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1 
Executive Summary 
This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared in 

accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and 

its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617 for the action contemplated 

herein, and in accordance with the Final Scope promulgated by the Town of East 

Hampton Planning Board pursuant to 6 NYCRR § 617.8.  This DEIS has been 

prepared to evaluate the application of AT&T Wireless (the Applicant) that includes 

the installation of nine antennas upon an existing 120±-foot-tall lattice tower with 

an existing wind turbine thereon, as well as the installation of associated ground-

based communications equipment and planting of landscape vegetation (the 

proposed action) on a 7.7±-acre parcel situated at 100-106 Long Lane, on the north 

side of Long Lane in the hamlet of East Hampton, Town of East Hampton (the 

“subject property”), which is designated on the Suffolk County Tax Map as District 

0300 – Section 159 – Block 1 – Lot 10.1.  

In accordance with the Final Scope, the DEIS evaluates the following impact issues: 

› Land Use, Zoning and Community Character 

› Aesthetic Resources 

This Executive Summary is designed solely to provide an overview of the proposed 

action, a brief summary of the potential adverse impacts identified in the DEIS, 

proposed mitigation measures, and possible alternatives to the proposed action.  

Review of the Executive Summary is not a substitute for the full evaluation of the 

proposed action in Sections 2.0 through 10.0 of this DEIS. 
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Project Location, Design and Layout 

The proposed action consists of a site plan/special permit application to allow the 

installation of a wireless communications facility1 on a 7.7±-acre parcel containing 

existing agricultural operations, located at 100-106 Long Lane, within the Hamlet of 

East Hampton, Town of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York (Suffolk County Tax 

Map District 300 – Section 159 – Block 01 – Lot 10.1). The subject property is located 

within the A5 Residence Zoning District and the Town of East Hampton’s Agricultural 

Overlay District.  

Specifically, AT&T (the Applicant) is proposing to install nine (9) panel antennas and 

associated appurtenances upon an existing 120±-foot above-grade level (agl) lattice 

tower with an existing wind turbine (the “lattice tower”). The wind turbine blades 

reach a top height of approximately 136-feet agl. The proposed antennas would be 

flush-mounted upon the lattice tower in three tiers and three sectors (three 

antennas per tier and sector). Within each sector, one antenna would be mounted at 

each of the following centerline heights: 75± feet agl, 85± feet agl, and 95± feet agl. 

The antennas would be painted to match the color of either the tower or the wind 

turbine structure (color choice would be left to the Town’s discretion). Additionally, 

nine (9) triplexers and nine (9) diplexers would be installed behind the antennas (one 

triplexer and one diplexer behind each antenna). Twenty-four (24) remote radio 

head units and four (4) DC6 surge arrestors would be mounted to a frame at ground 

level beneath the tower.  

In addition, a 702±-square-foot (sf) (39-foot-long by 18-foot-wide by 12.5-foot-tall) 

ground-based fenced equipment compound would be installed immediately 

adjacent to the lattice tower (to the west-southwest). This equipment compound 

would accommodate a 240±-sf (12-foot by 20-foot) equipment shelter with a 96±-sf 

generator patio, two HVAC units, a 50 kilowatt (kw) natural gas emergency back-up 

generator, a roof-mounted (shelter roof) GPS antenna, and associated ancillary 

equipment. The equipment compound would also include an overhead cable bridge 

which routes the cables from the lattice tower to the equipment shelter. Ten-foot-

tall red cedars (evergreen vegetation) would be planted around three sides of the 

equipment compound to screen the ground-based equipment from view. Finally, it 

is anticipated that utility conduits would be routed underground from the proposed 

equipment area to Long Lane for connection with existing utilities 

(electric/telecommunications/natural gas). 

  

 
1 Note that in this DEIS, wireless communications facilities may also be referred to as personal wireless service facilities, wireless 

service facilities and/or telecommunications facilities. 
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Existing Site Conditions 

In addition to the existing lattice tower, the subject property is developed with the 

Iacono Farm, a family-operated poultry farm. A number of one-story outbuildings 

that support farming operations (e.g., chicken and duck coops, equipment storage 

buildings) are located on the southern and central portions of the property. There 

are also a number of outdoor grassy enclosures for the livestock, adjacent to the 

outbuildings, as well as associated landscaping and internal dirt roads. The existing 

lattice tower is situated on the central portion of the 7.7-acre subject property, set 

back approximately 588 feet east of Long Lane. The lattice tower’s wind turbine 

currently supplies power to outbuildings (i.e., water pumps, lighting for chicken 

coops, etc.). Approximately 4.88 acres of the subject property is utilized for active 

cultivation. Presently, there are two access driveways to the subject property from 

Long Lane. The western access driveway provides direct access to the lattice tower, 

which is situated in a lawn area, outside any actively farmed crop areas.  

Site Data 

The proposed action would only occupy 0.016±-acre (approximately 0.2% of the 

7.7±-acre property), and would not change in the overall use of the site (i.e., 

agricultural use with a single-family residence). 

The proposed antennas would be installed upon the existing lattice tower. Minimal 

clearing of existing lawn area would be required to accommodate the equipment 

compound (i.e., a 0.016±-acre area: 0.008±-acre to be unvegetated/gravel and 

0.008±-acre to be paved).  Overall, the proposed action would increase on-site 

impervious area by approximately 0.1%; and, as such, there would not be a 

significant increase in associated stormwater runoff.  The proposed wireless 

communications facility would be unmanned, remotely monitored and visited once 

monthly by a technician to inspect the equipment; thus, no potable water or sanitary 

services are required. Should the facility be rendered unnecessary in the future, the 

antennas and associated equipment would be removed from the subject property. 

Project Purpose, Need and Benefits 

AT&T is a public utility for zoning purposes under the laws of the State of New York 

and is licensed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) to serve the 

public within Suffolk County, New York, and throughout the United States. Per its 

licensing under the FCC, AT&T is required to ensure that its provision of service is 

reliable (47 CFR 22.901 [2014]).  

In accordance with their licensing agreements, wireless communications providers 

have a responsibility to provide safe, reliable and adequate levels of service to the 

public. In addition to the social and business applications of wireless 

communications, wireless communications have played a significant role in public 

safety. The FCC recognizes the increasing role that wireless communications play in 

providing the public with immediate access to public safety services, in meeting 
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homeland security needs and in serving as a backup to existing public safety 

communications systems.  

If approved, the proposed wireless communications facility would provide 

dependable wireless communications service to an area that is currently lacking such 

service.  Implementation of the proposed action would help to ensure that reliable 

coverage is provided in this area of the hamlet of East Hampton, which includes 

agricultural, residential and institutional uses. The proposed facility would provide 

interconnecting coverage with neighboring wireless communications facilities within 

the AT&T network. 

Existing Service Deficiency Gaps and Infrastructure in the Town of 
East Hampton 

There is presently a service gap in AT&T’s wireless network coverage in the vicinity 

of the proposed wireless communications facility location.  A service gap exists if the 

user of an AT&T mobile telephone cannot reliably transmit, receive or maintain a 

voice or data connection. The service gap in coverage that now exists in the vicinity 

of the subject property prevents AT&T from providing reliable service in the area, 

and can have serious consequences during times of emergency or disaster. 

Upon identifying a service deficiency gap in a particular area, AT&T performs a 

signal propagation study to determine the necessary location of a facility to 

eliminate the gap. Based on such a study, AT&T determined that an antenna facility 

at or near the subject property would be able to resolve an identified service 

deficiency gap, providing up to 2.4 square mile (sq. mi.) of in-building coverage, 

thereby allowing AT&T to provide reliable service in this area. 

The proposed facility’s height and location were strategically determined by AT&T’s 

RF Engineers in order to optimize the reliability of coverage to AT&T customers, 

based on some or all of the following factors: availability and/or configuration of 

existing structures, willingness of property owners to enter into leases, drive test 

data, topography in the surrounding area, land cover features in the area such as 

buildings and foliage, and the results of computer propagation analysis to predict 

the anticipated signal propagation at a given height and location. Additionally, this 

site would work in concert with surrounding AT&T sites to fill an existing service 

deficiency gap and create a more reliable network. 

Objectives and Benefits for the Project Sponsor 

The proposed wireless communications facility at the location specified would 

enable AT&T to provide reliable service to its customers. This would benefit the 

surrounding community and Town of East Hampton as a whole, as well as residents 

and visitors by providing reliable facilitating emergency communications, and non-

emergency and data transfer communications. 
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Probable Impacts of the Proposed Action 

Land Use and Community Character 

Subsequent to implementation of the proposed action, the primary use at the 

subject property would remain agricultural. The proposed wireless communications 

facility would be contained entirely upon, and immediately adjacent to, the existing 

lattice tower and would not interfere with the existing on-site turbine or farming 

operations. The proposed ground-based equipment compound would be situated 

entirely on 0.016±-acre of previously-disturbed manicured lawn area, and would not 

encroach into an active agricultural use area. Set back approximately 577 feet from 

the roadway, the proposed facility would be a de minimis addition to the agricultural 

property and would not affect uses on or off-site. 

The proposed action is compatible with surrounding agricultural and residential uses 

inasmuch as increased wireless services would help with both personal and business 

communications/data needs, and would improve the E911 system. Furthermore, the 

proposed action would be entirely contained on the subject property and would not 

encroach onto properties in the surrounding area.  

Following the installation of the proposed facility, the community character would 

remain that of farmland typical to eastern Long Island. Overall, it is anticipated that 

implementation of the proposed action would have no significant adverse impacts 

to the land use or community character at the subject property and in the 

surrounding area. 

Zoning 

The subject property is situated within the A5 Zoning District and the Town of East 

Hampton’s Agricultural Overlay District. The proposed action would not alter the 

zoning of the subject property or the surrounding area. 

The proposed facility is permitted in the A5 zoning district, subject to the issuance of 

a Special Use Permit by the Town of East Hampton Planning Board, as governed by 

the Town Code’s general standards for special use permits (§255-5-40), as well as 

location standards (§255-2-90), specific standards and safeguards for personal 

wireless service facilities (§255-5-50), and the regulations of the Agricultural Overlay 

District (§255-3-35).  As described in detail in the DEIS, the proposed action is 

compliant with these standards to the extent practicable. 

  



Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 vi Executive Summary 

Comprehensive Planning Documents 

The proposed action is generally in compliance with the applicable planning 

documents pertaining to the subject property, and specifically those identified 

below: 

Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan (May 6, 2005) 

› The proposed action would not alter the rural character of the area, as the 

subject property would remain agricultural in use, with minimal alterations to 

the appearance of the wind turbine support structure, due to the flush-mounted 

installation of antennas on the lattice tower. 

› The proposed action would not have an adverse impact on the environment in 

that it does not involve any discharge of sanitary wastes to groundwater, does 

not involve a property containing or located immediately proximate to wetlands 

or dunes, would not disturb natural areas, would not impact biodiversity or 

ecosystems, would blend with the existing wind turbine support structure to the 

maximum extent practicable, is of such a small scale it would not adversely 

impact scenic resources, involves minimal outdoor lighting which would not 

impact the night skies, would not produce significant air emissions or routine 

noise in excess of existing ambient conditions, and would result in only a minor 

increase in energy consumption which would have no significant impact on the 

energy grid. 

› The proposed action would serve the existing demand for reliable 

telecommunications in the service area, which would not result in increased 

development, would occur at a location which does not contain and is not 

located in close proximity to natural features, has been confirmed by the State 

Historic Preservation Office as not being located within one-half mile of any 

historic resources, and would have very limited visibility to the surrounding area; 

and, therefore, would not entail any significant adverse impacts to cultural 

resources. 

› Implementation of the proposed action would serve the needs of the year-

round population (both commercial and residential) by providing more reliable 

cellular/data transfer service, as well as improved E911 capabilities, within the 

proposed coverage area, with minimal environmental impact. 

› The proposed action is designed to be visually compatible with the existing 

conditions of the subject property, does not involve the removal of cultural 

resources, would allow the subject property to continue as an agricultural use, 

would cause no loss in actively farmed land, and has been determined by the 

State Historic Preservation Office to not involve adverse impacts to historic and 

archaeological resources.   

› The proposed action conforms to two specific “Recommendations to Meet the 

Goals”: 

› 75. Emergency Services Communications – The proposed action would 

maintain and upgrade emergency services communications, providing 
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adequate redundancy and coverage, consistent with the EH Town Wireless 

Master Plan; and 

› 77. Infrastructure Development – The proposed action encourages the 

design, installation and maintenance of fiber optics, internet, cable TV, 

wireless communications facilities, telephone, public water, electric and gas 

lines to be conducted in an environmentally and aesthetically compatible 

manner, and continues to follow and implement the Wireless Master Plan. 

› The proposed action would resolve an existing service deficiency gap, thereby 

not only improving cellular/data service, but also enhancing E911 capabilities in 

the existing service deficiency area; and the proposed action is consistent, to the 

maximum extent practicable, with the Town Code’s siting and design standards 

for wireless communications facilities. 

Plan for East Hampton 

› Under the proposed action, the subject property would remain an agricultural 

use as a poultry farm, as the proposed facility would be installed outside the 

area that is used for active farming operations on-site. 

› The proposed action would not have an adverse impact upon the East Hampton 

Scenic Area of Statewide Significance. 

› The proposed action would not affect the A5 Residence zoning of the subject 

property, would continue to ensure the preservation of prime farmland and 

important scenic views associated with the subject property, and would not have 

a significant adverse visual impact on the subject property or the surrounding 

area. 

Wireless Service Facilities Component 

› The proposed action would comply with the recommendations of the Town of 

East Hampton Final Wireless Master Plan to the extent practicable. 

Open Space Preservation Component 

› The proposed action would not adversely impact the goals of the Town of East 

Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan. 

Town of East Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan (July 7, 2011) 

› Implementation of the proposed action would not preclude possible future 

action by the Town to implement this plan’s recommendation for acquisition of 

the subject property under the Community Protection Fund; and the proposed 

action would not have an adverse impact upon either the agricultural operations 

on-site or the scenic views of the surrounding area. 

Aesthetic Resources 

Upon completion of the proposed wireless communications facility, views at the 

subject property would be largely similar to existing views; the only visual difference 
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would be the view of the lattice tower structure (which would include antennas upon 

project completion) and the view immediately east of the base of the lattice tower 

(which would include the ground-based equipment compound upon project 

completion). The ground-based equipment would be screened by 10-foot cedar 

plantings. The photographic simulations show that there would be very little visual 

alteration of the subject property, which would continue to have an agricultural 

aesthetic, upon completion of the proposed action.  

The photographic simulations, conducted for leaf-off conditions, demonstrate that 

the proposed antennas would have limited off-site visibility due to the facility 

design, particularly the relatively small size of the antennas.  It is anticipated that 

during months when seasonal vegetation is in either partial or full bloom, visibility of 

the proposed facility would diminish rapidly with increasing distance from the site in 

all directions due to intervening vegetation, existing structures and surrounding 

topography. The proposed facility includes flush-mounted antennas, painted to 

match the color of either the tower or the wind turbine structure (color choice would 

be left to the Town’s discretion), which would mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The analyses in the DEIS show that there would be no significant adverse impacts to 

the visual character of the subject property and the surrounding area, as the 

proposed antennas would be barely perceptible from beyond the site boundaries.  

Mitigation Measures 

In an effort to minimize potential adverse impacts resulting from the proposed 

action, mitigation measures have been identified and are set forth below. 

Land Use and Zoning 

› The proposed location of the wireless communications facility upon an existing 

lattice tower is optimal in that it would utilize existing infrastructure while 

simultaneously precluding the need to construct a new, tall structure (e.g., 

monopole, lattice tower, etc.), helping to mitigate potential visual impacts.   

› In an effort to prevent potential adverse impacts to the existing agricultural 

property operations, the proposed antennas would be installed upon an existing 

structure and the ground-based equipment would be installed within a lawn 

area that is not utilized for active farming operations. 

› The proposed facility and its associated operation would be confined to the 

subject property and there would be no adverse impact to the development 

and/or operation of nearby agricultural properties. 

