many participants would not make the effort to complete the
survey, ziven traditional questionnare techmigques.

The online sconng tool also provided the SEEDS project team the ability to use the SOL Server
database to extrapolate average scores per scenario combination in a fraction ofthe time it would
have taken to complete by hand. Therefore, this parbicular sconng platform proved to be an
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Land Use Scenario: 1
Transportation Scenario: 1

Qualitative Performance Measures
Lavd Use Spansrie 1: Do Nathing (CLsvan Zoning-based Build-Cut)

Choose the score which in your opinion accurstely describes this scenario combination’s
ability to achieve each of the qualitative lard use measures below.

1. Effect on community character

®CC
sfoRafall To
012345

3. Ability to encourage affordable housing

o L eisls

4. Impact on demand for additional public water and sewer infrastructure

:- : : E‘ : ": Al aMactismh
~—ERERRY
Figure 3-3

seEps  Susteinable East End Development Strategies On-Line Scoring Tool
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integral part of the process and provide stgnificant time and cost sawings Sumilar to the
gquantitative scores, al qualitative scores for each scenario combination were scored on its ahility
to achieve the godls and principles set forth by the SEEDS project.

CERTBINED AGTREGATE SCORES

The third and final score 15 based on the combination of hoth the guantitabive modeling scores
and the gualitative survey scores. Thiz combination became the final score or aggoregate
combined score, which was used to i1l in each cell in the matriz These scores provided a public
understanding of how the evaluati on of many foture scenano combinations was achieved,

System af Checls and Balances

Developing scores for hoth the gquantitative and qualitabive performance measures had many
interesting advantages. The advantage of this system was that the gquantitative and qualitative
scotes acted as a system of checks and balances, whereby the modeling results did not stand
alone in ther recommendation for a particular scenario. This 15 especially important when
evaluaing more subjective factors, such as how a particular scenano might affect cormmunt ty
character. Addittonally, when modeling results are taken to the policy makers there i3 an
understanding that implementation may be met wath less resistance, primanly because these
results have a degree of public support.

This concept can be better understood through a detailed look at the three categories of scores
produced by the scoring tool. For example, scenario combination Transportation Scenano 1 by
Land Use Scenario 1 (future baseline) resulted in a gquantitative score of 23.01, a qualitahve
score of 1001, and a combined score of 33 84 (see Figure 3-4). Due to the statistical
distnihution of the modeling results, the future baseline condition resulted 10 a quantitative score
that represents a 2 3-point dewiation from the lowest to hughest scores. However, the qualitaive
scores with a 37 4-point deviation represented a broader range 1in scores from lowest to highest
This trend alludes to the notion that while the inherent analysis framework of the model may
have scored the future baseline scenano somewhat too high, the qualitative scores from the
online scoring tool that were developed by the public baanced the combined scenano score to
accurately express how well a particular scenano combination truly reflected the pranciples of
the project.

Another example of this system of checks and halances in the scoring system can be seen hy
looling at scenano combination Transportation Scenario 3 by Land Use Scenario 5. This
particular scenario embodies many of the public paticpants perceived ideal scenanio
commbination. It atns to provide the minitnum of new development with a dramatically improved
tranat infrastructure. However, from a modeling and technical standpoint, the limited density
makes it difficult to support transit options with ample ndershup. Therefore, the combination
Transportation Scenano 3 by Land Use Scenario 5 resulted in a quanttative score of 46.02 out
of 45 agualitatve score 0f 4741 out of 55, and a combined score of 93 36 out of atotal of 120
points, providing a reality check to public enthusiasm, as compared to the empirical modeling
results.

In other words, the sentitnents raizsed in the original public wsioning sessions can now he
empiticaly supported through the use of modeling. In either case, the final scenanofs) decisions
seetr to accurately represent a regional wision

Transportation Scenano 2 by Land Use Scenarios 4 and 5, and Transportation Scenario 3 by
Land Use Scenanos 3, 4, and 5 have the highest combined scores. The SEEDE project team
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3: Summary of Analysis Frameworkand Methodologies

laheled these combinations as the five targeted scenario combinations. While these target
combinations represented a significant interest in dramatically changing the current land use
development patterns as patt of the regional vision (a5 expressed by the high scores for Land
Usge Scenanos 3, 4, and 5), the only true vanation in opimtons was the decison of how much
density should he allowed to occur. The targeted scenarios also represented an interest in transit
investment while limiting and focusng investment on specific roadway improvements around
transportation management strategies and particular trouble spots, not region-wide comidor
widenings A indicated in Figures 3-5 through 310, the modeling remlts support this
determination. Figure 3-5 shows how future development in accordance with Transportation
Scenano 3 would lead to higher transit ridershup, while Figures 3-6 and 3-7 show a concurrent
drop in wehicle miles traveled and person hours of delay, respectively. Figure 3-8 shows the
effect of restricting commercial development potential, while Figure 3-9 shows a sitlar effect
for restricting residential development potential. Figure 3-10 shows the effect of designating
areas for preservation and development and the resulting changes in density for each area