› The proposed facility would be installed in accordance with all applicable 

building regulations and would be able to withstand severe weather events, 

further reducing potential impacts to the subject property and/or surrounding 

properties. 

› To the extent practicable, the proposed action complies with all relevant zoning 

criteria. As such, there are no significant adverse impacts to zoning identified 

and no mitigation is required. 
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› the Applicant has incorporated a number of mitigation measures into the design 

of the facility such that potential visual impacts would be minimized, which is 

consistent with the spirit of the Town’s design and location standards for 

telecommunications facilities.  

Aesthetic Resources 

› Impact to aesthetics would be minimized through project design and through 

supplemental plantings around the ground-based equipment. 

› The proposed antennas would be flush-mounted to the existing lattice tower 

and would be painted to match either the tower or the wind turbine (at the 

discretion of the Town). 

› The proposed installation mitigates potential visual impacts by avoiding the 

need to construct a new structure to support antennas, by reducing the profile 

of the antennas on the lattice tower structure and by facilitating the blending of 

the antennas with the overall architecture of the existing structure to the 

maximum extent practicable. 

› The design of the proposed equipment shelter also has been modified to be in 

keeping with the surrounding outbuildings on the subject property, ensuring 

that the new structure is in character with surrounding existing structures. The 

proposed planting of 10-foot-tall red cedars around the equipment compound 

would further screen the ground-based equipment. 

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Short Term Impacts 

The proposed action would entail a number of temporary construction-related 

impacts that cannot be completely mitigated, which would cease upon completion 

of the construction phase of the project, as follows: 

› The project site would be minimally disturbed by excavation activities during 

construction of the ground-based equipment. 

› Despite the use of strategically-placed erosion control devices, minor 

occurrences of erosion potentially may result from site development activities 

during the short period of ground disturbance. 

› During construction, there is the potential for minor releases of air contaminants 

from construction equipment and vehicles and in fugitive dust. 

› There may be a temporary impact to roadways due to the movement of 

construction vehicles associated with site development activities. 

Given their short duration, these would not pose a long-term significant adverse 

impact. 
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Long Term Impacts 

Certain potential long-term impacts associated with project implementation have 

been identified.  Mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce or eliminate 

these long-term adverse impacts to a large degree.  Long-term impacts which 

cannot be fully mitigated include: 

› The proposed antennas would be visible from portions of the immediate 

surrounding area.  However, the analyses presented indicate that this impact 

would be minimal, based on the facility design. 

› There would be a minimal increased demand on energy resources from PSEG 

Long Island and National Grid. 

Alternatives and Their Impacts 

Pursuant to the Final Scope, the DEIS examines the following alternatives: 

› SEQRA-mandated, No Action alternative (no wireless communications facility 

would be constructed) 

› 12-Antenna, Exterior-Mounted Alternative Design 

› Complete Concealment of Facility 

 Within Lattice Tower as Currently Designed 

 Concealment with Facility Re-design 

 Concealment within New Wind Turbine Structure 

› Alternative (Opportunity) Sites 

No Action 

The No Action alternative would not permit the installation of a wireless 

communications facility at the proposed location. Thus, there would be no antennas 

visible on the existing lattice tower from the immediate surrounding area, nor would 

ground-based equipment be visible from on-site or the edges of the bordering 

properties. In addition, there would be no disturbance of the area associated with 

the ground-based equipment. 

There would be no change in the land use, zoning or community character, as no 

antenna or equipment placement would occur at the subject property. 

Without the proposed facility, the service deficiency being experienced by AT&T in 

this area would not be remedied, resulting in the continued inability to reliably make 

and receive wireless calls, including E911, and to transmit and receive data. As the 

need for the facility would not be satisfied, implementation of the No Action 

alternative is not viewed as a feasible option by the project sponsor. 
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12-Antenna, Exterior Mounted Alternative Design 

As required by the Final Scope an alternative design was included in the DEIS, with 

12 panel antennas, six remote radio head units and associated cabling at 95± feet 

agl on the subject lattice tower.  The antennas would be externally mounted on the 

lattice tower in three sectors with four antennas per sector.  Associated ground-

based equipment would be located proximate to the base of the lattice tower, within 

an equipment shelter, behind a chain link fence with privacy slats. This design was 

found to be unacceptable by the Town.  

In response to the request for revision of the original design, the Applicant 

developed an alternate design consisting of 12 antennas and six remote radio head 

units to be installed in two tiers (six antennas per tier) with two antennas in each 

sector, mounted at 85± feet agl and 95± feet agl. The design was also modified at 

that time to include a gabled roof on the equipment shelter, chain link fence without 

privacy slats, and plantings around the fenced equipment area. 

With regard to the ground-based equipment, there would not be a significant visual 

impact to the surrounding area with any of the proposed design iterations, as the 

visibility of this equipment is primarily limited to the subject property. Both of the 

12-antenna designs would be more visually prominent than the current flush-

mounted design, as the antennas would protrude farther from the lattice tower, 

reducing the degree to which the antennas would blend with the tower’s overall 

architecture. As such, the current proposal for a 9-antenna design would be less 

visually obtrusive as compared to the either of the 12-antenna alternatives. From a 

land use and zoning perspective, as well as potential comprehensive plan impacts, 

the 12-antenna design would have similar (or perhaps greater) impacts to the 

proposed action.  

Complete Concealment of Facility 

Pursuant to the request by the Town Board, the Applicant has explored alternative 

scenarios for the concealment of the proposed wireless communications facility, as 

discussed as follows: 

› Within Lattice Tower 

Engineering analysis shows that this would not be a feasible option, because the 

existing structure itself would interfere with the operation of the antennas, as 

the steel lattice would not permit the propagation of the signal outward to the 

surrounding area. 

› Concealment of Facility Re-Design 

This alternative is not feasible because concealment screening would be 

significantly more visually obtrusive than the proposed flush-mounted antennas 

and would result in significantly more structural loading stress on the existing 

tower structure, especially due to wind forces, as compared to the proposed 

flush-mounted design.  
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› New Wind Turbine Structure 

A new freestanding, operational wind turbine made of RF-transparent material, 

within which the antennas would be concealed, would not be structurally 

feasible. 

Alternative (Opportunity) Sites 

Per the Town Board’s request, potential Opportunity Sites within the AT&T coverage 

area for the proposed facility have been reviewed, pursuant to §255-2-90.A.(1)-(5) of 

the Town Code, which includes the following:    

› Public rights-of-way utility poles, including telephone poles, utility-distribution 

poles, streetlights and traffic signal stanchions. 

› Religious institutions. 

› Rooftops. 

› Tree masses. 

› Town-owned properties (except designated open space), depending upon siting 

and design standards. 

Based on an examination of aerial photographs and visits to the area surrounding 

the subject property, as well as incorporation of information from the RF engineer, 

AT&T and Smartlink, no opportunity sites were identified as being available and 

appropriate for the installation of a wireless communications facility. 
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2 
Description of the Proposed Action 

2.1 Project Location, Design and Layout 

The proposed action consists of a site plan/special permit application to allow the 

installation of a wireless communications facility2 on a 7.7±-acre parcel with 

associated agricultural operations thereon, located at 100-106 Long Lane, within the 

Hamlet of East Hampton, Town of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York (Suffolk 

County Tax Map District 300 – Section 159 – Block 01 – Lot 10.1) (see Figure 1). Lots 

8, 9, 10.2 and 11 are parcels associated with the Iacono Farm property (parcels now 

or formerly owned by Mr. Anthony Iacono); however, these are not part of the 

subject property as defined herein (see Figure 2). The subject property is located 

within the A5 Residence Zoning District and the Town of East Hampton’s Agricultural 

Overlay District.  

Specifically, AT&T (the Applicant) is proposing to install nine (9) panel antennas and 

associated appurtenances upon an existing 120±-foot above-grade level (agl) lattice 

tower with an existing wind turbine (hereinafter referred to as the “lattice tower”). 

The wind turbine blades reach a top height of approximately 136-feet agl. As 

illustrated in greater detail in Appendix B, the proposed antennas would be flush-

mounted upon the lattice tower in three tiers and three sectors (three antennas per 

tier and sector). Within each sector, one antenna would be mounted at each of the 

following centerline heights: 75± feet agl, 85± feet agl, and 95± feet agl. The 

 
2 Note that in this DEIS, wireless communications facilities may also be referred to as personal wireless service facilities, wireless 

service facilities and/or telecommunications facilities. 
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antennas would be painted to match the color of either the tower or the wind 

turbine structure (color choice would be left to the Town’s discretion). Additionally, 

nine (9) triplexers and nine (9) diplexers would be installed behind the antennas (one 

triplexer and one diplexer behind each antenna).   Twenty-four (24) remote radio 

head units and four (4) DC6 surge arrestors would be mounted to a frame at ground 

level beneath the tower.  

In addition, a 702±-square-foot (sf) (39-foot-long by 18-foot-wide by 12.5-foot-tall) 

ground-based fenced equipment compound would be installed immediately 

adjacent to the lattice tower (to the west-southwest).  This equipment compound 

would accommodate a 240±-sf (12-foot by 20-foot) equipment shelter with a 96±-sf 

generator patio, two HVAC units, a 50 kilowatt (kw) natural gas emergency back-up 

generator, a roof-mounted (shelter roof) GPS antenna, and associated ancillary 

equipment. The equipment compound would also include an overhead cable bridge 

to allow associated cables to be routed from the lattice tower to the ground-based 

support equipment. Specifically, cables would be routed from the antennas, down 

along the western tower leg, through the overhead cable bridge and to the ancillary 

equipment within the compound. It is proposed that ten-foot-tall red cedars 

(evergreen vegetation) would be planted around three sides of the equipment 

compound to screen the ground-based equipment from view. Finally, it is 

anticipated that utility conduits would be routed underground from the proposed 

equipment area to Long Lane for connection with existing utilities 

(electric/telecommunications/natural gas). 
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2.2 Existing Site Conditions 

In addition to the existing lattice tower, the subject property is developed with the 

Iacono Farm, a family-operated poultry farm that raises and sells chickens, ducks and 

eggs. The subject property is improved with a number of one-story outbuildings that 

support farming operations (e.g., chicken and duck coops, equipment storage 

buildings), which are located on the southern and central portions of the property. 

There are also a number of outdoor grassy enclosures for the livestock, adjacent to 

the outbuildings, as well as associated landscaping and internal dirt roads. The 

existing lattice tower is situated on the central portion of the 7.7-acre subject 

property at latitude/longitude 40° 58’ 20.901” N/72° 12’ 18.996” W, north-northwest 

of the existing buildings on site and is set back approximately 588 feet east of Long 

Lane. The lattice tower’s wind turbine currently supplies power to outbuildings on 

the subject property (i.e., water pumps, lighting for chicken coops, etc.). The 

remaining area of the subject property, approximately 4.88 acres, is utilized for 

active cultivation. Presently, there are two access driveways to the subject property 

from Long Lane. The western access driveway provides direct access to the lattice 

tower, which is situated in a lawn area, outside any actively farmed crop areas  

2.3 Site Data 

There would be no change in the overall use of the subject property (i.e., agricultural 

use with a single-family residence) associated with the proposed action, as the 

proposed project would only occupy 0.016±-acre (approximately 0.2%) of the 7.7±-

acre property. As the proposed antennas would be installed upon the existing lattice 

tower and as there would be minimal clearing of existing lawn area to accommodate 

the equipment compound (i.e., a 0.016±-acre area: 0.008±-acre to be 

unvegetated/gravel and 0.008±-acre to be paved), overall lot coverages would not 

be significantly altered.  The proposed action would result in an increase in on-site 

impervious area by approximately 0.1% and, as such, there would not be a 

significant increase in associated stormwater runoff.  The proposed wireless 

communications facility would be unmanned, as it would be monitored remotely 

and visited once monthly by a technician to inspect the equipment; and, thus, no 

potable water or sanitary services are required. Should the facility be rendered 

unnecessary in the future, the antennas and associated equipment would be 

removed from the subject property. 

2.4 Project Purpose, Need and Benefits 

AT&T is a public utility for zoning purposes under the laws of the State of New York 

and is licensed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) to serve the 

public within Suffolk County, New York, and throughout the United States. Per its 
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licensing under the FCC, AT&T is required to ensure that its provision of service is 

reliable (47 CFR 22.901 [2014]).  

In accordance with their licensing agreements, wireless communications providers 

have a responsibility to provide safe, reliable and adequate levels of service to the 

public. In addition to the social and business applications of wireless 

communications, wireless communications have played a significant role in public 

safety. The FCC recognizes the increasing role that wireless communications play in 

providing the public with immediate access to public safety services, in meeting 

homeland security needs and in serving as a backup to existing public safety 

communications systems. This recognition is evident in the promulgation of 

regulations regarding Enhanced 911 (E911) services.3 The FCC requires wireless 

communications service to include 911 and E911 capability, where a Public Safety 

Answering Point (PSAP) requests it. Once it is implemented fully, wireless E911 will 

provide an accurate location for 911 calls from wireless phones. 

According to the applicant’s Radio Frequency (RF) engineer, Neil Arceo, a cellular 

network utilizes very high frequency, low power, short range communications 

between a wireless facility (also known as a “cell site”) and a mobile phone 

(“phone”). The phone and cell site communicate with each other utilizing radio 

frequencies. The cell site transmits its information to the phone via what is known as 

the downlink. Conversely, the phone’s transmission to the cell site is known as the 

uplink.  In order for a mobile phone call to occur, there must simultaneously be both 

uplink and downlink paths between the phone and cell site.  Over these paths, voice 

information along with background data required for network administration is 

carried.  

The cell site is linked to a central switching location via high capacity phone lines 

(Ethernet) where the call is interconnected with other public wire line and non-wire 

line networks worldwide. 

Although there have been significant advancements in wireless technology, the 

propagation of radio frequency signals is subject to the ever-constant laws of 

physics.  To date, there have been no advancements in technology that have 

eliminated these constraints on network design, to the frustration of wireless 

communications providers and local zoning authorities alike.  Wireless carriers, 

despite their desire to bring their services to market quickly, must constantly 

overcome technical obstacles. 

As the radio signal follows its path between the phone and the cell site and vice 

versa, its strength is diminished by distance, clutter and fading.  Clutter includes the 

vegetation, buildings, terrain and other natural and manmade objects in the 

environment that impact radio signals.  Everything in the path of this signal serves to 

diminish its strength, eventually reducing it to the point where the information is 

lost. 

 
3 https://www.fcc.gov/general/9-1-1-and-e9-1-1-services 
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As individuals travel with their cell phones, they transition from the coverage area of 

one cell site into the coverage area of another.  Transparent to the user, the network, 

through complex streams of background data, steers the phone from site to site.  In 

areas where the paths cannot be maintained, the quality of the communications 

degrades and/or is lost altogether. 

The point at which a cell phone transitions from one cell site to another is known as 

the handover.4 The handover occurs when the cell phone moves from an area 

exclusively served by a single cell site to an area where there is joint coverage 

between two cell sites.  It is in this area that a handover is negotiated between the 

two sites.  For the handover to be transparent to the user, there must be ample 

overlap so that the handover can be negotiated. Insufficient overlap results in 

dropped calls. 

The path loss is a function of the frequency range assigned to the carrier by the FCC 

(higher frequencies degrade faster), the gain of the antennas at both ends of the 

path, the fixed maximum power output of both transmitters, limited receiver gain, 

transmission cable losses and the clutter profile existing between the two antennas.  

Based upon the aforementioned factors, each site has a unique footprint. 

If approved, the proposed wireless communications facility would provide reliable 

wireless communications service to an area that is currently lacking such service.  

Implementation of the proposed action would help to ensure that reliable coverage 

is provided in this area of the hamlet of East Hampton, which includes agricultural, 

residential and institutional uses.  The proposed facility would provide 

interconnecting coverage with neighboring wireless communications facilities within 

the AT&T network. 

2.5 Existing Service Deficiency Gaps and Infrastructure in the 

Town of East Hampton 

As indicated in the Affidavit of the RF engineer, Neil Arceo (contained in Appendix 

C), there is presently a service gap in AT&T’s wireless network coverage in the 

vicinity of the proposed wireless communications facility location.  A service gap 

exists if the user of an AT&T mobile telephone cannot reliably transmit, receive or 

maintain a voice or data connection. The service gap in coverage that now exists in 

the vicinity of the subject property prevents AT&T from providing reliable service in 

the area, and can have serious consequences during times of emergency or disaster. 

In order to understand why the proposed facility is needed, it is necessary to 

understand how AT&T’s system works from an engineering standpoint.  AT&T’s 

wireless telecommunications system is designed so that low-powered base stations 

are strategically located at determined distances apart and at predetermined 

heights.  Due to such factors as hills, valleys, trees, buildings, and other physical 

obstructions (i.e., clutter) and due to the nature of radio waves, each coverage area 

 
4 Handover is used in TDMA, iDEN and GSM systems, and Handoff is used to describe the transition in a CDMA system. 
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or “cell” is irregularly shaped.  With sufficient signal strength from each base station, 

the AT&T user can reliably transmit, receive or maintain voice or data connections.  

The sites are ordinarily engineered to cover a limited area so that an antenna facility 

will cover only the area surrounding it but will not interfere with other sites in the 

system. 

In order to evaluate a service deficiency gap in a particular area, AT&T performs 

signal propagation studies to determine the necessary location of a facility that can 

properly eliminate existing gaps in service.  Based on its studies, AT&T determined 

that an antenna facility at or near the subject property would be able to resolve an 

existing service deficiency gap, providing up to 2.4 square mile (sq. mi.) of in-

building coverage. Thus, the installation of the proposed facility would allow AT&T 

to provide reliable service in the vicinity of the subject property. 

Wireless facilities are engineered to cover a limited area so the facility would not 

interfere with other sites in the network. Therefore, the proposed facility’s height and 

location was strategically determined in order to provide reliable coverage to AT&T 

customers. Pursuant to information in Mr. Arceo’s affidavit (see Appendix C), the 

proposed antennas must be affixed as high as depicted on the proposed project 

plans, in order to ensure that reliable service can be afforded to AT&T users in the 

vicinity of the proposed wireless communications facility, as a drop in antenna 

height significantly decreases potential coverage. The location and height of the 

antennas is determined by some or all of the following factors: availability and/or 

configuration of existing structures, willingness of property owners to enter into 

leases, drive test data, topography in the surrounding area, land cover features in 

the area such as buildings and foliage, and the results provided by computer 

propagation software that enables RF engineers to predict the anticipated signal 

propagation at a given height and location. 

In order to illustrate the existing service deficiency gap, the anticipated coverage of 

the proposed site and its relationship with existing AT&T on-air sites, AT&T’s RF 

engineer prepared maps, which are provided as Figure 3 through Figure 11. If the 

proposed facility is installed, there would be a provision of approximately 2.4 sq. mi. 

of indoor coverage and 3.89 sq. mi. of in-car coverage at 850 MHz; and 0.28 sq. mi. 

of indoor coverage and 0.65 sq. mi. of in-car coverage for 1900 MHz and 1.14 sq. mi. 

of indoor coverage and 2.88 sq. mi. in-car coverage at 700 MHz.  In general, this site 

would work in concert with surrounding AT&T sites to fill an existing service 

deficiency gap and create a more reliable network. 

  



Figure  - 850MHz Coverage of AT&T Neighbor Sites Only

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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Figure  - 850MHz Coverage of Proposed Site Only @ Antenna Height = 95ft

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).
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Figure  - 850MHz Coverage of Neighbor & Proposed Sites @ Ant Ht = 95ft

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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Figure  - 1900MHz Coverage of AT&T Neighbor Sites Only

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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Figure 7 - 1900MHz Coverage of Proposed Site Only @ Antenna Height = 95ft

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).VHB Ref. 29849.00 µ Not to Scale
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Figure  - 1900MHz Coverage of Neighbor & Proposed Site @ Ant Ht = 95ft

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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Figure - 700MHz Coverage of Neighbor Sites Only

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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Figure  - 700MHz Coverage of Proposed Site Only @ Antenna Height = 95ft

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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Figure  - 700MHz Coverage of Neighbor & Proposed Site  @ Ant Ht = 95ft

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Affidavit of Radio Frequency Engineer, 
Neil Arceo (March 14, 2016).

VHB Ref. 29849.00 μ Not to Scale
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2.6 Objectives and Benefits for the Project Sponsor 

The proposed wireless communications facility at the location specified would 

enable AT&T to provide reliable service to its customers. As such, installation of the 

proposed facility upon the existing lattice tower on the subject property would 

benefit this area of the hamlet of East Hampton and Town of East Hampton as a 

whole, as well as and residents and visitors, by providing reliable service from the 

AT&T network. Such reliable service would facilitate emergency communications, as 

well as non-emergency and data transfer communications. 

2.7 Approvals Required 

The proposed facility would be considered a Tier One personal wireless service 

facility, which is defined in §255-1-20 of the Code of the Town of East Hampton 

(herein after referred to as the “Town Code”) as “[p]ersonal wireless service facilities 

on new or existing utility poles or existing primary support structures.”  A Tier One 

personal wireless service facility is permitted within the Town with the issuance of a 

special permit from the Town of East Hampton Planning Board, as indicated in §255-

5-50 of the Town Code. In addition, the proposed action also requires site plan 

approval by the Planning Board.      
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3 
Existing Environmental Conditions 

3.1 Land Use, Zoning and Community Character 

3.1.1 Land Use and Community Character 

As previously indicated, the subject property is a 7.7±-acre parcel situated at 100-

106 Long Lane, on the north side of Long Lane (County Road 59), east of Fieldview 

Lane and south of Cedar Street, in the hamlet of East Hampton, Town of East 

Hampton (see Figure 1).  

In its existing condition, the subject property contains the Iacono Farm, a family- 

operated poultry farm that raises and sells chickens, ducks and eggs. The subject 

property is improved with 15 one-story outbuildings that support farming 

operations (e.g., chicken and duck coops, sheds, garages), which are located on the 

southern and central portions of the property. There are also a number of outdoor 

grassy enclosures for the livestock, adjacent to the outbuildings, as well as 

associated landscaping and internal dirt roads. The subject 120-foot-tall wind 

turbine, which would be utilized to support the proposed antennas, is located on the 

central portion of the property and currently supplies power to on-site outbuildings 

(i.e., water pumps, lighting for chicken coops). The remaining (northern) portion of 

the parcel is utilized for agricultural activities, with approximately 4.88 acres of 

actively farmed crops. Presently, there are two access driveways to the subject 

property from Long Lane. This western driveway provides direct access to the lattice 

tower. Figure 1, the aerial photograph, shows the conditions of the parcel and 
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surrounding area in 2013. Appendix D contains photographs of the subject property, 

including the subject lattice tower (see Photographs No. 1 through 5).   

The subject property is situated along Long Lane, a roadway under the jurisdiction of 

Suffolk County. Land uses occurring within the surrounding area generally include a 

mixture of agricultural, institutional and single-family residential uses. The subject 

lattice tower is one of three lattice towers (with wind turbines thereon) within the 

local farm community.  

A more detailed description of the mix of land uses within the local farm community 

is provided below. The surrounding area is generally bounded by the intersection of 

Hands Creek Road and Oakview Highway to the north, Gould Street to the east, New 

York State (NYS) Route 114 (Sag Harbor Turnpike) to the south and a quarter mile 

east of Stephen Hands Path (to the west of the subject site). Land uses within the 

local farm community area are depicted in Figure 12, and photographs and the 

photograph keys depicting land uses are presented in Appendix D. 

› North: The northern portion of the local farm community is predominantly 

comprised of single-family residential uses along Cedar Street; however, there is 

an agricultural use immediately north of the subject property, scattered areas of 

undeveloped wooded areas, and the Most Holy Trinity Roman Catholic 

Cemetery on the north side of Cedar Street, northwest of the subject property 

(see Photograph Nos. 7-10).  

› East: Abutting the subject property to the east is a private property classified as 

agricultural5 which is owned by the Town of East Hampton under Transfer 

Development Rights (TDR) (see Photograph No. 11). Continuing east are single-

family residences, followed by the East Hampton High School (see Photograph 

Nos. 12 and 13). East of the High School, the area is predominantly comprised of 

single-family residences (see Photograph No. 14). 

› South: Agricultural uses represent the dominant land uses to the south of the 

subject property (see Photograph Nos. 15 through 17). Farther south, along the 

north side of NYS Route 114 are single-family residences on agricultural 

properties (see Photograph No. 18). 

  

 
5 Data from Geographic Information System (GIS) obtained from the United States Geological Survey (USGS). Property classification 

from New York State Office of Real Property Service, Assessor’s Manual, RFV – Property Type Classification and Ownerships 

Codes, Section APP-B. September 1, 2006.  
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› West: Immediately west of the subject property is the Buckley’s Wholesale Farm 

property, followed by predominantly single-family residences along Fieldview 

Lane and Roberts Lane (see Photograph Nos. 6, 19 and 20). Farther west are 

agricultural uses (e.g., Mahoney Farm) along Long Lane (see Photograph No. 21). 

The character of the subject property and the surrounding area is that of a farmland 

community typical to the eastern areas of Long Island (i.e., farms, single-family 

residences and community facilities). The western, northern and eastern portions of 

the local farm community area, beyond the farms, have the character of single-

family residential suburban neighborhoods with houses on large lots, typical of this 

part of Long Island. To the south, the community character of the area is defined by 

its farmland. Near the boundary of the local farm community area, the predominant 

uses transition from agricultural to suburban residential and commercial.  

3.1.2 Zoning 

According to the Town of East Hampton Zoning Maps, the subject property is 

located within the A5 Residence (“A5”) Zoning District and the Town of East 

Hampton’s Agricultural Overlay District. According to Chapter 255 of the Town of 

East Hampton Town Code (hereinafter the “Town Code”) the A5 District permits, 

without limitation, single-family residences, multiple residences (on parcels created 

pursuant to Chapter 193 of the Town Code), parks, and nature preserves or 

sanctuaries. Public utility uses require a special use permit. Pursuant to §255-2-11, 

personal wireless service facilities are allowed by special permit. The Town Code 

indicates the following with respect to personal wireless service facilities: 

“Personal wireless service facilities shall be eligible for a special permit in 

all land use districts with the exception of the Park and Conservation 

District on the Zoning Map of the Town of East Hampton Zoning Code, 

provided that such personal wireless service facilities comply with the 

standards of this chapter and the permits under which personal wireless 

service facilities are regulated.” 

Thus, personal wireless service facilities are subject to general standards for special 

use permits within §255-5-40, location standards as specified in §255-2-90 and 

specific standards and safeguards for personal wireless service facilities in §255-5-50 

of the Town Code. Additionally, as the subject property is situated within the Town’s 

Agricultural Overlay District, the proposed action is subject to the regulations of the 

Overlay District listed in §255-3-35 of the Town Code. The proposed action’s 

conformance with the aforementioned regulations is analyzed in Section 4.1.2 of this 

DEIS.  

Pursuant to information contained within §255-11-10, Attachment 4 of the Town 

Code, Table 1 provides the dimensional requirements of the prevailing A5 Zoning 

District.  
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Table 1 - Dimensional Requirements for the A5 Zoning District 

Dimensional 

Requirement 

Required/Permitted 

A5 District 

Existing Lattice 

Tower 

Minimum Lot Area 

(square feet) 
200,000 

N/A 

 

 

Maximum Total Lot 

Coverage (percent) 

               30                  

 

3.6 

 

Maximum Height 

(feet) 

25 

 

120 (Tower), 136.33 

(Wind Turbine) 

   

Setbacks (Accessory 

Building or 

Structures, Minimum 

Yards): 

 

 

Front (feet) 80 588 

Side (feet) 30 177/149 

Rear (feet) 30 743 

   

The zoning of the properties within the local farm community area is discussed 

below and is depicted in Figure 13. Zoning districts within the local farm community 

(roughly a half-mile radius from the subject property) include A Residence, A2 

Residence, A5 Residence, B Residence, and CI Commercial/Industrial.  

› North: Immediately north of the subject parcel are properties within the A5 

District and the Agricultural Overlay District, with parcels zoned A Residence 

(some within the Agricultural Overlay District) and A2 Residence beyond.  

› East: Immediately east of the subject property the area is predominantly A5 

District zoning within the Agricultural Overlay District, with A5 Residence parcels 

outside the Agricultural Overlay District, and A Residence and B Residence-

designated parcels beyond. 

› South: South of the subject property is predominantly A5 Residence zoning 

within the Agricultural Overlay District, with a small amount of development 

within the Residence B and CI Commercial/Industrial districts to the southeast. 

› West: The area west of the subject property is predominantly zoned A5 

Residence/Agricultural District, with the exception of a neighborhood to the 

west that is zoned A Residence and is not within the Agricultural Overlay District.   
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3.1.3 Comprehensive Planning Documents 

Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan (May 6, 2005) 

The Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan (the “Comprehensive Plan”) was 

adopted in May 2005, in response to changing conditions within the Town, notably a 

high rate of residential growth leading to increases in traffic and school age 

population. The increased school-age population, accompanied by a relatively low 

tax rate, created a tax burden on the community, as per pupil expenditure outpaced 

homeowner taxes. The Comprehensive Plan and accompanying Zoning Map were 

developed “[i]n order to assess these changing conditions, to protect what is so 

special about East Hampton, and to prevent deterioration in living conditions and 

the natural environment” (page 2). The Comprehensive Plan consists of six main 

sections, as follows: 

› Vision and Goals 

› Existing Conditions 

› Affordable Housing 

› Urban Renewal Map Study 

› Water Plan 

› Recommendations 

The consistency of the proposed action with the relevant portions of the 

Comprehensive Plan is discussed in Section 4.1.3 of this DEIS. 

Town of East Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan (July 7, 2011) 

The Town of East Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan (the “CPPP”) was 

adopted in 2011 as an update to the CPPP originally adopted in 1998. The CPPP 

“includes a site specific listing of every parcel of land which the town and the 

incorporated villages within the town boundaries, East Hampton Village and Sag 

Harbor Village, intend to acquire either through fee title or the purchase of 

development rights methods” (page 1). In addition to acquisition, alternatives for 

preservation of identified parcels include zoning regulations, cluster or open space 

subdivisions, reduced density subdivisions, private conservation, transfer of 

development rights, and scenic, conservation, wetland, corridor and façade 

easements. The principles used to evaluate parcels and formulate recommendations 

include: 

› Protection of all remaining unprotected farmland. 

› Protection of as much land as possible over the Town’s deep groundwater recharge 

areas. 

› Protection of meaningful blocks of open space. 

› Protection of Sensitive Areas. 

› Protection of Historic and Cultural Resources. 
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› Recreation. 

› Development Status. 

The general priorities for preservation in the Town, according to the CPPP, are: 

1. Farmland 

2. Aquifer Recharge Area 

3. Open Space 

4. Historic places and properties listed in the NY State Register of Historic Places 

and/or protected under a municipal preservation ordinance or law. 

Within the CPPP, the subject property is specifically identified as a “Recommended 

CPF Property,” (see Figure 14). The characteristics that qualify the subject property 

for acquisition include “farmland, scenic views, adjoins protected farmland.” The 

recommended disposition is PDR (farmland preservation). 

  



Figure  - Town of East Hampton Recommended CPF Properties

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: Town of East Hampton 

Community Preservation Project Plan, 

Town of East Hampton 

Planning Department and 

the Land Aquisition and Management Department 

(July 7, 2011).
VHB Ref. 29849.00

μ  Subject Property
0 1,500 3,000750

Feet

Recommended CPF Properties

Existing Open Space
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3.2 Aesthetic Resources 

A visual assessment was undertaken to describe the aesthetic and community 

character of the subject property and the aforementioned local farm community 

area. Photographs and photograph location keys of the subject property and the 

local farm community area are included in Appendix D of this DEIS. As discussed in 

Section 3.1.1, the local farm community area is approximately bounded by Cedar 

Street to the north, Gould Street to the east, NYS Route 114 to the south and 

Stephen Hands Path to the west of the subject property. 