PRESENTING THE REGIONAL VISION: FINAL CONSENSUS BUILDING

The results of the performance measure analysis were used as a hasis for continued consensus
building, In May 2005 SEEDE conducted and completed 10 public workishops in the five East
End towns (see Appendix IILE for the workshop presentation and a summary of &l of the
comntnents made at the 10 workshops). These wotleshops prowided an open forum for nearly 200
area readents, local officials and the public at large. The worlshops reviewed the results of
computer simulation modeling of altemative future land use and transportabion scenarios
developed through SEEDS as a step toward building consensus on a preferred future scenario.
Workshop participants generally supported land use scenanios that reduce the future
dewveloptment potential and focus it in and around haml et centers. They also supported elements
of the transportation scenarios that improve transit services, particulardy in the hamlet centers
Howewer, there was nio agreement among the parbicipants shout specific elements of these
scenanos, such as the lewel of density in future hamlet centers, the level of reduction from the
future build-out scenario, and the development of new ferry services.

The May 2005 workshops established the final preferred scenario that represents a summary
statement of the recommended regional planning stratemes developed through the SEEDS
process and presented to a regional assembly of SEEDS participants.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY: THE REGIONAL SUMMIT

The final scenanos described in Section 2, “Summary of the SEEDE Concept Flan”™ were
presented on December &, 2005, 10 a broad * sutnemit™ with elected and plantung officials from
East End municipalities, Suffolk County, MTA LIEE, and New Vork State agencies and elected
officials.

The summit served as the first step to the implementation of SEEDE, in the hope that the
mumnicipalities will join together in an inter-mumcipal agreement to work toward the preferred
land use future, while the transportation agencies wall work toward securing federal and state
funding to implement the transpottation improvements,
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4: Public Outreach Process

A, INTRODUCTION

The public outreach process used in SEEDS was one of the most cnitical components of the
initiative and was used tooan unprecedented level to formulate future scenarios and guide the
progress of the project. The format of the project as a sustainable development study relied on
this approach to establish consensus and achiewve the goals and objectives of SEEDS, This
section describes the public outreach effort undertalen for SEEDS, including the important
players and patticipants the organizational structure, the warious committess  and
subcommittees, and the project webaite. Also included 15 a detaled summary of the SEEDS
meeting schedule and an overview of the extensive orgamzation, planmng, and implementation
of wanous planning and technical workcshops and visioning sessions that were instrumental 1n
gathering wital public input.

SEEDS PARTICIPANTS

The SEEDS public outreach process began with a press conference and a lackoff meeting with
the EETC on Apnil 20, 2001, This was followed by a continuous schedule of public workishops
and stakeholder tneetings over a five-yvear peniod. The EETC served as the SEEDS Steering
Comtruttee and met monthly throughout the effort. In addition, as summan zed below there have
been several core participants in the project that made this a true collaborabive and team
approach.

SEELE COORDIWATOR

A BEEDS Project Coordinator was chosen to asa st the Steering Committee by acting as aliaison
between the organizabonal elements of the imtiative including the EETC, the Steering
Comtrittes, the Supetvisors & Mayor's Association (EESMA)Y, the Community Stakeholders
Comtruttee (C5C), the consultant team, and the public at large. The prmary duty of the Project
Coordinator was to faclitate discussions between the dlected officals of the EESMA and the
EETC (the research and technical anm of the EESMA) to ensure their understanding of the
consensus-building process. Throughout the project, the Project Coordinator assisted the
consulting teamn in promoting public meetings, organizing and facilitating media plans, writing
minutes and summaries of warious meetings and coordinating wath the subcommittees of the
CRC,

CCRIASLIITY STARRH O DRSS CORIAIITTTRER

One of the first tasks in the SEEDS process was to form the SEEDE C5C to serve as the public
voice of the project as well as an advisory board to the SEEDS Steenng Comimittes. Compnsng
private citizens who live and work in the area, incduding local business owners, dected officialg
professonals and concerned residents of the East End, the C5C is the public arm of SEEDS.
Duning the project, a Stakehol der Cwersight Committee (30C) was established to provide more
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coordhnation between the CSC, the Steenng Committes, and the consultant team The SCC
assisted in prepaning public outreach material and presentations, and their supportt was valuahle
and appreciated.

The CEC adwised the Steenng Committes on certan specific tasks required to carry out the
project. The CSC was responsihle for the foll owang tasks:

o Synthesizing the ideas and concerns expressed by residents dunng SEEDS planning
wortleshop s and technical sessions.