3.2.1 Existing Views 

As is evident in Figure 1, the only frontage of Lot 10.1 along Long Lane is at the 

entrance to the western driveway, as the eastern driveway utilized to access Lot 10.1 

fronts Long Lane on Lot 11. There are two parcels of land, also owned by the Iacono 

Family, between the subject parcel and Long Lane, both of which are developed with 

single-family residential uses. Views of the subject property interior are afforded 

from the subject property’s two access driveways along Long Lane, and from the 

eastern access driveway to Buckley’s Wholesale Farm to the west. Aside from these 

vantage points, views of the site’s interior are obscured by existing vegetation in the 

surrounding area and along the perimeter of the subject property. It is anticipated 

that there are views of the subject property from the closest edges of the adjoining 

parcels. 

As the lattice tower is approximately 120 feet agl, and the blades of the wind turbine 

extend to approximately 136 feet agl, views of this structure are available from 

additional locations aside from the aforementioned vantage points. Based on 

observations from a One-Mile Radius Visibility Study performed (during leaf-off 

conditions) by VHB staff members on December 21, 2016, the wind turbine is visible 

up to 0.9 mile from the subject property (see the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study in 

Appendix E of this DEIS). However, in many locations, the 136±-foot agl blades of 

the turbine determined visibility, not the lattice tower structure itself. The One-Mile 

Radius Visibility study employed a conservative approach, as the wind turbine (136± 

feet agl) was used for visibility purposes and not the proposed location of the 

highest mounted antennas (98 feet agl). In many instances, the lattice tower 

structure was only partially visible, barely discernible or not visible at all from the 

various vantage points within the one-mile radius. Given that the field observations 

were performed during the leaf-off season, it is anticipated that visibility of the 

lattice tower and wind turbine from the surrounding area would be significantly 

reduced when seasonal vegetation is in bloom. See Appendix E for a map of overall 

visibility of the existing lattice tower/wind turbine within a one-mile radius of the 

subject property.   

As indicated in the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study in Appendix E, visibility of the 

wind turbine was observed from the following locations: 
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› From immediately south of the subject property, from Long Lane proximate to 

the western driveway; 

› From the terminus of Long Lane, east of the East Hampton High School;  

› From the terminus of Sally Court; 

› From the terminus of Irma Court; 

› From 10 Fieldview Lane;  

› From 16 Fieldview Lane; 

› From along Stephen Hands Path, approximately 0.12-mile north of the 

intersection with NYS Route 114; 

› From immediately south of the intersection of Stephen Hands Path and NYS 

Route 114; and 

› From along NYS Route 114, approximately 0.06 mile east of the intersection of 

NYS Route 114 and Stephen Hands Path; 

Partial visibility (i.e., due to intervening vegetation, structures or topography) of the 

wind turbine was observed from the following locations: 

› From immediately south of the subject property, from Long Lane proximate to 

the eastern driveway; 

› From along Cedar Street, immediately north of the East Hampton High School, 

and approximately 0.09 mile west of the intersection of Cedar Street and Hands 

Creek Road; 

› From along Cedar Street, northeast of the subject property, approximately 0.17 

mile west of intersection of Cedar Street and Hands Creek Road; 

› From along Cedar Street, immediately north of the subject property, 

approximately 0.15 mile east of the intersection of Cedar Street and Fieldview 

Lane; 

› From near 15 Old Orchard Lane;  

› From along Heritage Farm Lane; 

› From the intersection of Stephen Hands Path and Old Northwest Road;  

› From along Stephen Hands Path, immediately north of the intersection with Bull 

Path; 

› From immediately south of the intersection of Long Lane and Stephen Hands 

Path; 

› From 162 Long Lane; 

› From near 19 Roberts Lane; 

› From between 291 and 340 Stephen Hands Path; 

› From the intersection of NYS Route 114 and Mane Lane; and 

› From the intersection of Harness Lane and NYS Route 114. 

As previously mentioned, it is anticipated that during months when seasonal 

vegetation is in bloom, the lattice tower structure may be only partially visible or not 
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visible at all from the above locations. Moreover, the subject lattice tower is not the 

only visible lattice tower (with wind turbines thereon) in the surrounding area. There 

are two additional lattice towers in the local farm community area to the west and 

south of the subject property (see photographs in Appendix D). 

3.2.2 Subject Property 

The subject property is relatively flat and currently developed with small, one-story 

outbuildings used for daily agricultural operations, as well as a one-story white 

concrete building (located immediately north of the eastern driveway) (see 

Photograph No. 1). Specifically, beyond the one-story concrete building are fifteen 

one-story metal and wood outbuildings/garages (along the eastern and central 

portions of the subject property) (see Photograph Nos. 2 and 3). There are a number 

of outdoor grassy enclosures with fencing for livestock adjacent to the various 

outbuildings, and a variety of agricultural equipment scattered throughout the 

property. North of these structures, on the central portion of the property, is the 

subject 120-foot-tall metal lattice tower with wind turbine blades (see Photograph 

No. 4). The lattice tower with wind turbine is the most visually prominent feature at 

the subject property, as it stands among short structures at the central portion of the 

property (see Photograph No. 2). The visual aspect of this property have been 

established as a farm with a tall lattice tower thereon for a number of years. Open 

cultivated fields comprise the remainder of the subject property beyond the lattice 

tower (see Photograph No. 5).  The subject property contains two asphalt access 

driveways from Long Lane, one on the eastern side of the property and the other on 

the western side of the property (see Photograph Nos. 1 and 2). The western 

driveway, which provides access to the lattice tower, extends deeper into the site 

and transitions from a paved asphalt road to a dirt path (see Photograph No. 2). 

Between the coops and outbuildings are lawn areas, as well as scattered deciduous 

trees (see Photograph No. 3). Dense deciduous trees line the northern, eastern and 

western perimeters of the subject property (the vegetation along the northwestern 

perimeter contains less trees and more bushes), which potentially help to screen 

views of the internal portions of the property from the edges of the adjacent 

properties. An internal dirt road runs throughout the southern and central portions 

of the subject property from Long Lane to the lattice tower structure. The parcels 

associated with the farm property (to the west and southwest of the lattice tower) 

contain three, two-story residences with white wood shingles and pitched roofs (see 

Photograph No. 2). While these properties are associated with the farm, they are not 

included in the subject property as defined in Section 2.1.1.  

3.2.3 Surrounding Area 

The visual character of the area surrounding the subject property varies from 

agricultural and rural to suburban residential typical of eastern Long Island. To the 

west of the subject property (i.e., along Long Lane), the visual character is dominated 

by open agricultural fields with intermittent one-to-two-story residences (see 
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Photograph Nos. 6, 19 and 21). Residences along Long Lane generally have 

traditional local architectural features with wood shingles and pitched roofs, 

providing a rural character (see Photograph No. 12). West of the subject property, 

along Roberts Lane and Fieldview Lane, views are of a variety of modern suburban 

single-family architectural designs with lawns and other landscaping elements, such 

as trees and hedges (see Photograph No. 20). The aesthetic character east of the 

subject property is largely influenced by the one-story East Hampton High School 

with associated paved parking areas, pedestrian walkways, recreational fields, and 

lawn and landscaped areas (see Photograph No. 13). Farther east, the visual 

character is influenced by the suburban single-family neighborhood along Gould 

Street (see Photograph No. 14). In general, homes in this neighborhood are in 

character with a farmhouse/rural aesthetic with wood shingles and variations of farm 

house designs. Along the south side of Long Lane (which continue south to NYS 

Route 114 and southwest to Stephen Hands Path), the visual character is that of 

wide-open views of cultivated fields (see Photograph Nos. 15 through 17). This 

portion of the local farm community area has a rural character, as there are scattered 

one-and-two-story single-family homes on the agricultural fields, with typical 

farmhouse characteristics (see Photograph No. 18). South of NYS Route 114, views 

are dominated by dense vegetation along the roadway, which provide a buffer for 

the suburban single-family residential homes on Mane Lane and Harness Lane. To 

the north of the subject property, along Cedar Street, views are mostly of one-and-

two-story single-family residences on large plots of open land, aside from the 

cemetery to the northwest of the subject property (see Photograph Nos. 7, 9 and 

10). The cemetery contains dense vegetation along its frontage, thereby screening 

views of the interior of the property (see Photograph No. 8). Thus, the visual 

character of the area north of the subject property is defined by the residences in 

this portion of the local farm community area. There are a number of utility poles 

with overhead wires in a half-mile radius, particularly along the north side of Long 

Lane, which encroach onto the subject property (see Photograph No. 6). There are 

also two additional lattice towers with wind turbines thereon in the vicinity of the 

subject property: one on 160 Long Lane (Mahoney Farm), approximately 0.5-mile 

west of the subject property; and the other on NYS Route 114 (132 Sag Harbor-East 

Hampton Turnpike), approximately 0.3-mile southwest of the subject property (see 

Photograph No. 18 and 21). These lattice towers, along with the one on the subject 

property, are prominent visual features within the community. 

3.2.4 East Hampton Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance (January 

2010) 

East Hampton Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance (the “East Hampton SASS”) was 

developed through a collaborative effort between the Town and the Village of East 

Hampton, with support from the New York State Department of State, Division of 

Coastal Resources, and public participation. As stated in the East Hampton SASS, 

“[t]he SASS program protects scenic landscapes through the review of projects 

requiring State or federal actions including direct actions, permits or funding” (page 
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1). Design and management guidelines for reducing future visual impacts in the 

identified SASS are provided. Additionally, the East Hampton SASS identifies five 

areas with potential for designation as Scenic Areas of Local Significance (SALS). The 

SALS “would be protected through local or county measures or through other State 

programs” (page 1). 

The subject property is located outside of the New York State Coastal Area 

Boundary, and is therefore not eligible for inclusion within a SASS; however, the 

subject property is included within the Hardscrabble SALS (Figure 15). While the 

proposed action involves local permitting for a wireless communications facility 

outside of a SASS, and is not legally subject to review under the State’s Coastal 

Management Program, its location within the Hardscrabble SALS necessitates local 

review under a similar set of guidelines. The consistency of the proposed action with 

these guidelines is discussed in Section 3.2.4, below.  
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4 
Probable Impacts of the Proposed 

Action 

4.1 Land Use, Zoning and Community Character 

4.1.1 Land Use and Community Character 

Subsequent to implementation of the proposed action, the primary use at the 

subject property would remain agricultural, with a telecommunications facility 

thereon. The proposed communications facility would include nine (9) panel 

antennas and associated appurtenances upon an existing 120±-foot agl lattice 

tower.  The proposed antennas would be flush-mounted upon the lattice tower in 

three tiers and three sectors, and would be painted to match the color of either the 

tower or the wind turbine structure (color choice would be left to the Town’s 

discretion). Additionally, nine (9) triplexers and nine (9) diplexers would be installed 

behind the antennas (one triplexer and one diplexer behind each antenna).  Remote 

radio head units and DC6 surge arrestors would be mounted to a frame at ground 

level beneath the tower.  

In addition, a fenced equipment compound would be installed immediately adjacent 

to the lattice tower (to the west-southwest), which would accommodate an 

equipment shelter with a generator patio, two HVAC units, a 50 kilowatt (kw) natural 

gas emergency back-up generator, a roof-mounted (shelter roof) GPS antenna, and 

associated ancillary equipment. The equipment compound would also include an 

overhead cable bridge to allow associated cables to be routed from the lattice tower 
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to the ground-based support equipment. Cables would be routed from the 

antennas, down along the western tower leg, through the overhead cable bridge 

and to the ancillary equipment within the compound. It is proposed that ten-foot-

tall, evergreen red cedars would be planted around three sides of the equipment 

compound to screen the ground-based equipment from view. Finally, it is 

anticipated that utility conduits would be routed underground from the proposed 

equipment area to Long Lane for connection with existing utilities 

(electric/telecommunications/natural gas). 

The wireless communications facility would be contained entirely upon, and 

immediately adjacent to, the existing lattice tower and would not interfere with the 

turbine or the farming operations at the subject property. Thus, the primary function 

of the subject property would continue to be a poultry farm. The antennas would 

also not affect the operation of the wind turbine, as the lattice tower would merely 

serve as a support structure and the turbine would continue to supply power to the 

outbuildings on the subject property. In addition, the ground-based equipment 

compound would not impact the cultivated field north of the lattice tower, as the 

compound would be situated entirely on 0.016 acre of previously-disturbed 

manicured lawn area. The facility would be set back approximately 577 feet from the 

roadway, and would be a de minimis addition to the agricultural property and would 

not affect uses on or off-site. Therefore, the farming operations would continue 

unaffected, and the principal land use at the subject property would not change. 

As previously discussed in Section 3.1.1, the surrounding area is developed with 

agricultural and residential uses. The proposed action is compatible with such uses 

inasmuch as increased wireless services would help with both personal and business 

communications/data needs, as well as improvement to the E911 system. 

Furthermore, the proposed wireless communications facility would be entirely 

contained on the subject property and would not encroach onto properties in the 

surrounding area. Thus, uses in the surrounding area would not be affected by the 

proposed action, would benefit from improved wireless service and would continue 

to operate per usual.  

Following the installation of the proposed facility, the character of the subject 

property and the surrounding area would remain the same. Based on the aesthetic 

discussion below, the facility would not adversely affect the visual character of the 

site or surrounding area. As such, the community character would remain that of 

farmland typical to eastern Long Island. As the antennas would have extremely 

limited visibility throughout the area (see the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study in 

Appendix E of this DEIS), the character of the single-family residential suburban 

neighborhoods beyond the agricultural uses would remain intact.  

Overall, it is anticipated that implementation of the proposed action would have no 

significant adverse impacts to the land use at the subject property and in the 

surrounding area. 
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4.1.2 Zoning 

As described in Section 3.1.2, the subject property is situated within the A5 Zoning 

District and the Town of East Hampton’s Agricultural Overlay District. Upon 

completion of the proposed action, zoning at the subject property would not 

change, nor would the zoning in the surrounding area be altered. The proposed 

wireless communications facility is permitted in the A5 zoning district, subject to the 

issuance of a Special Use Permit by the Town of East Hampton Planning Board. As 

such, the proposed wireless communications facility is governed by general 

standards for special use permits in §255-5-40, as well as location standards in §255-

2-90 of the Town Code. 

The general standards for a special permit in §255-5-40, location standards in §255-

2-90, specific standards and safeguards for personal wireless service facilities in 

§255-5-50, and the regulations of the Agricultural Overlay District listed in §255-3-35 

of the Town Code are presented below, along with an evaluation of the proposed 

action’s consistency therewith: 

§255-5-40. General Standards 

No special permit shall be granted unless the issuing board shall specifically find and 

determine that: 

A. Nature of use. The use proposed will be in harmony with and promote the general 

purposes of this chapter as the same are set forth in § 255-1-11 hereof. 

The general purpose of §255-1-11 of the Town Code is “promoting the health, safety 

and general welfare of the people of the Town of East Hampton by regulating the 

uses of lots and lands and the dimensions, locations and uses of buildings and 

structures throughout the Town…” Within this section of the Town Code are specific 

provisions for personal wireless service facilities in §255-1-11 M, as follows: 

(1) Allow for alternative types of personal wireless service facilities in any location 

subject to standards; 

(2) Encourage the use of existing structures, including, but not limited to, rooftops, 

utility poles and church steeples for deploying personal wireless service facilities; 

(3) Expedite the review process for those applications choosing the least intrusive 

alternative of deploying personal wireless service facilities; 

(4) Caution users of guyed and lattice towers, monopoles and antennas to locate, 

site and design them in a way that minimizes the adverse visual impact of the 

lattice or guyed towers, monopoles and antennas; 

(5) Enhance the ability of the providers of personal wireless services to provide such 

services to the community quickly, effectively, and efficiently; and 

(6) Promote personal wireless service facilities' compatibility with surrounding land 

uses, and protect the attractiveness, health, safety, general welfare, and property 

values of the community. 