* Assisting the Steering Committee and consultants in prepanng the planning workshops to
enwvision altemative growth and transportation scenarios in each town

o Attending and participating 1n public worlshops.
o Refining the specific short-term and long-term strategies that would be needed to 1mplement

scenanos and work toward consensus in the region regarding sustainable development
policies and compatible transportation systems,

In the organizational stage of the SEEDS process letters were sent to the towns and willages of
the East End announcing the commencement of the imtiative and inviting people to get invalved
in the project. Mew members were added to the C5C stgn-up list at subsequent planning sessions
and wotkshops that were held throughout the project. Each member was informed ahout
upcoming SEEDS meeting wialetters and e-mall For most of the project, the CEC met monthly
at different venues throughout the East End.

FROIBCT WELSITE

The SEEDS project wehbsite (www. seedsproject com), opened in Movember 2001, gave the
project an easily accesahle presence and prowvided interested parties with a wealth of information
concerning the East End and SEEDS. Managed, maintained, and regularly updated by AKEF,
the site featured backoround information about the project; up4o-date listings of meetings;
research documents, such as the Snwertory amd Amalysis report and the sustainahle developrment
white papers; the communi ty stakeholders list, wotrkshop summeanes and presentations; and links
to other related sustainable development studies and websites. More importantly, the webste
featured an interactive element, a user forum, which allowed people to join discussions online
concerning SEEDS or other plantung 1ssues. The web site also allowed for participation 1n a
“sirtual” planning workshop, where participants could respond online to vanous SEEDES 155ues.

The SEEDS project wehsite proved to he an invaluahle and cost-efficient way of dispensing
ciitical information and matenals, such as presentations from C3C meetings and technical
sessiong. Planning related articles on sistanable devel opment were posted to the wehsite. In
addition, the summaries of raw comments from each wisioning session and planning worlshop
were helpfinl 1n informning members of the public who were interested in joining SEEDS
throughout the duration of the project.

E. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MILESTONES

It order for SEEDS to best represent the wiews of its participants on land use and transportation
strafegies, the project team placed critical importance on mammizing public input. The effort to
accommplish these goals required an effective and comprehensive program of public planning
meetngs designed to mantan a “continuum ofintensity” throughout the process. To that end,
SEEDS organized many meetings over the first two yvears of the project, starting in the summer
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of 2001 and extending through the fall of 2003, induding preliminary wsiomng sessons, a
“Planming 1017 wotkshop, and SEEDS regional planning wotkshops, The following section
recaps these events; details how each was orgamzed, planned, and faclitated;, and descnbes
which action items and outcomes were gamered from the process.

EAST END VISIONING SESSIONS (2001)

Shortly after the CS5C was formed, the SEEDS team orgamized a preliminary set of public
meetings, known as the East End wistoning sessions. These were held throughout the SEEDS
region, Designed as the stating point for the public patticipation program, the vistoning sessions
proved to be veritable community brainstonming sessions fostering continuity and encouraging
cogent discussions ofrelevant SEEDS tssues. Each session contained the following sixz steps:

s Sep I—Participants identified the most pressing or “top of mind” planning-rel ated 155ues,
such as transportaton and development, 1n their respective communities.

s Shep 2—Facilitators solicited 1deas, concerns, and recommendations fom participants using
the strengths, wedinesses opportunities, and threats (SWOT) approach.

s Sep 3 Facilitators presented key threats and trends relative to the East End that the EETC
identified through imtial tesearch. Uang data drawn from the Suffolk County Flanmng
Department, NWYMTC, and census matenal, the facilitator along wath each Town's plantung
representative walked particpants through a projection of the East End landscape in 20

vears. Participants were then asked to identify and describe key trends and developments
that the SEEDS initiative needs to address.

o Shep 4—The participants defined their wision of siccess for the region in terms of
transpottation systern improvetnents and provided a framewotk of long-term goals and
objectives.

s Sep S—Participants were asked to define the term “sustainable development” and how they
felt it applied to their particul ar community.

o Shep d—At the end of each sesdon, paticipants were asked to geographically locate and
illustrate specific planning concems on loca areatnaps of the SEEDS region. This exercise
provided additional recommendations on transportation and land use 1ssues,

From the wisoning sessions, the SEEDS tearn was able to identify a number of predominant
themes and patterns of ideas, which would be repeated throughout the public patticipation
program at subsequent regional planning worlcshops The sessions provided the SEEDS team
wath its frst opportunity to gauge which tssues elicited discord and consensus wathin the SEEDS
commumty. The literal transcripts of comments made by particopants for each applicahle
exercise at each session are included in Appendix IT

VISIONING SESSIONS CVERVIEW

enerdly, participants expressed concern that the goals and objectives of SEEDS needed to he
defined. Participants also indicated that communities needed to control the residential and
comtnercial growth in the region and that they hoped through SEEDS they could influence
development patterns across both forks. Followang 15 a brief brededown of the main points
discussed a the wistoning sessions by category.
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Transpariation Issuss

Participants spoke of the need for improved inter-hamlet connections with an emphasis on
increasing the use of public transit while decreasing automobile dependency. The participants
generdly shared an inherent understanding that talonng a public transportafion system to a
relatively sparse population such as the East End posed many challenges and limitations.