In keeping with the above standards, the proposed facility would utilize an existing 

structure; the antennas would be mounted upon the existing lattice tower and be 

painted to match the color of either the tower or the wind turbine structure (color 

http://www.ecode360.com/10413778#10413778
http://www.ecode360.com/10413779#10413779
http://www.ecode360.com/10413780#10413780
http://www.ecode360.com/10413781#10413781
http://www.ecode360.com/10413782#10413782
http://www.ecode360.com/10413783#10413783
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choice would be left to the Town’s discretion). Moreover, the antennas would be 

flush-mounted upon the lattice tower, allowing them to blend with the overall 

architecture of the lattice tower, in an effort to minimize potential adverse visual 

impacts to the surrounding area. Furthermore, ten-foot-tall evergreen trees (red 

cedars) would be planted around three sides of the equipment compound to help 

screen the ground-based equipment area. Additionally, the proposed facility would 

not have an adverse impact upon the health and safety of local residents, as the 

facility would be in compliance with the FCC’s emissions standards (see Site 

Compliance Report in Appendix F), and as the proposed facility would be installed in 

compliance with applicable building code requirements. Finally, pursuant to the Real 

Estate Consultant Report (see Appendix G), there would be no adverse impact to 

property values of the community as a result of implementation of the proposed 

action.  As such, the proposed action is consistent with the general intent of these 

standards. 

B. Lot area. The lot area is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use, as well as 

reasonably anticipated operation and expansion thereof. 

Upon completion of the proposed action, the proposed wireless communications 

facility would occupy approximately 0.016 acre on the 7.7±-acre subject property, 

and overall lot coverage would increase from 3.586% to 3.796%, an increase of 

0.21%. Thus, the size of the proposed facility is nominal compared to the size of the 

subject parcel, and the lot area is more than sufficient to support the proposed 

facility. Moreover, the proposed antennas would be mounted to an existing lattice 

tower, and ground-based equipment would be installed proximate thereto within an 

existing lawn area.  As such, the proposed facility would not interfere with or hinder 

any of the active agricultural operations on the subject property, allowing the 

adequate operation and potential expansion of existing agricultural uses on-site. 

C. Adjacent properties. The proposed use will not prevent the orderly and reasonable 

use of adjacent properties, particularly where they are in a different district. 

The proposed wireless communications facility would be entirely contained on the 

subject property and would not encroach onto adjacent properties. Specifically, the 

proposed antennas would be installed upon the lattice tower (located at the central 

portion of the subject property), and the proposed ground-based equipment 

compound would be constructed immediately adjacent thereto. Therefore, the 

wireless communications facility would not prevent the orderly and reasonable use 

of adjacent properties.   

D. Compatibility. The site of the proposed use is a suitable one for the location of such 

a use in the Town, and, if sited at that location, the proposed use will in fact be 

compatible with its surroundings and with the character of the neighborhood and of 

the community in general, particularly with regard to visibility, scale and overall 

appearance. 

The use of an existing lattice tower for the placement of a wireless communications 

facility, in lieu of erecting a new, tall structure for support of same (e.g., monopole, 
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lattice tower, etc.), within a primarily agricultural and residential area, is appropriate 

from a planning perspective. Further, as discussed in Section 4.2 of this DEIS, the 

facility has been designed such that potential visual impacts have been largely 

mitigated, reducing the overall facility’s visibility to the surrounding area. Moreover, 

the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding agricultural and residential 

use inasmuch as an existing AT&T service deficiency gap would be eliminated with 

the activation of this facility, thereby increasing communications/data transfer 

abilities for local residents and businesses, as well as enhancing E911 capabilities in 

the surrounding area. 

E. Effect on specific existing uses. The characteristics of the proposed use are not such 

that its proposed location would be unsuitable near to a church, school, theater 

recreational area or other place of public assembly. 

As previously indicated, the proposed facility would not encroach onto adjacent 

properties, nor would it affect the use of properties in the surrounding area. The 

subject lattice tower is located to the west of the East Hampton High School 

property. However, a distance of approximately 820 feet separates the proposed 

project site from the nearest point on the school property.  Furthermore, there are 

no characteristics of the proposed use to suggest that would be inappropriate with 

respect to the High School, given that the proposed facility would comply with FCC 

emissions standards and would be installed in compliance with all applicable 

building codes, and as the proposed antennas would largely blend in visually with 

the existing lattice tower structure. Finally, there are no churches, theaters, 

recreational areas or other places of public assembly proximate to the subject 

property.  

F. Use definition. The proposed use conforms to the Town Code definition of the 

special permit use where such definition exists or with the generally accepted 

definition of such use where no definition is included in the Code. 

As the proposed facility would be installed on the existing lattice tower on the 

subject property, it would be considered a Tier One personal wireless service facility, 

which is defined in §255-1-20 of the Town Code as “[p]ersonal wireless service 

facilities on new or existing utility poles or existing primary support structures.”  A 

Tier One personal wireless service facility is permitted with the issuance of a special 

permit from the Town of East Hampton Planning Board, pursuant to §255-5-50 of 

the Town Code. 

G. Circulation. Access facilities are adequate for the estimated traffic generated by the 

proposed use on public streets and sidewalks, so as to assure the public safety and to 

avoid traffic congestion; and, further, that vehicular entrances and exits shall be clearly 

visible from the street and not within 75 feet of the intersection of street lines at a 

street intersection, except under unusual circumstances. 

The proposed facility would be monitored remotely and would require 

approximately one trip per month by a technician (in a passenger-type vehicle) to 

inspect the equipment. Thus, the amount of traffic generated by the proposed 
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project would be negligible, and would not affect existing traffic patterns, cause 

congestion, nor would it require modification to the existing vehicular access 

driveways at the subject property or the surrounding roadway. 

H. Parking. There is room for creation of off-street parking and truck loading spaces at 

least in the number required by the applicable provisions of this chapter, but in any 

case adequate for the actual anticipated number of occupants of the proposed use, 

whether employees, patrons and visitors; and, further, that the layout of the spaces 

and related facilities can be made convenient and conducive to safe operation. 

As mentioned above, the proposed facility would be monitored remotely and would 

be unmanned and, therefore, would not generate additional daily personnel at the 

subject location. Moreover, the facility would only require one visit per month by a 

technician. The existing western access driveway provides direct access to the lattice 

tower area, which contains ample lawn and driveway space for parking. Therefore, 

adequate off-street parking and unloading space is available for the technician’s 

once-a-month visit.   

I. Buffering and screening. Adequate buffer yards and screening can and will be 

provided to protect adjacent properties and land uses from possible detrimental 

impacts of the proposed use. 

As previously indicated, evergreen vegetation (red cedars) would be planted around 

three sides of the equipment compound to help screen the ground-based 

equipment from the view from adjacent properties to the north, east and west; the 

ground-based equipment would not be visible from Long Lane to the south due to 

intervening on-site structures. Moreover, the proposed antennas would be flush-

mounted to the lattice structure and painted to match either the tower itself or the 

wind turbine (per the discretion of the Town). As evidenced in the One-Mile Radius 

Visibility Report in Appendix E, dense vegetated buffers surround the subject 

property, which greatly limit visibility of the existing lattice tower from off-site 

locations, and would have a similar effect in screening the proposed facility, thereby 

helping to mitigate potential visual impacts to the neighboring community and 

associated scenic resources and uses in the surrounding area. 

J. Runoff and waste. Adequate provision can and will be made for the collection and 

disposal of stormwater runoff, sewage, refuse and other liquid, solid or gaseous waste 

which the proposed use will generate. 

The proposed action would result in the introduction of a minimal amount of 

impervious surface on the subject property, approximately 0.008 acre within an 

existing lawn area. As such, no provisions for the collection of disposal of 

stormwater are proposed or warranted. It is anticipated that the small amount of 

stormwater that may be generated as a result of this minimal expansion of 

impervious area on-site would recharge to the groundwater via adjacent 

unvegetated/lawns areas.  The facility would be unmanned, and would not 

necessitate potable water, nor would it require the disposal of liquid or solid waste. 

The anticipated limited operation of the proposed natural gas emergency back-up 
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generator would not necessitate the collection of gaseous wastes. As such, there 

would be no need for runoff and/or waste collection in association with the 

implementation of the proposed action. 

K. Environmental protection. The natural characteristics of the site are such that the 

proposed use may be introduced there without undue disturbance or disruption of 

important natural features, systems or processes and without significant negative 

impact to groundwater and surface waters on and off the site. 

The proposed communications facility would be situated such that only 0.016 acre of 

previously-disturbed, manicured lawn area would be impacted by the installation of 

the equipment compound, and there would be no clearing of natural areas. 

Moreover, there would be little to no grading, as the proposed ground-based 

equipment compound location is flat. Thus, there would be no significant adverse 

impacts to soils or topography, area drainage or regional ecology. Since stormwater 

generated by the small impervious area in the equipment area would be minimal 

and would recharge to groundwater via adjacent lawn area, and there would be no 

sewage generation or water use, and there are no wetlands present on or 

contiguous to the proposed facility location, there would be no impact to surface 

waters or groundwater.  

L. Compliance with other laws. The proposed use can and will comply with all 

provisions of this chapter and of the Code, including Chapters 180 and 185 thereof, 

which are applicable to it, and can meet every other applicable federal, state, county 

and local law, ordinance, rule or regulation. 

The proposed project area contains an existing lattice tower and manicured lawn, 

with no natural areas. Moreover, given the minimal disturbance associated with the 

proposed facility and the fact that it will be unmanned (i.e., not requiring water or 

waste removal), it is anticipated that there would be no adverse impacts to natural 

resources protected in Chapter 180 of the Town Code.  Thus, the provisions of 

Chapter 180 are not applicable to the proposed action.  

With regard to potential noise impacts (Chapter 185 of the Town Code), Dewberry 

Engineering, AT&T’s Civil Engineer, has indicated that in the event the facility is 

approved and constructed, it would be compliant with the most stringent 50 dB 

sound limit at the property lines as required by §185-3 of the Town Code.  Moreover, 

the emergency generator would be entitled to the exception permitted by §255-5-

50(8)(a), which states: “No equipment shall be operated at a personal wireless 

service facility so as to produce noise in excess of the applicable noise standards . . . 

except for emergency situations requiring the use of a backup generator, where the 

noise standards may be exceeded on a temporary basis until such emergency has 

passed.” 
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M. Conformity with other standards. The proposed use can and will meet all of the 

general standards for special permit uses in particular districts set forth in §255-5-45 

and also meets all of the specific standards and incorporates all of the specific 

safeguards required of the particular use, if any, by §255-5-50. 

The subject property is not located within any of the districts discussed in §255-5-45, 

but is located within the Agricultural Overlay District. As such, a discussion of the 

proposed action’s consistency with the regulations for development within the 

Agricultural Overlay District is provided later in this section of the DEIS. Furthermore, 

an analysis of the consistency of the proposed facility with the personal wireless 

service facilities provisions set forth in §255-5-50 of the Town Code is also presented 

later in this section. 

§255-2-90. Location Standards  

The approval of personal wireless services facilities shall be subject to meeting or 

exceeding the following standards: 

A. Opportunity sites. A personal wireless service facility should be located at one of the 

following opportunity sites: 

(1) Public rights-of-way utility poles, including telephone poles, utility-distribution 

poles, streetlights and traffic signal stanchions. 

The installation of antennas and equipment on and proximate to the utility poles in 

the surrounding area would not provide sufficient height to achieve AT&T’s 

coverage objectives, pursuant to information from AT&T’s RF Engineer (see affidavit 

in Appendix C). Moreover, if any of the utility poles in the surrounding area were 

increased in height and structurally reinforced to support a standard antenna 

installation (or if a new pole were installed within a right-of-way), such an installation 

would be significantly more visually prominent than the proposed facility, which 

would blend in with the overall lattice tower structure and would be set back from 

the nearby roadway by more than 600 feet. A more detailed discussion of the 

Opportunity Sites and the proposed facility’s location thereon is included in Section 

7.4 of this DEIS. 

(2) Religious institutions. 

The nearest religious institution within AT&T’s proposed coverage area is the Most 

Holy Trinity Roman Catholic Cemetery on the north side of Cedar Street. Smartlink 

inquired as to whether there was interest in installing a facility upon this property 

and received no response. There is cemetery proximate to the subject property, the 

Cedar Lawn Cemetery, which is situated on the west side of Cooper Lane proximate 

to the intersection with Palma Terrace; however, this is not a religious property. 

Additionally, there are no religious institution structures within the proposed 

coverage area that could facilitate the concealment of a wireless communications 

facility (e.g., within a church steeple).  
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(3) Rooftops. 

Pursuant to Smartlink, there are no building structures within the proposed coverage 

area that would afford ample height and/or concealment opportunity for a facility, 

as the proposed coverage area is predominantly developed with residential and 

agricultural uses.  Further, the East Hampton High School building is relatively low in 

height and was not considered a candidate by Smartlink, as public perception 

typically discourages collocation on school buildings. 

(4) Tree masses. 

Smartlink did not identify any tree stand areas that would be optimal/available for 

the installation of a wireless communications facility. Moreover, the use of woodland 

areas for the installation of wireless communications facilities is discouraged in §255-

2-90.B(1)(a). 

(5) Town-owned properties (except designated open space), depending upon siting and 

design standards. 

All of the parcels listed as Town-owned properties in the vicinity of the subject site 

are classified as Transfer of Development Rights, Agricultural Reserve Area, or 

Agricultural Easement properties.  As such, none of these parcels were considered as 

feasible for development of a wireless communications facility on a Town-owned 

and operated property.  Moreover, a number of these properties are located in the 

immediate vicinity of the subject property and, if developed with a wireless 

communications facility, would result in similar impacts as the proposed facility.  

Thus, there would be no increased benefit (i.e., reduced visual impact, siting outside 

SASS, etc.) in choosing one of these properties over the subject site. There are also a 

number of Town-owned nature preserve areas identified within the coverage area. 

However, given that nature preserves are considered open space, they were not 

considered viable candidates. Additional discussion of Town-owned properties 

considered for the proposed project is included in Section 7.4 of this DEIS. 

B. Avoidance areas. A personal wireless service facility should not be located in the 

following avoidance areas: 

(1) Open spaces, including: 

(a) Woodlands. 

The proposed facility would not be located within a woodland area. 

(b) Wetlands. 

The proposed facility would not be located in or adjacent to a wetland area. 

(c) Moorlands (dwarf forest). 

The proposed facility would not be located within moorlands. 

(d) Meadow/old fields (open or formerly farmed areas). 

The proposed facility would not be located on a meadow or old fields. 
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(e) Downs (prairie). 

The proposed facility would not be located on downs. 

(f) Duneland/beach. 

The proposed facility would not be located on dune land or beach. 

(g) Farmland (active agriculture). 

While the proposed facility would be located upon an overall agricultural property, it 

would not be situated on the portion of the property designated for active 

agriculture. As previously indicated, the antennas would be affixed to an existing 

lattice tower with wind turbine, and the proposed ground-based equipment area 

would occupy a 0.016±-acre lawn area near the base of the existing lattice tower. 

Neither the antennas nor the ground-based equipment would impact the 

agricultural operations on the subject property or on nearby agricultural properties. 

(2) Other areas attendant to water bodies and shorelines. 

The proposed facility location is not on or adjacent to a water body or shoreline. The 

nearest water body is approximately 1.3 miles southeast of the subject property. 

(3) Flood-prone areas. 

The floodplain maps published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) indicate that the subject property is situated outside of the flood hazard 

zone (FEMA Map No. 36103C0552H).  Thus, the proposed action is consistent with 

this standard. 

(4) Historically and culturally significant resources, including historic sites, historic 

districts as well as structures. 

Pursuant to information in a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Screening 

Report prepared by EBI Consulting, the New York State Historic Preservation Office 

(SHPO) has concurred with a finding that there are “No Historic Properties” within 

the direct Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed action or the visual APE 

(see SHPO concurrence in Appendix H).  Thus, there would be no adverse impacts to 

historic resources per SHPO review of the project. Moreover, according to the 

Appendix A of the 2005 Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan, while there are 

Town-designated historic and cultural resources in the Village of East Hampton, 

none are situated within a one-mile radius of the proposed wireless communications 

facility. Given this distance from the subject property and the limited visibility of the 

proposed facility (as evidenced in the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study in Appendix 

E), it is anticipated that there would be no impact to any Town-designated historical 

or archaeological resources associated with the proposed action.    
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(5) Areas identified in the Scenic Resources Study and Scenic Areas of Statewide 

Significance, not otherwise classified above. 