Each session offered numerous solutions on how to link the transportation network in the East
End The concept of establishing transp ortat on hubs was mentioned at wirtually every session.
In addition, participants identified aternatives to pnvate automobile use in addition to
infrastructure changes, such as increasing road capacity and hypasses. Diverse types of transit,
including waterhorne, the coordination of emsting services, and increase in number and
frequency of trains and buses in particular were commonly ment oned,

Traffic

In terms of traffic conditions in the East End, one thing was clear at the visioning sessions the
traffic and congestion that has become so comrmon in the SEEDS comtnunities has fostered a
general feeling that the cguality of life that attracted residents to the area was gquickly
disappearing. Despite the changes in gquality of life, however, there was an expressed sense of
realistn from the paticipants about East End traffic. Many readents believe that they could
conceivably gan control of it through the success of sustanable projects such as SEEDS.

The wisonng sesston reveal ed that traffic congestion 15 clearly amaor 1ssue on the South Fork
and in many ways appears to be a defiming element of life in that area. Residents seem to think
that conditions 10 the Morth Fork are not far behind, Many participants pont out that the reality
of more cars and trucks on the roads 15 evidence of a pervasive sociological and cultural shift in
the region. People expressed a sense of nostalgia for when there were fewer houses fewer
people owming second homes, and fewer cars on the road. Despite these changes, the sessions
revealed a farly unified sense that congestion and traffic should be addreseed using a range of
sustainable tools and approaches and that no one solution exists.

Land LEe

The land use issues discussed by the parbapants overwhelmingly leaned toward sustanable
stratemes, which emphasized maintaining willage and hamlet centers and increasing pedestnan
and bicycle access: Paricipants generally expressed the need for contanment of commercial and
restdential devel opment and that East End communities should he walkahle and hilceahle.

Developmearnt

With the exception of the Town of Fiverhead, particapants indicated a strong opposition to the
continued increase in restdential, commercial, or retal development wathin the primary corndors
of the study area In contrast Riverhead parbicpants expressed mized wiews regarding
commercid development. Some people cited the benefits of big-hox stores as attractive and
convenient places ih which to shop, while others favored amore smart growth-oriented approach
to development that focused on improved pedestian access and farml and protection:

Fighway Bypass and Ferrias

Input from the waonng sessions indicated a significant discord surrounding at least two major
capacity improvements that surfaced throughout the SEEDS process both of which have heen
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controversial historically: a “bypass” highway on the South Fork and new velucular ferry serwice
that would connect Connecticut to East Hampton,

Affardable Housing

The lack of affordahle housing was identified by a majority of wzioning session participants asa
signi fi cant 1zsue for SEEDS to address. The high walue of land and housing in a strong seasonal
market combined with limited housing options resultsin local year-round res dents being priced
out of reasonable housng and pushed workers and services out of the area, forcing them to live
elsewhere and to commute to their East End jobs. Every town and village forum identified the
datly movement of emplovees and serwices from west to east—Ffrom western Suffolk County and
even Massau to the North and South Forks as amajor transportation problem. On the South Forlg
this phenomenon has been named the “trade parade.” The lack of reasonably priced houses or
rental units 13 linked as well to the sense of aloss of community, insofar as residents who were
horn in the area can no longer afford to live there as they grow older. Participants spoke of
lozsing the generational links that create the wery fabric of community partly as a result of the
lack of affordahle housing.

The Next Step

Ciwer the next several months following the wisomng sessions, members of the consulting team
compiled the recorded comments and completed a summary that was accepted by the EETC and
posted on the SEEDS wehate The input from the wisioning sessions proved to he instrumental
in setting up the categories and themes discussed at the regional planning workshops and 1n
deweloping the land use and transportabion scenanos.

PLANNING 101 WORKSHOP (2002}

By January 2002, the SEEDS team and the C5C focused efforts on the upcomung charrettes or
regional planmng worlcshops scheduled to begin in March, At this time, members of the C5C
and the EETC expressed interest in a preparatory—or “Planning 101" —sesston to familianize
future workshop participants wath certain planning terms and concepts that would be discussed
during the workshops: The Planning 101 workshop was held in Flanders on Fehruary 28 2002,
and attended by approzimately 30 people. Much of the workshop focused on such topics as the
inter-relationship between land use and transportation, the influence of land use and
development patterns on travel behavior and modes and the role of the public in the planning
process. The session also featured an overview of general planning concepts, such as cluster
development, smatt growth, and the elements of sprawd.