The subject property is identified as being within the Town of East Hampton SASS. 

However, based upon information presented in photographic simulations6 (see 

Appendix I) and based upon anticipated limited visibility of the proposed facility 

from the surrounding area, as depicted in VHB’s One-Mile Radius Visibility Study 

(see Appendix E), it is submitted that there would be no adverse visual impact to the 

SASS in the vicinity of the subject property as a result of the proposed action. 

C. These location standards shall be considered directory but not mandatory. 

Interpretation of opportunity sites and avoidance areas shall be based on the Town of 

East Hampton Department of Planning maps or aerial photographs provided by the 

applicant. 

Based upon the information presented in this DEIS, the applicant respectfully 

submits that the proposed project has been designed such that there would be no 

significant adverse impacts to the two avoidance areas listed above that are 

applicable to the proposed action, namely agricultural areas and SASS areas. 

D. Personal wireless service facilities may also be permitted in areas that are not 

opportunity sites subject to the siting, design and safety standards in §255-5-50 and 

permitted in avoidance areas subject to the siting, design and safety standards in 

§255-5-50. 

As stated above, it is respectfully submitted that the proposed action would not 

have any significant adverse impact upon any avoidance areas. Moreover, see the 

discussion below for the proposed action’s consistency with the standards and 

safeguards for personal wireless service facilities in §255-5-50 of the Town Code. 

E. These standards apply regardless of radio frequency (RF) engineering considerations. 

While the need for placement of this personal wireless service facility has been 

demonstrated in the RF Engineer’s affidavit (see Appendix C), this statement is duly 

noted by the applicant. 

§255-5-50. Specific Standards and Safeguards for Personal Wireless Service 

Facilities  

(1) Location standards, as set forth in §255-2-90 of this chapter. 

See discussion of the proposed action’s consistency with the location standards in 

§255-2-90 above. 

(2) Siting standards. Personal wireless service facilities should meet the following siting 

standards. These standards are directory, not mandatory. 

 
6 Note that the antennas/appurtenances in the photographic simulations depict a facility that has been painted to match the lattice 

tower structure.  However, the ultimate color of the antennas/appurtenances will be dictated by the Town. 
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(a) To the greatest extent possible, personal wireless service facilities should be 

concealed within existing structures or where camouflaged conditions surround them, 

or on inconspicuous mounts. 

Pursuant to information provided by Smartlink, and based upon review of the 

surrounding area, there are no existing structures in the proposed AT&T coverage 

area within which completely concealed antenna collocation would be possible. As 

such, AT&T is proposing the installation of the proposed facility upon and adjacent 

to an existing lattice tower on the subject property. In an effort to mitigate potential 

visual impacts, the proposed antennas would be flush-mounted to the lattice tower, 

to help reduce their profile, and would be painted to match the color of either the 

tower or the wind turbine structure, at the discretion of the Town. This would help 

the antennas to blend in with the overall architecture of the existing lattice tower, as 

depicted in the photographic simulations6 (see Appendix I). In addition, the 

equipment compound would be set back from the roadway approximately 577 feet 

and would be blocked from view from Long Lane by intervening structures. 

Moreover, 10-foot-tall red cedars (evergreen vegetation) would be planted around 

three sides of the equipment compound to help screen the ground-based 

equipment from potential views from adjacent properties.  

(b) Placement within trees should be encouraged, but no antennas should extend 

higher than 10 feet above the average tree height. 

As the applicant is utilizing an existing structure on an agricultural property to 

support the proposed antennas and is not proposing the construction of a new 

antenna support structure, this recommendation is not applicable.  

(c) Placement on existing roofs or non-wireless structures should be favored over 

ground-mounted personal wireless service facilities. 

In keeping with this recommendation, the applicant intends to install antennas upon 

an existing lattice tower/wind turbine structure, in lieu of constructing a new, tall 

structure (e.g., monopole, lattice tower, etc.) to accommodate such antennas. 

(d) Roof-mounted personal wireless service facilities should not project more than 10 

additional feet above the height of a legal building, but in no way above the height 

limit of the zoning district within which the personal wireless service facility is located. 

The proposed facility would not be roof-mounted and, as such, this 

recommendation is not applicable. 

(e) Side-mounted personal wireless service facilities should not project more than 20 

inches from the face of the mounting structure. 

As indicated in the project plans (see Appendix B), and pursuant to confirmation 

from Dewberry Engineering, AT&T’s Civil Engineer, the proposed antennas would be 

flush-mounted and would not project more than 20 inches from the surface of the 

lattice tower. The 20-inch maximum projection is significantly less than the 

projection of the wind turbine, as illustrated in the site plan elevations (see Appendix 

B). 
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(f) These standards apply regardless of RF engineering considerations. 

While the need for placement of this personal wireless service facility has been 

demonstrated in the RF Engineer’s affidavit (see Appendix C), this statement is duly 

noted by the applicant. 

(3) Design standards. Personal wireless service facilities should meet the following 

design standards. These standards are directory, not mandatory. 

(a) Color. All personal wireless service facilities should be painted or complementary 

with natural tones (including trees and sky). 

As indicated earlier, the proposed antennas would be flush-mounted to the existing 

lattice tower and would be painted to match same (either the tower itself or the 

wind turbine structure thereon), at the discretion of the Town. Thus, the proposed 

action complies this recommendation. 

(b) Size. The silhouette of the personal wireless service facility should be reduced to the 

minimum visual impact. 

The proposed antennas would be flush-mounted to the existing lattice tower 

structure in order to reduce their profile when compared to a standard antenna 

mount, and, as mentioned above, the antennas would be painted to match the 

existing structure. As depicted in the photographic simulations6, these mitigation 

measures will help the proposed antennas to blend in with the overall architecture 

of the existing lattice tower (see Appendix I). 

(c) Personal wireless service facilities near residences should either: 

[1] Provide underground vaults for equipment shelters; or 

[2] Place equipment shelters within enclosed structures approved by the Town of 

East Hampton. 

As depicted in the project plans (see Appendix B), the proposed ground-based 

equipment would be installed within an equipment shelter, which has been 

redesigned at the request of the Town, subsequent to the submission of the original 

design for this facility in January 2015, to be more appropriate visually. Moreover, 

the overall equipment compound will be surrounded by ten-foot-tall red cedars 

(evergreen vegetation) in order to further reduce views of the equipment. 

(d) Equipment. The following types of equipment should be discouraged: 

[1] Roof-mounted monopoles, lattice towers or guyed towers. 

[2] Ground-mounted lattice towers. 

[3] Ground-mounted guyed towers. 

The proposed action utilizes a lattice tower as an antenna support structure.  

However, this is an existing, functional structure which contains an active wind 

turbine currently serving to provide electrical power for operations at the subject 
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location.  The proposed action does not involve new construction of any of the types 

of equipment listed. 

(e) Height should be kept to a minimum. 

[1] Heights of personal wireless service facilities should be no higher than the 

height of the uppermost height of nearby buildings (within 300 horizontal feet 

when measured along the ground) of the proposed personal wireless service facility, 

regardless of prevailing height limits in the zoning district. 

As the proposed action does not involve the construction of a new, freestanding 

wireless communications facility (e.g., monopole, lattice tower, etc.), this 

recommendation is not applicable. However, it should be noted that the proposed 

AT&T antennas would be mounted at an uppermost centerline height of 95± feet 

agl on the existing lattice tower, which is 25 feet lower than the top height of the 

lattice tower and 41 feet lower than the top reach of the turbine blade.  

[2] In the event there are no nearby buildings (within 300 horizontal feet when 

measured on the ground) of the proposed site of the personal wireless service 

facility the following should apply: 

All ground-mounted personal wireless service facilities (including the security 

barrier) should be surrounded by nearby dense tree growth for a radius of 20 

horizontal feet (when trunk center lines are measured on the ground) from the 

personal wireless service facility in any direction. These trees can be existing on the 

subject property or installed to meet the twenty-foot requirement as part of the 

proposed personal wireless service facility or they can be a combination of both. 

Ground-mounted personal wireless service facilities should not project more than 

10 feet above the average tree height. 

As previously indicated, the ground-based equipment for the proposed facility 

would be surrounded on three sides by 10-foot-tall, evergreen red cedars to assist in 

screening the equipment from on- and off-site views. 

(f) These standards apply regardless of RF engineering considerations. 

While the need for placement of this personal wireless service facility has been 

demonstrated in the RF Engineer’s affidavit (see Appendix C), this statement is duly 

noted by the applicant. 

(4) Safety standards. Personal wireless service facilities should meet the following 

safety standards. These standards are directory, not mandatory. 

(a) Hurricane and tornado design standards should be those of the local building codes 

used in the Town of East Hampton or EIA-TIA 22 (latest version), whichever is stricter. 

Pursuant to information from Dewberry Engineering, AT&T’s Civil Engineer, the 

proposed facility has been designed, and will be installed, such that it will meet all 

applicable building codes. 

(b) Roof mounts on buildings should have railings to protect workers. 
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This recommendation is not applicable as the proposed facility would not be roof-

mounted. 

(5) Fall zone and setback requirements. 

(a) Fall zone. 

[1] No habitable structure or outdoor area where people congregate should be within 

a fall zone of two times the height of the personal wireless service facility or its mount. 

The uppermost proposed AT&T antennas would be mounted to the existing lattice 

tower at a centerline height of 95-feet agl.  As such, this recommendation would 

require a fall zone of 190 feet to places of congregation or habitable structures.  The 

proposed antennas would be approximately 180 feet from the nearest habitable 

structure (i.e., the single-family structure to the west, on Lot 10.2), or ten feet short 

of the specified fall zone, which is only 5% less than the standard.  Furthermore, it is 

not believed that an actual fall-zone risk is associated with the proposed antennas, 

as the installation would be on an existing lattice tower and would comply with all 

applicable building codes.  

[2] No adjoining property line may be within the fall zone of a radius equal to the 

height of the personal wireless service facility or its mount. 

There are no property lines within a radius equal to the height of the uppermost 

AT&T antennas, which would be mounted to the lattice tower at a centerline height 

of 95-feet agl. 

(b) Setback. 

[1] All personal wireless service facilities, including mounts and equipment shelters, 

shall comply with the minimum setback requirements of the applicable zoning district 

as set forth in the Town of East Hampton Zoning Code, depending upon whether any 

structure is considered a primary use or an accessory use. 

The proposed antenna installation and ground-based equipment would comply with 

the setback requirements of the A5 zoning district, as depicted below in Table 2. 
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Table 2 – Consistency with Dimensional Requirements for the A5 Zoning District 

Dimensional 

Requirement 

Required/Permitted 

A5 District 

Proposed Wireless 

Communications Facility 

Minimum Lot Area 

(square feet) 
200,000 

N/A 

 

 

Maximum Total Lot 

Coverage (percent) 

               30                  

 

3.795 

Maximum Height 

(feet) 
25 

98 (antennas),  

12.5 (GPS units),  

11.4 (equipment shelter) 

   

Setbacks (Accessory 

Building or 

Structures, Minimum 

Yards): 

 

 

 Front (feet) 80 577.75 (to compound) 

 Side (feet) 30 194.7/92.9 (to compound) 

 Rear 30 744.7 (to compound) 

 

[2] The antenna array for an attached personal wireless service facility is exempt from 

the setback requirements of this section and from the setback for the zoning district in 

which they are located, provided that no such antenna array shall extend more than 

five feet horizontally from the attachment structure at the point of attachment. 

The proposed antennas would not extend more than five feet from the attachment 

structure; in fact, they would not protrude any more than 20 inches from the lattice 

tower structure, pursuant information from Dewberry Engineering, AT&T’s Civil 

Engineer. Moreover, the entire AT&T facility complies with the setback requirements 

of the A5 zoning district, as shown in Table 2, above.  

[3] On parcels with a principal building housing a primary use, all components of the 

personal wireless service facility shall be located behind the main building line. 

The proposed facility would be mounted on an existing lattice tower on the central 

portion of a farm property, with all homes, coops, and sheds/garages situated closer 

to the roadway than the proposed facility location, in keeping with this criterion. 

[4] No portion of any personal wireless service facility shall project into a required 

setback more than the maximum projection permitted in the zoning district in which 

the facilities are located. 

No portion of the proposed facility would project into a required setback. 
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(6) Alternatives analysis and comparison. 

(a) Each application for a personal wireless service facility should also contain at least 

two alternatives that differ from the personal wireless service facility proposed in the 

application. 

(b) The alternatives need not be totally different from the proposed personal wireless 

service facility; however, the alternatives should contain measurable differences, such 

as: 

[1] Height. An alternative can be identical to the proposed personal wireless service 

facility except to be for a shorter height. 

[2] Number. An alternative could be for two or more personal wireless service 

facilities that are shorter than the proposed personal wireless service facility. 

[3] Location. An alternative could be located on a different property than the 

proposed personal wireless service facility. 

[4] Siting. An alternative could be in a different place on the same property as the 

proposed personal wireless service facility. 

[5] Design. An alternative could be of the same height, location and siting as the 

proposed personal wireless service facility, but be designed to appear differently. 

(c) Submittal requirements for alternatives. The materials submitted for each 

alternative should show only the differences between each of the alternatives and the 

proposed personal wireless service facility. 

(d) Department of Planning provision of alternatives. 

[1] If the applicant has not submitted two alternatives, the Town of East Hampton 

Department of Planning staff shall prepare at least two alternatives. 

[2] If the applicant has submitted two or more alternatives, the Town of East 

Hampton Department of Planning staff shall prepare at least one alternative. 

(e) Comparison of proposed personal wireless service facility and alternatives. The 

Town of East Hampton Department of Planning staff shall compare the proposed 

personal wireless service facility to the alternatives on the basis of the following: 

[1] Change in community scale, as exhibited in relative height, mass or proportion 

of the personal wireless service facility within its proposed surroundings. 

[2] New visible elements proposed on a contrasting background. 

[3] Different colors and textures proposed against a contrasting background. 

[4] Use of materials that are foreign to the existing built environment. 

[5] Conservation of opportunities to maintain community scale, not compromising 

buffering areas and low-lying buildings so as to start a trend away from the 

existing community scale. 
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[6] Amount and diversity of landscaping and/or natural vegetation. 

[7] Preservation of view corridors, vistas, and viewsheds. 

[8] Continuation of existing colors, textures and materials. 

(f) Ranking of proposed personal wireless service facility and alternatives. The Town 

of East Hampton Department of Planning staff shall rank the proposed personal 

wireless service facility and each alternative based on the criteria listed in 

Subsection 255-5-50(6)(e) above. The ranking of the proposed personal wireless 

service facility and each alternative shall be submitted to the Planning Board along 

with each application for review by the Planning Board. The Planning Board shall 

consider the alternatives along with the proposed personal wireless service facility. 

In satisfaction of the requirements above, the specific alternatives reviewed in 

Section 7.0 of this DEIS have been dictated by inclusion in the Final Scope for this 

DEIS, which accepted by the Planning Department on September 15, 2016 and by 

the Planning Board on September 21, 2016 (see documentation in Appendix A). 

(7) Radio frequency radiation emissions. 

(a) FCC Guidelines. A statement certifying that as proposed, the personal wireless 

service facility complies with the FCC Guidelines for Evaluating the Environmental 

Effects of Radiofrequency Radiation (FCC Guidelines) concerning radio frequency 

radiation and emissions shall be provided at the time of final site plan review, or 

building permit application for facilities not requiring site plan review. 

(b) No contravention of FCC Guidelines. A personal wireless service facility that meets 

the FCC Guidelines shall not be conditioned or denied on the basis of radio frequency 

impacts. 

A Radio Frequency – Electromagnetic Energy RF-EMF Site Compliance Report was 

prepared by Pramira for the proposed facility (see Appendix F). This report indicates 

that the proposed facility would be fully compliant with FCC emissions standards.  

(8) Noise. 

(a) No equipment shall be operated at a personal wireless service facility so as to 

produce noise in excess of the applicable noise standards under § 255-1-90, except for 

emergency situations requiring the use of a backup generator, where the noise 

standards may be exceeded on a temporary basis until such emergency has passed. 

Dewberry Engineering, AT&T’s Civil Engineer, has indicated that in the event the 

proposed facility is approved and constructed, it would be compliant with the most 

stringent 50 dB sound limit at the property lines as required the Town 

Code.  Moreover, the emergency generator would be entitled to the exception 

permitted above. 
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§255-3-35. Regulations (in the Agricultural Overlay District) 

A. Applicability of Town Open Space Preservation Law. No lot or land wholly or partly 

in the Agricultural Overlay District shall be subdivided, either by formal subdivision or 

by waiver, except as provided for in Chapter 193 of this Code. This subsection shall not 

be construed to limit the applicability of Chapter 193 to any other lot or land outside 

of the Agricultural Overlay District. 

The proposed action does not involve the subdivision of land, in keeping with this 

criterion. 

B. Right to farm. The provisions of Chapter 134, Art. I, of this Code establishing an 

officially recognized right to farm in East Hampton Town shall be applicable to any 

agricultural use lawful under this chapter which is being carried out on land within the 

Agricultural Overlay District, whether or not said use is an activity or use specifically 

included in Chapter 134, Art. I. 

As described previously, the subject property contains an active farm operation, and 

such farm operation would continue unhindered after the installation of the 

proposed wireless communications facility. 

C. Architectural review in and adjacent to district. On any property wholly or partly in 

the Agricultural Overlay District or on any property fronting on the boundary line of 

such district or lying directly across any private or public street or right-of-way which 

borders such district, the Architectural Review Board shall have jurisdiction over 

buildings, structures, signs and exteriors as provided in Article VII of this chapter. 

In compliance with this requirement, as well as a requirement for review of wireless 

communications facilities in §255-7-30.H of the Town Code, the Architectural Review 

Board (ARB) has been involved in the review of this application from time of the 

initial submission and receives all required documentation. Its most recent 

correspondence to the Town Board, the ARB expressed concern regarding the 

proposed facility based upon potential for high visibility.  However, it is respectfully 

submitted that the proposed facility would have very limited visibility, as 

demonstrated in the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study (see Appendix E). Furthermore, 

it is anticipated that as an involved agency in the SEQRA process, the ARB will review 

the documentation provided in this DEIS. 

D. Soil conservation. Except as part of a construction project for which all approvals 

required to be obtained under this Code have been granted, no Class I or Class II 

agricultural soil located on any lot wholly or partly within the Agricultural Overlay 

District shall be removed from such lot. 

The proposed action would not involve the removal of any soil from the subject 

property. Moreover, the amount of ground disturbance for the proposed action is 

minimal, at 0.016± acre. 

E. Residential community facility uses prohibited. With the exception of "park," the 

residential community facility uses listed in Subsection B of § 255-11-10, Table I, "Use 

Table for Residential and Related Uses," shall be prohibited on any parcel of land 
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which is located wholly or partly within the Agricultural Overlay District and which has 

a lot area of 10 acres or more. 

No residential community facility uses are proposed as part of the proposed action. 

F. Site plan review. On any parcel of land which is located wholly or partly within the 

Agricultural Overlay District and which has a lot area of 10 acres or more, site plan 

review shall be required for the erection, construction or enlargement of any single-

family residence not completed and in existence as of February 1, 1999, or any 

building or structure accessory thereto, and for the moving of any single-family 

residence whatsoever. 

This provision is not applicable as the subject property, at 7.7-acres, is less than 10 

acres and does not involve the erection, construction or enlargement of a single-

family residence. 

4.1.3 Comprehensive Planning Documents 

Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan (May 6, 2005) 

Below is a discussion of the consistency of the proposed action with the relevant 

overall goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Goal One: Maintain, and restore where necessary, East Hampton’s rural and 

semi-rural character and the unique qualities of each of East 

Hampton’s historic communities.  

 The proposed action involves installation of a wireless communications facility 

upon and proximate to an existing lattice tower with wind turbine on an 

agricultural property. Same would not alter the rural character of the area, as the 

subject property would remain agricultural in use, with minimal alterations to the 

appearance of the wind turbine support structure, due to the flush-mounted 

installation of antennas on the lattice tower. Moreover, the proposed ground-

based equipment area would occupy only 0.016± acre of the overall 7.7-acre 

subject property. Neither the antennas nor the ground-based equipment would 

interfere with or hinder any existing on-site operations. As such, the proposed 

action would maintain East Hampton’s rural and semi-rural character and the 

unique qualities of the historic community. 
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Goal Two: Take forceful measures to protect and restore the environment, 

particularly groundwater. Reduce impacts of human habitation on 

ground water, surface water, wetlands, dunes, biodiversity, 

ecosystems, scenic resources, air quality, the night sky, noise and 

energy consumption. 

The proposed wireless communications facility would be unmanned, and as such, 

does not involve the use of potable water, nor does it involve any discharge of 

sanitary wastes to groundwater. Furthermore, there are no wetlands or dunes on 

or immediately proximate to the proposed facility location. 

The subject property is an actively farmed parcel with several agricultural and 

residential structures, mowed lawns and paved driveways. Since the proposed 

wireless communications facility would disturb a minimal amount of mowed lawn 

surface, no natural areas would be disturbed and there would be no impact upon 

biodiversity or ecosystems. 

The proposed antennas are designed to blend with the existing wind turbine 

support structure to the maximum extent practicable and are of such a small 

scale that they would not adversely impact scenic resources, as depicted in the 

photographic simulations and the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study (see 

Appendices I and E, respectively). The only proposed outdoor lighting would be a 

single fixture affixed to the proposed equipment shelter. This fixture would only 

be used during routine maintenance, would operate on a timer, and would be 

downward-facing and shielded to prevent light spill, thereby avoiding night sky 

impacts. 

The proposed action involves the installation of a 50 kW natural gas emergency 

back-up generator. This generator would only be used in emergency 

circumstances involving a power outage and, therefore, would not produce 

significant air emissions or routine noise in excess of existing ambient conditions. 

Moreover, it has been confirmed by AT&T’s project engineer that during 

operation, the proposed generator would comply with the noise regulations set 

forth in Town Code Chapter 185. 

A minor increase in energy consumption is anticipated; however, same would be 

of such a small quantity as to have no significant impact on the energy grid. 

Goal Three: Reduce the total build-out of the Town to protect the natural and 

cultural features identified in goals one and two. 

The proposed wireless communications facility would serve existing demand for 

reliable telecommunications within the service area. Same would not result in 

increased development within the service area that the Comprehensive Plan is 

intended to protect, as it would utilize an existing lattice tower as an antenna 

support structure. Moreover, there are no natural features in the vicinity of the 

proposed facility location that would be impacted by the proposed action. 

Additionally, as has been previously indicated, SHPO confirmed that there are no 

historic resources within one-half mile of the subject property and there would 
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be very limited visibility of the proposed facility and, therefore, no significant 

adverse impacts to cultural resources. 

Goal Five: Encourage local businesses to serve the needs of the year-round 

population and reduce the environmental impacts of commercial 

and industrial uses. 

Implementation of the proposed action would serve the needs of the year-round 

population (both commercial and residential) by providing more reliable 

cellular/data transfer service, as well as improved E911 capabilities, within the 

proposed coverage area, with minimal environmental impact. 

Goal Seven: Protect historic buildings, hamlets, neighborhoods, landscapes and 

scenic vistas from incompatible development. Prevent further loss 

of the Town’s cultural and archaeological resources. 

The proposed wireless communications facility is designed to be visually 

compatible with the existing conditions of the subject property. Specifically, the 

proposed antennas would be flush-mounted and painted to blend with the 

existing support structure to the maximum extent practicable. The proposed 

associated ground-based equipment would be located on an internal portion of 

the subject property, proximate to the wind turbine, and screened with evergreen 

trees to minimize visibility from the surrounding area. 

The proposed action does not involve the removal of cultural resources, as the 

subject property would continue to be used for agriculture, with no loss in 

actively farmed land. 

Finally, NY SHPO has determined that the proposed action would not adversely 

impact historic/archaeological resources (see SHPO concurrence in Appendix H).   

Goal Nine: Develop road, wastewater treatment, water, and power 

infrastructure, consistent with goals one through three, needed to 

reduce public health, safety and environmental risks. 

Two specific items listed under “Recommendations to Meet the Goals” within the 

Comprehensive Plan are relevant to Goal Nine, as they relate to the proposed 

wireless communications facility: 

75. Emergency Services Communications – Maintain and upgrade 

emergency services communications, providing adequate redundancy and 

coverage, consistent with the EH Town Wireless Master Plan. 

77. Infrastructure Development – Encourage the design, installation and 

maintenance of fiber optics, internet, cable TV, wireless communications 

facilities, telephone, public water, electric and gas lines be conducted in an 

environmentally and aesthetically compatible manner. Continue to follow 

and implement the Wireless Master Plan. 
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As discussed in Section 2.5 of this DEIS, resolution of the existing service 

deficiency gap will not only improve cellular/data service, but will also enhance 

E911 capabilities in the existing service deficiency area. 

Furthermore, as discussed in detail in Section 4.1.2 of this DEIS, the proposed 

action is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the siting and 

design standards for wireless communications facilities contained within the 

Town Code (i.e., the codified standards originally set forth in the Wireless Master 

Plan). 

Plan for East Hampton 

The following are the relevant general recommendations for the East Hampton 

hamlet area of the Town, within which the proposed wireless facility would be 

located. 

› Agriculture -  Protect the traditional agricultural industry, part of Suffolk 

County’s Agricultural Industry ranked first in New York State, and the agricultural 

land base identified as the best farmland in New York State, which help to 

maintain the rural quality, scenic vistas and unique sense of place in East 

Hampton. The two main blocks of farmland, north of the Village boundary, 

generally between Route 114 and Cedar Street and the area abutting north and 

south of Further Lane, are also within an area eligible for inclusion in the East 

Hampton Scenic Area of Statewide Significance.  

Upon implementation of the proposed action, the subject property would remain an 

agricultural use as a poultry farm, as the proposed facility would be installed outside 

the area that is used for active farming operations on-site. Since the adoption of the 

Comprehensive Plan, the Town adopted the East Hampton SASS. As previously 

indicated, the subject property is located within the Hardscrabble SALS. The 

consistency of the proposed action with the East Hampton SASS is discussed in 

Section 4.2 of this DEIS. 

Additionally, the Plan for East Hampton hamlet portion of the Comprehensive Plan 

includes a specific recommendation for rezoning the subject property: 

32. Rezone from A2 to A5 Residence the farmland between Route 114 and 

Cedar Street, generally north of the boundary with the Village of East 

Hampton. 

The primary purpose of this recommendation was to ensure the preservation of 

prime farmland and important scenic views within the Town. As shown on Figure 13, 

this area, which includes the subject property, is now zoned A5 Residence, and is 

within the Town’s Agricultural Overlay District. Moreover, as depicted in the 

photographic simulations and the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study, it is anticipated 

that the proposed facility would not have a significant adverse visual impact on the 

subject property or the surrounding area.  
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Wireless Service Facilities Component 

The Comprehensive Plan incorporates the Town of East Hampton Final Wireless 

Master Plan (Kreines & Kreines, 2001) as its Wireless Service Facilities Component. 

The Wireless Service Facilities Component includes recommended standards for the 

location, siting, design, height, safety, setbacks, radio frequency radiation emissions, 

noise, and alternatives, of wireless communications facilities within the Town. The 

Comprehensive Plan notes that, “since [the Town of East Hampton Final Wireless 

Master Plan] was prepared, the Town Zoning Code was amended to enact changes 

needed to implement the plan” (page D-1). The recommendations of the Town of 

East Hampton Final Wireless Master Plan are codified in the Town Code at Sections 

§255-2-90 and §255-5-50. A complete discussion of the proposed action’s 

consistency with the standards set forth in the above-referenced Sections of the 

Town Code is provided in the Zoning portion of this Section of the DEIS, above.  

Open Space Preservation Component 

The Open Space Preservation Component of the Comprehensive Plan consists of the 

Town of East Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan and the Small Lot 

Acquisition Program. The consistency of the proposed action with the Town of East 

Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan is discussed fully later in this Section 

of the DEIS. 

Town of East Hampton Community Preservation Project Plan (July 7, 2011) 

As discussed in Section 3.1.3 and shown on Figure 14, the subject property is 

identified as a “Recommended CPF Property” in the CPPP, due to characteristics 

including farmland, scenic views, and adjoining protected farmland. Within the 

CPPP’s East Hampton School District Open Space Recommendations table, it is 

recommended that the Town attempt preservation of these characteristics through 

the PDR. 

The Town attempted to purchase the development rights attached to the subject 

property in 2010; however, a final agreement was never negotiated. Implementation 

of the proposed action would not preclude the Town from commencing action 

again in the future which seeks to purchase the subject property’s development 

rights. Additionally, it is respectfully submitted that the proposed facility would not 

have an adverse impact upon either the agricultural operations on-site or the scenic 

views of the surrounding area, as described below. 

4.2 Aesthetic Resources 

Subject Property 

Upon completion of the proposed wireless communications facility, views at the 

subject property would be largely similar to existing views. The only visual difference 

would be the view of the lattice tower structure (which would include antennas upon 

project completion) and the view immediately east of the base of the lattice tower 
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(which would include the ground-based equipment compound upon project 

completion). As shown in the photographic simulations at the subject property (see 

Photographic Simulations 1B and 5B in Appendix I), views of the post-construction 

lattice tower would include three tiers of antennas, flush-mounted to the tower and 

painted match the color of the lattice tower (the color of the antennas would 

ultimately be decided by the Town). Thus, as shown in the photographic simulations 

at the subject property, the antenna tiers would blend, to a large extent, with the 

overall lattice tower’s architecture.  

As depicted in photographic simulation 1B at the subject property, the ground-

based equipment to the east of the lattice tower would be screened by 10-foot 

cedar plantings along three sides of the equipment compound (see Appendix  

I). Although the top of the equipment shelter would be somewhat visible, the 

equipment would be concealed within. In addition, the equipment shelter would be 

visually similar to the existing outbuildings throughout the central and southern 

portions of the property. Moreover, the equipment compound would be set back 

from the roadway (approximately 577 feet) and would be blocked in views from 

Long Lane by intervening structures. As shown in photographic simulation 5B, the 

equipment compound in barely discernible from the southernmost portion of the 

western driveway. Therefore, the equipment compound would only be visible at the 

subject property and, in many instances, would not be visible at certain locations at 

the subject property due to intervening existing outbuildings and associated farming 

equipment. In sum, there would be very little visual alteration of the subject 

property, which would continue to have an agricultural aesthetic, upon completion 

of the proposed action.  

Surrounding Area 

The photographic simulations (see Appendix I) demonstrate that there would be 

limited visibility of the proposed antennas as one moves farther from the proposed 

facility due to the facility design, particularly the relatively small size of the antennas.   

Photographic simulation 2B from along Long Lane, immediately south of the eastern 

driveway, indicates that all three antenna tiers would be minimally visible, blending 

with the overall architecture of the lattice tower. Moreover, the equipment 

compound is not visible from this location due to the intervening vegetation and 

structures on the subject property. 

As shown on photographic simulations 3B and 4B, the proposed antennas would not 

be publicly visible west of the subject property (i.e., along Long Lane and Fieldview 

Lane). The wind turbine and lattice tower may be visible from the backyards of some 

properties along Fieldview Lane, but these private properties were inaccessible to 

the applicant. However, it is anticipated that the proposed antennas would be barely 

discernible on the existing structure from such a distance.  As such, it is expected 

that there would be no adverse visual impacts to nearby properties as a result of the 

proposed installation. In addition to an analysis of the photographic simulations, 

VHB determined existing visibility of the lattice tower/wind turbine and assessed 

potential visibility of the proposed facility, as discussed below. 
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Based on the One-Mile Radius Visibility Study in Appendix E of this DEIS, it is 

concluded that the proposed antennas would not be discernible in the large 

majority of locations where the wind turbine was determined to be visible. 