REGIONAL PLANNING WOREKS HOPS (2002)

After several months of planning and coordinating by hoth the consultant team and the CSC, the
SEEDS regional planning workshops were held dunng Warch and April 2002 10 all five towns in
the BEEDS study area Because of a poor tumout at the Riverhead wotkshop, the EETC decided
to add an additional wotleshop in the Calverton area of Riverhead 1n June 2002, This1s discussed
later in this section

The workshops were the most ctuctal component of the SEEDS public patticipation program.
The input from the over 200 people who attended the sz wutial worleshops led directly to the
next important step in the progress of SEEDS: the land use and transportation scenario
development, testing, and modeling tasks.
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Sunilar in organizational format to the wisioning sessions, the workishops were facilitated and
recorded by members ofthe consulting team and divided into two approzimately 20-minute land
use and transportation sessions. The participants were broken up into smaller groups of six to
eight persons, and one person was asked by the facilitator to be the team leader, Paticipants
were encouraged to use the land use, zoning, and transportation network maps that were placed
at each tahle to illustrate ideas and strategies. At the conclusion of each session, the leaders
presented their respective team’s main ideas and strategies in front of the entire group.
Wotleshop participants were reminded throughout the process by the facilitators that they were
not expected to solve problems but rather suggest a plansihle range of possible solutions that
could then be evaluated and eventually modeled,

The input culled from the worlsshop s proved to be consistent wath that of the wisioning sessions,
albeit more centered on regional than localized issues (see Appendix IV, “Complete Cotniments
Flantung Workshops”), As the keystone to the SEEDS public paticpation program, the
workshops gave participants the opportunity to offer strategies designed to mitigate congestion
improve public transit sernce and facilities, and change dnwing habits. In terms of land use
participants addressed a wide array of i1ssues, including open space and agricultural land
preservation, growth management, zoning, and affordshle housing The following 15 a hnef
summary ofthe primary ideas and strategies discussed by the worlishop participants.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

The planning sessions revealed that many people believe that the cars second homeowners
brought into the area posed a substantial source of additional traffic. The majority of residents
feel this traffic 15 exacerhated by the “trade parade™ which was mentioned 1n the visioning
sessions. In general, participants did not consider capital improvements, such as buillding new
roads or road widening measures, as an antidote to traffic congestion. Instead, participants
identified such altematives as public transit and hicyeles as tnore sustainahle solutions

The Southampton session indicated the need for apark-and-ride system throughout the area and
severadl locations for such faclities were 1dentified. In other sessons, some participants
recommended implementing atoll on Route 27 at Shinnecock Canal to discourage divers.

In the MNotth Forls, there was a considerable amount of focus on Riverhead as the primary
location for a vanety of transportation facilities, including an intermodal transportation hub and
parking faclities with access to a shuttle hus system through the fork. Opinons were mixed on
the idea of using a modern roundabout as a means to calm traffic.

& common traffic strategy mentioned throughout the worleshops involved sequencing lights
thronghout the East End, especialy on the South Fork during the sumimer, to hreak up traffic
hottlenecks. Participants at the Southampton sesson identified CR 39 as a possible target for
hoth traffic caltung measures and rezoning to reduce residential and commercia developmernt
and congestion Other scenanos for CR 39 1ncluded: increasing the road to four lanes, one of
which would serve as a merge lane for commercial wehicles, eliminating curb cuts for
coordinated access, and constructing alandscaped 1sland and bike path.

Other strategies described atthe workshops included:

e adding valet parking in East End downtown areas;
o chifting freight toward trans rather than trucks;
« constructing underground patoing faclities;
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s creating parlang facility at the Southampton land &1 and
* increasing water tasi service.

Public Transpartation

Fublic transportation—namely, the LIRER service and the Suffoll County Bus Transit servmce—
dominated the planning worlcshop discussions: Each session revealed the need for expanded and
more frequent train and bus service. Many of the communities feel underserved by the LIER and
Suffoll County transt operations. Participants aleo expressed the need for imnproved facilities
such as more wisihle hus stop locations and more convenient and accesshle bus and train
schedules, South Fork participants in particular expressed the need for an intra-hamlet light-rail
SEIVICE.

Several communities suggested that trains heading toward the East End should be electnified to
increase train speed and improve service. The workshops revealed that a certain stigma exists
regarding the use of public transit. Throughout the proceedings, it was evident that many people
felt that if public transit (specifically the 592 bus) was made more “attractive” through
improvements to the line, faclities, and service, many more people would use it In wirtually
ewety session, participants suggested that the LIRR synchronize the train schedules to
correspond with commute patterns (including the reverse peak flows associated with the trade
parade). The followang 15 list of additional strategies mentioned dunng the public transportation
discussions:

s Create transportation hubs in Greenport and Fiverhead.

s Greenpott hub could suppott train and bus routes to connect to Crient, the Tanger Shopping
Center, b acArthur Airport, and the South Forls

o  Synchromze ralroad schedule'to coincide wath ferry connections at Greenport and Crient.

s [Ise Ronkonkoma as a transportation hub prmarily for buses,

s Busservice should run later than 6 PM.

s LIREE should promote and advertize serwice to increase ridership on the East End,

o Bus schedules (eg, 392 route) should be coordinated with ferry schedule on the Morth Fork.
s Increase the frequency of service for the 592

s Construct ralroad stabon a Tanger Shopping Center in Fiverhead.

s  Eliminate tracks from Montaul to Speonk and vse night-of-way for other transportation
purposes.

s Increase the use ofralroad for freight

s Bus from Greenport to Riverhead should leave every hour.

#  Establish a shuttle bus system for all beaches and shuttle to and fom cubs in Southampton,
s  Drovideincentives, such as coupons, to encourage use of shuttle for wineries.

o Improve parking at train stations.

¢  Estahlish a commuter train for workers from Patchogue to Montank

#  Establish a beach shuttle along Movack Road, Flying Pount Boad, and Coopers Fanm Road in
East Hampton.

s  Bwpass Route 27 by constructing aroad from Brndgehampton to Amagansett,
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o Establish atransportati on hub a East Hampton Airport wath parlang and a commercial zone,
o Expand train servce with second track forlocal service.

*  Estahlish a free shuttle service possihly subsidized by businesses such as hotel s,

s Open an inter-hamlet jitney at $1.50 per customer.

Forviss

The discussion of ferry-related 1ssues was the most polatizing subject a the regional planming
sessiong. Restdents of Shelter Island appear to be chiefly concerned wath two issues ferry
comtnuters from New England and western Long Idland passing through the island on the way to
the South Fork and congestion at the ferry terminals themselves Many of the responses from
that community’s workshop involved establishing a ferry service from New London, Conn,
directly to East Hampton and the rest of the South Fork, as well as a dedicated shuttle bus
service from Greenport to Orient.

Additional suggested (and often contradictory) strategies regarding fermes included:

o direchng Mapeague ferry traffic in an eastward ditection rather than throush Boute 114,
o opening an additional ferry tenminal west of Onent;
» re-estahlishing the Manhattan to East End ferry service;

s creafingincentives in East Hampton and Connecticut for the construction of additional ferry
terminals;

o ferry from Connecticut should travel directly to East Hampton

o ferry needed from Greenport to South Fork,

*  limiting through traffic on Shelter Island by coordinatng equal numbers of wehicles at hoth
ferty ramps;

+ extending LIE to both forks to discourage passage through Shelter [dland;

s constructing bridges from Greenportto Shelter Island and Shelter Island to Horth Haven,

o decreasing capacity of ferres; and

» constructing ferry terminal at Shoreham and Wading Raver:

Bicycles

Izsues such as hicycle access safety and bike lanesfpaths were discussed frequently in the
planning workshops. In fact, based on feedback from several of the worlcshops (most notably the
Spamsh-language workshops, NYSDOT orgamzed a bike safety event and distributed free
helmets and reflective wests for hike riders. The prevaling attitude 15 that the East End 15 not a
safe place to ride hicycles even though a substantial segment of the population would prefer to
use hicyces more often Many patticipants expressed the need for hike paths and lanes to
increase the safety for hoth motonists and bicyclists alike. The worleshops revealed that residents
feel severdl changes are needed to increase hicycle nder safety and accessihility, including: bans
on veltcles in certain areas, inclusion of bilee lanes, such as the onesin North Haven, and bike
paths aslong ralroad lines. Sotne other strategies for bicycles include:

¢ widening roads to accommodate bike lanes, ez, Long Lane and Cedar in East Hampton,
o explonng theidea of sething up “bike hostels,” which are popularin Europe;
o designating hike paths on roads using clear pavement markings;
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s using bike routes and lanes (similar to what exsts in Morth Haven) with numble strips and
reflectors:

s enforcing speeding and bicycle regulations;

o towns purchasing and providing bicycles for public use;

s towns providing color-coded hikes for people to use near shopping centers;

s widenng bike paths dlong ralioad tracks;

s desioning hike lanes dunng construction and repaving ofroads 1n Southampton; and

o requiring hicycle racks on huses and shuttles as well as allowing hicycles on trains,

LAND UER

& wvade array of ideas was covered in the land use section of the planning worlshops
Participants 1dentified such 1ssues as the transfer of development rights to manage residential
development and preserve farmland, increasing the awalability of affordable housing, and
increasing the densities in commercial hamlets and centers as a sustanahble dtemative to less
dense development patterns.

Affordable Housing

Affordable housing was one of the most commonly identified issues dunng the planning
workshops Participants regard the lack of affordable housing as the mgor link between both
transportation and land use problems. Simular to the vistomng sessions, the genera consensus at
the workshops i that the high cost of living and housing has forced workers out of the East End,
exacerthating the trade parade traffic. Parbopants also felt that most children of East End
residents cannot afford to purchase homes in the area a condition that contributes to a
homogem zation of the population. Many people fear that in 10 to 20 years, the East End will he
at area where only wealthy elderly people can afford to live.

The following 15 alist of additional land use strategies suggested during the worlishops

s Cluster affordahle housing in mixed-use areas near public transportation facilities.

s [Jse average lot size as opposed to minirmum Lot sze to profote mixed-income haml ets,

s Encourage government subsidies to help people rent or purchasze homes:

* Create commercial districts with second -floor apartments and townhouses.

s Lease spaces in semi-vacanthomes as apartments.

o Rentspacesin homestoincrease supply and lower prices,

s Acoqure substandard housing lots and apply TDEs to these areas.

*  Ezempt affordable housing from bwlding permit caps.

s Increase avalahility of affordable housing in East Hampton areas of Barnes Hole, Mapeague
Harbor, Fort Pond Bay, Ditch Flains, and Stepping Stones Pond.

Fesideantial and Commercial Development

The land use category concentrated prrmanly on promoting residential  and  commercial
deweloptnent in areas that are dready established rather than using vacant or farmland for new
construction, BMany paficipants profoted the expansion of mized-use, higher-density
development in hamlet centers, including using apartments ahove stores, increasing the amount
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of stories on commercial buildings, revang bldings and rezoning readential areas for
comtnercial uge to preserve open space and manage growth Many groups o the sessions used
the maps to 1dentify areas throughout the study area where densities could be ihereased to
supplement the emsting housing stock Other particpants offered suggestions on creating
secondary regional shopping hubs that would help eiminate traffic, particulatly on the South
Foile.

TDER fiqured prominently throughout the workshops as the hest way to preserve open space and
fartnland. Mlany people felt, however, that farmers are not fady served hy existing TDERE
regulations. Participants in East Hampton offered a number of possible TDR sending and
recelving locations. With 1ts igh percentage of fatms, open space, and traler patkks Riverhead
patticipants felt that other East End commurities considered the town to be the *affordable
housing capital” of the region. These participants were also reluctant to freat upZoning as a way
to preserve farmland because they believe it lowers property walue, Route 58, according to
participants, could become animportant commerctal corridor and a primary recerver of TDRs in
Riverhead.

FPuhlic input at the wotkshops revealed the general feeling that development should he
determined by the limitations of the natoral water resources and that East End communities are
willing to pay extra tawes toopreserve land and limit development. Participants mentioned
increasing the Community Preservation Fund tax as possible strategy, Other miscellaneous land
uze scenarios tncluded:

s establishing atown-wide school distnict reassessment that includes Gardiner’s [sland in East
Hampton in order to lower taxes and provide more affordshle housing;

* increasing amount of recreational fields and ballparks throughout the East End,

o limiting the size ofhousing to 3,000 square feet;

e upzoning 2 to 5 acres to control growth and development;

s converting second homes to vear-round residences to increase muni apal income;

o using the Petaluma, Calif | plan to cap the number ofbuwlding pertits based on
environmental critena; establish covenants in deeds to promote affordable housng, limat
building permit approvals to one day per year;

o developing 0 acres in Wainscott, East Hampton, as a hamlet center; and

o scattering affordable housing opporfunities, not concentrating them in one area.

Sparash-Language Planming Workshap

During the spring of 2002, members of the EETC expressed the need for SEEDS to
communicate with the region’s Spanish-spedang community as part of the project’ s communt ty
outreach component. As a result, the SEEDS consultant team organized and facilitated five
regionial Spanish-language planning sessions throughout the East End in the early summer 2002
i the towns and willages of Greenport, Southampton, Hampton Bays, Fiverhead, and Montauk.
The workshops were promoted by warious church groups and facilitated by bilinoual speakers
from the consulting team and NYVMTC. A summary of the sessions s included in Appendices
I and V1.

In general, participants at the Spanish-language planning workshops echoed similar concerns as
those of the wisiorung sessions and regional workshops, The avalability and service of public
transportation, primanly the 5-92 bus, was noted as a pnmary concern. Many participants do naot
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owh cars and rely on public transportat on for wirtually &l of thewr needs. In general, participants
felt that the 5-92 bug was ineffictent and limited in accommodating the schedules of the average
worker. Consistent with views expressed at the remona planning wordsshops, participants at the
Spamish sessions who did own cars felt that 1f more reasonable transit options were available,
more people would be willing to take public transit

The avatlahility of affordable housing was another 1ssue raised at the sessions. Participants felt
that since housing was prohibitively expensive, many people were forced to endure perceted
athitraty rent increases for having additional people liwving in their units. Others mentioned their
dependence o cars because they cannot afford to live in a willage center or within cose
prozimity to public transt or the MTA LIRE,

Unfortunately, the Spanish sessions revealed that many restdents percetve a general feeling that
they are not welcome in the area 4As evidence, many people mentioned being treated rudely by
bus drivers and that bus and train schedules were not wntten 1n Spanish.

Cabverton Waorkshap

Some members of the EETC were concerned that the poor turnout at the Riverhead planning
workshop did not adequately elicit public input from the town As a result, an additional
workshop was held in June 2002 focusng on the planning 1ssues assoctated wath the Calverton
Enterprise Parle development, on the former site of the Nava Weapons Industrial Reserve Flant
leased to the Grumman Corporation in the southwestern area of the town. The results of the
Calverton worlcshop were included in the overall summary of the regonal planning workshops

SCENARIO MODELING AND EVALUATION 2003 AND 2004)

Frotn 2003 through 2004, the SEEDS project actively engaged the C5C and the public at large to
particip ate in dewveloping the scenarios exatmned in the East End Travel Detnand Model Sewveral
public meetings were held to establish the parameters and defintions of the SEEDS matriz and,
it turn, to reach consensus on the definifions associated with the wanious land use and
transportation scenarios. Once these were defined, subsequent meetings were used to reach
consensus on modeling assumptions, including land use vanables {new patterns and densities)
and the spec fic transp ortati on elements to be modeled.

Onece accomplished and during the period when the East End model was in its final design and
calihration stage, the SEEDS Steering Comittee and the public were asked to create a
systematic approach to defining the performance measures and evaluation criteria to compare
and assess the appropriateness and impact of land use and transportation scenariog.

Az described in the methodology overwew, this process culminated wiath SEEDS participants
reviewing, cotnparing, and scoring the warious scenarios Through a senes of workshops with
the C5C and the innovative use of a web-based scoring tool, the public participation process
vielded aclear directive in terms ofthe highest-ranlang scenario combinations

CONSENSUS-BUILDING WORKSHOPS (2005)

With the five targeted scenario combinations in hand, the next stage of the SEEDS puhlic
outreach program hegan in earnest. The tmajor challenge in this next step was how to bring the
findings back to the public at large without starting over. Several participants would be joining
the SEEDS project for the first time while many others were experienced parficipants lookang to
see how their hard worl had paid off
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This was accomplished dunng the first two weelss of May 2005, when SEEDS conducted and
completed 10 public wotkshops 1n the five East End Towns (zee Appendix IILE for the
workshop presentation and a summary of all of the commments made at the 10 workshops). There
was extensive effort to advertise these workshops using several media platfonms, including
newspaper, radio, TV, and even temporary vanshle message signs supplied by the NYSDOT
that were placed along major corndors to notify residents about the time and place of each
meeting The workshops successfully thvolved over 200 public participants, ranging from first-
tine contributors and dedicated woluntesrs to municipal policy makers and elected officals.

The wotlkcshops first reviewed the results of computer simulation modeling of alternative future
lanid use and transportation scenarios developed through SEEDS as a step toward building
consensus on a preferred future scenario. At the completion of the presentation, two different
workshop formats were used. The first format was the technical session, which outlined all of
the modeling results in great detail. The second portion ofthe workshop provided a detaled look
at all of the elements incorporated 1n each of the five targeted scenanios. Each scenarnio element
was designated as a line item or facilitated discussion point. As each point was discussed, the
audience was asked to participate in a consensus-building process designed to determine
whether or not each particular item should be incorporated as the final scenario(z). All comments
and consensus were recorded at each sesston.

Wotkshop participants generally supported land use scenarios that reduce the future
development potential and focus it 1n and around hamlet centers They also supported elements
of the transportation scenarios that improve tranat services, particularly ih the hamlet centers
However, there was no agreement among the particpants sbout specific elements of these
scenanos, such as the level of density in future hamlet centers, the level of reduction from the
future butld-out scenarin, and the development of new ferry services.

Owerall, the effectiveness of the matriz, the presentation format, and the sconng tool in focusing
and guiding dizcussion helped create a successfil forum for public participation in these final
wotleshops After all the comments were collected, a final scenano(®) was easy to recognize and
was used to perform the second round of modeling. This consolidation into a final scenario
represents a summary statement of the recommended regional planning stratemies devel oped
through the SEEDS process and presented to aregional assembly of SEEDS participants.

REGIONAL SUMMIT (DECEMEER 2005)

The final scenarios presented in Section 2, “Summary of the SEEDS Concept Flan™ were
drafted bhased on the public outreach described abowe and they represent the proposed
sustainahle devel opment strategy for the region. This final version of the SEEDS Concept Flan
was presented on December & 2005, in a broad “summit” with elected and planning officials
from East End tnunicipalities, Suffoll County, LIERE, New ¥ore State agencies, and other
elected officials. The presentation highlighted the results of the analyas, framed by the
performance measures, and indicated critical choices and implementation strategies to he made
by al SEEDS participants. The suminit served as the first step to the implementation of SEEDE,
i the hope that the municipalities will join together in an inter-municipal agreement to work
toward the preferred land use future, wlile the transportation agencies wall work toward secuning
tederal and state funding to implement the transportation improvements. Implementation will he
challenging, hut the existence of a consensus-hased plan for the future wall be a sigmficant
advantage in mowing the recommendations forward.
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