Therefore, full visibility of all three proposed antenna tiers would be limited to the 

immediate vicinity of subject property along Long Lane. Moreover, the potential 

visibility determined in the One-Mile Radius Visibility study is a conservative 

approach, as it was done in the leaf-off season; and, in many instances, the wind 

turbine is barely discernible and would not be visible during leaf-on conditions. 

Moreover, the lattice tower itself is less visually prominent than the wind turbine and 

the proposed AT&T antennas would be mounted 25-feet lower on the lattice tower 

than the wind turbine; such that the proposed AT&T antennas would be significantly 

less visible, if at all visible, at the locations indicated in Section 3.2 and Appendix E of 

this DEIS. 

Although the full lattice tower structure was visible in some locations along Long 

Lane, as well as Stephen Hands Path and NYS Route 114, the antennas would barely 

be discernable from these areas due to distance and relatively small size of the 

proposed equipment in comparison to the existing lattice tower structure. Moreover, 

there were some locations within approximately 0.43 mile where the wind turbine 

and only half of the lattice tower were visible. In these locations, only the highest 

and middle tiers (i.e., antennas mounted at centerlines of 85± feet agl and 95± feet 

agl) would be potentially visible; however, it is anticipated that, based upon the 

design of the facility and the distance from the lattice tower, the antennas would 

blend with the overall architecture of the lattice tower and would be indiscernible 

from these locations.  

Additionally, it is anticipated that during months when seasonal vegetation is in 

either partial or full bloom, only the wind turbine would be visible from these 

locations. Visibility of the proposed facility would diminish rapidly due to intervening 

vegetation, existing structures and surrounding topography, as distance from the 

subject site increases in all directions. Finally, the applicant has designed the 

proposed facility such that the antennas would be flush-mounted to the lattice 

tower and would be painted to match the color of either the tower or the wind 

turbine structure (color choice would be left to the Town’s discretion), mitigating 

potential visual impacts. 

Based on the review pf the photographic simulations and the results of the One-Mile 

Visibility Study, there would be no significant adverse impacts to the visual character 

of the subject property and the surrounding area, as the antennas would be barely 

perceptible from beyond the subject property.  
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5 
Mitigation Measures 
In an effort to minimize potential adverse impacts resulting from the proposed 

action, mitigation measures have been identified and are set forth below. 

5.1 Land Use and Zoning 

In an area developed primarily with agricultural and residential uses, the proposed 

location of the wireless communications facility upon an existing lattice tower is 

optimal in that it would utilize existing infrastructure while simultaneously 

precluding the need to construct a new, tall structure (e.g., monopole, lattice tower, 

etc.), helping to mitigate potential visual impacts.   

In an effort to prevent potential adverse impacts to the existing agricultural property 

operations, the proposed antennas would be installed upon an existing structure 

and the ground-based equipment would be installed within a lawn area that is not 

utilized for active farming operations.  Moreover, the proposed facility and its 

associated operation would be confined to the subject property and there would be 

no adverse impact to the development and/or operation of nearby agricultural 

properties. Additionally, the proposed facility would be installed in accordance with 

all applicable building regulations and would be able to withstand severe weather 

events, further reducing potential impacts to the subject property and/or 

surrounding properties. 

As described in Section 4.1.2 of this DEIS, to the maximum extent practicable, the 

proposed action complies with all relevant zoning criteria. As such, there are no 

significant adverse impacts to zoning identified and no mitigation is required. 
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Moreover, as described below, AT&T has incorporated a number of mitigation 

measures into the design of the facility such that potential visual impacts would be 

minimized, which is consistent with the spirit of the Town’s design and location 

standards for telecommunications facilities.  

5.2 Aesthetic Resources 

Impact to aesthetics would be minimized through project design and through 

supplemental plantings around the ground-based equipment.  Specifically, and as 

explained in Section 4.2 of this DEIS, in order to minimize visual impacts, the 

proposed antennas would be flush-mounted to the existing lattice tower and would 

be painted to match either the tower or the wind turbine (at the discretion of the 

Town). This type of installation mitigates potential visual impacts by avoiding the 

need to construct a new structure to support antennas, by reducing the profile of 

the antennas on the lattice tower structure and by facilitating the blending of the 

antennas with the overall architecture of the existing structure to the maximum 

extent practicable. 

Based upon comments from the Town on the original submission, the applicant has 

modified the proposed action by reducing the number of antennas (from 12 to 9) 

and by use of flush-mounting instead of a traditional antenna mount, refining the 

proposed design and mitigating potential visual impacts. The design of the 

proposed equipment shelter also has been modified from the original proposal to 

incorporate a roofline, in keeping with the surrounding outbuildings on the subject 

property, ensuring that the new structure is in character with surrounding existing 

structures. The proposed planting of 10-foot-tall red cedars around the equipment 

compound would further screen the ground-based equipment. 

As indicated by the photographic simulations and the One-Mile Radius Visibility 

Study (see Appendices I and E, respectively), the proposed flush-mounted antennas 

on the existing lattice tower would have very limited visibility and the ground-based 

ancillary equipment would have even less visibility from off-site locations. As such, 

there would not be a significant alteration of the existing viewsheds, and, thus, to 

the SASS area. Therefore, the applicant believes that the proposed design measures 

mitigate the potential visual impacts of the proposed installation to the maximum 

extent practicable. 

In addition to the mitigation measures described above, the Planning Department 

requested that the following issues be included in the Final Scope for this DEIS: 

“This list should include an exploration of the ability to entirely conceal the 

Personal Wireless Service Facility’s (PWSF) equipment within the interior support of 

the structure either as the lattice tower is currently designed or by re-design, in a 

manner keeping with the special permit standards, as identified in the Board’s 

adopted EAF Part III. 
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A list of opportunity sites, as defined in the Town Code, within the anticipated 

coverage area of the proposed project should be provided in order to determine 

whether or not there are reasonable alternative sites in the immediate area.” 

A discussion of the above-referenced requested information is included in Section 

7.0 of this DEIS, as the suggested mitigation measures pertain to exploration of 

alternatives to the proposed site location.  
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6 
Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

6.1 Short Term Impacts 

The proposed action would entail a number of temporary construction-related 

impacts that cannot be completely mitigated.  These impacts are associated with site 

preparation and development (including shallow excavation for the equipment 

compound and utilities).  It is anticipated that these impacts would cease upon 

completion of the construction phase of the project.  Specific impacts are identified 

below: 

› The project site would be minimally disturbed by excavation activities during 

construction of the ground-based equipment. 

› Despite the use of strategically-placed erosion control devices, minor 

occurrences of erosion potentially may result from site development activities 

during the short period of ground disturbance. 

› During construction, there is the potential for minor releases of air contaminants 

from construction equipment and vehicles and in fugitive dust. 

› There may be a temporary impact to roadways due to the movement of 

construction vehicles associated with site development activities. 

It is anticipated that these impacts would be of short duration - that is, they would 

cease upon project completion - and, therefore, would not pose a long-term 

significant adverse impact. 
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6.2 Long Term Impacts 

Certain potential long-term impacts associated with project implementation have 

been identified.  Mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce or eliminate 

these long-term adverse impacts to a large degree.  Long-term impacts which 

cannot be fully mitigated include: 

› The proposed antennas would be visible from portions of the immediate 

surrounding area.  However, the analyses presented above indicate that this 

impact would be minimal, based on the facility design, which includes flush-

mounted construction and paint color to blend in with the existing lattice tower 

/wind turbine structure. 

› There would be a minimal increased demand on energy resources from PSEG 

Long Island and National Grid. 
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7 
Alternatives and Their Impacts 
 

This section of the DEIS examines the two alternatives that were outlined in the Draft 

Scope for the DEIS, which was ultimately accepted as part of the Final Scope, as 

follows: 

› SEQRA-mandated, No Action alternative (no wireless communications facility 

would be constructed) 

› 12-Antenna, Exterior-Mounted Alternative Design 

 

In addition to the two alternatives identified in the Draft Scope, the Planning 

Department requested that the following two issues be examined: 

“This list should include an exploration of the ability to entirely conceal the 

Personal Wireless Service Facility’s (PWSF) equipment within the interior support of 

the structure either as the lattice tower is currently designed or by re-design, in a 

manner keeping with the special permit standards, as identified in the Board’s 

adopted EAF Part III. 

 

A list of opportunity sites, as defined in the Town Code, within the anticipated 

coverage area of the proposed project should be provided in order to determine 

whether or not there are reasonable alternative sites in the immediate area.” 

 

As such, the following alternative analyses were added to this Section of the DEIS. 
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› Complete Concealment of Facility 

 Within Lattice Tower as Currently Designed 

 Concealment with Facility Re-design 

 Concealment within New Wind Turbine Structure 

› Alternative (Opportunity) Sites 

7.1 No Action 

The No Action alternative would not permit the installation of a wireless 

communications facility at the proposed location. Thus, there would be no antennas 

visible on the existing lattice tower from the immediate surrounding area, nor would 

ground-based equipment be visible from on-site or the edges of the bordering 

properties. In addition, there would be no disturbance of the area associated with 

the ground-based equipment. 

There would be no change in the land use, zoning or community character, as no 

antenna or equipment placement would occur at the subject property. 

Without the proposed facility, the service deficiency being experienced by AT&T in 

this area would not be remedied, resulting in the continued inability to reliably make 

and receive wireless calls, including E911, and to transmit and receive data. As the 

need for the facility would not be satisfied, implementation of the No Action 

alternative is not viewed as a feasible option by the project sponsor. 

7.2 12-Antenna, Exterior Mounted Alternative Design 

As required by the Final Scope, this section includes the analysis of a 12-antenna, 

exterior-mounted alternative design.  On January 22, 2015, the Applicant originally 

submitted a site plan/special permit application to install a wireless communications 

facility consisting of 12 panel antennas, six remote radio head units and associated 

cabling at 95± feet agl on the subject lattice tower.  As proposed at that time, the 

antennas would be externally mounted on the existing lattice tower in three sectors 

with four antennas per sector.  Associated ground-based equipment would be 

located proximate to the base of the lattice tower within an equipment shelter 

behind a chain link fence with privacy slats.  This earlier variation of the project 

design was deemed unacceptable to the Town’s Planning Board, as it was 

anticipated to have an adverse visual impact. The January 2015 photographic 

simulations depicting this 12-antenna design are included in Appendix J of this DEIS.   

In response to the request for revision of the original design, the Applicant 

developed an alternate design consisting of 12 antennas and six remote radio head 

units to be installed in two tiers (six antennas per tier) with two antennas in each 

sector, mounted at 85± feet agl and 95± feet agl (see June 2015 photographic 

simulations6 in Appendix K). The design was also modified at that time to include a 

gabled roof on the equipment shelter, chain link fence without privacy slats, and 

plantings around the fenced equipment area. 
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With regard to the ground-based equipment, there would not be a significant visual 

impact to the surrounding area with any of the proposed design iterations, as the 

visibility of this equipment is primarily limited to the subject property. Both of the 

12-antenna designs would be more visually prominent on the existing lattice tower 

than the current flush-mounted design, as the antennas would protrude farther from 

the lattice tower, reducing the degree to which the antennas would blend with the 

tower’s overall architecture. As such, it is respectfully submitted that the current 

proposal for a 9-antenna design would be a less obtrusive option from a visual 

perspective as compared to the either of the 12-antenna alternatives. From a land 

use and zoning perspective, as well as potential comprehensive plan impacts, the 

12-antenna design would have similar (or perhaps greater) impacts to the proposed 

action, which are fully described in Section 4.0 of this DEIS.  

7.3 Complete Concealment of Facility 

Pursuant to the request by the Town Board, the applicant has explored alternative 

scenarios for the concealment of the proposed wireless communications facility, as 

discussed as follows: 

› Within Lattice Tower 

This alternative would involve the installation of antennas completely within the 

existing lattice tower structure. According to Dewberry Engineering, AT&T’s Civil 

Engineer, as well as AT&T’s RF Engineer, this would not be a feasible option, 

because the existing structure itself would interfere with the operation of the 

antennas, as the steel lattice would not permit the propagation of the signal 

outward to the surrounding area. 

› Concealment of Facility Re-Design 

Pursuant to the Town’s request for exploration of a re-design with concealment, 

AT&T explored the option of installation of the antennas on the subject lattice 

tower with concealment screening around the antennas on the exterior of the 

lattice tower.  As illustrated in the photographic simulation prepared by 

Dewberry Engineering, the proposed antennas would be entirely concealed from 

view; however, it is apparent that the concealment screening would be 

significantly more visually obtrusive than the proposed flush-mounted antennas 

(see photographic simulation in Appendix L), given that the screening structure 

would be a large, solid fixture.  Moreover, it is anticipated that this type of 

concealment structure added to the lattice tower would put significantly more 

structural loading stress on the existing tower structure, especially due to wind 

forces, as compared to the proposed flush-mounted design.  Based upon the 

anticipated visual obtrusiveness and potential structural issues associated with 

this alternative, it is not considered feasible.   

› New Wind Turbine Structure 

AT&T also explored the option of the construction of a new freestanding wind 

turbine made of RF-transparent material that would be able to conceal the 
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antennas within it while still operating as a wind turbine. However, it was 

determined by STEALTH® Concealment Solutions, Inc. that the construction of a 

concealment wind turbine with RF-transparent material would not be 

structurally possible for the following reasons: 1) setting the antennas behind 

the wind turbine blades would require the use of RF-transparent turbine blades, 

which are not currently available; and 2) if antennas were placed below the level 

of the wind turbine blades, in order to avoid interference with signal 

transmission, the RF-transparent material used to conceal the antennas would 

not be structurally sufficient to support the weight of the upper portion of the 

wind turbine structure and associated blades. Therefore, construction of a 

concealment wind turbine is not a feasible alternative. 

Based on an analysis of the above alternative designs that would provide 

concealment of the antennas, it has been determined that complete concealment of 

the proposed facility would not be possible for structural and/or operational 

reasons, and/or would be significantly more visually obtrusive for the surrounding 

area as compared to the proposed action. 

7.4 Alternative (Opportunity) Sites 

In order to address the additional information requested by the Town with regard to 

the Draft Scope, as incorporated into the Final Scope, several alternatives were 

examined, including the use of alternative Opportunity Sites. In conjunction with 

AT&T, Smartlink LLC, reviewed the service deficiency area to identify the most 

appropriate location for a wireless communications facility, based upon the technical 

needs of AT&T, existing land uses and the willingness of a property owner to enter 

into a lease agreement.  The subject property was deemed the most promising 

location for a wireless communications facility based upon the presence of an 

existing structure on-site that could facilitate collocation while allowing the antennas 

to blend with the architecture of the existing lattice tower.    

Notwithstanding the selection of the subject site, as described above, as per the 

Town Board’s addition to the Draft Scope, VHB, in conjunction with AT&T and its RF 

Engineers, has reviewed potential Opportunity Sites, pursuant to §255-2-90.A.(1)-(5) 

of the Town Code, within the AT&T coverage area for the proposed facility. This 

coverage area is based upon the 2.4±-square mile in-building coverage, which 

would be afforded for the 850 MHz frequency, which is the largest of the anticipated 

in-building coverages for the proposed facility at all operating frequencies (see RF 

affidavit in Appendix C). This section of the Town Code indicates that Opportunity 

Sites are as follows:    

› Public rights-of-way utility poles, including telephone poles, utility-distribution 

poles, streetlights and traffic signal stanchions. 

› Religious institutions. 

› Rooftops. 

› Tree masses. 
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› Town-owned properties (except designated open space), depending upon siting 

and design standards. 

Pursuant to an examination of aerial photographs and visits to the area surrounding 

the subject property, as well as incorporation of information from the RF engineer, 

AT&T and Smartlink, the following information has been compiled regarding 

potential Opportunity Sites within the proposed AT&T coverage area.   

Public rights-of-way utility poles, including telephone poles, utility distribution poles, 

streetlights and traffic stanchions 

There are a significant number of utility poles (i.e., street lights, telephone poles, 

traffic signal stanchions) lining the roadways within the proposed coverage area. 

However, the installation of antennas and equipment upon and proximate to these 

poles would not provide sufficient height to achieve AT&T’s coverage objectives. 

Moreover, if any of the poles were increased in height and structurally reinforced to 

support a standard antenna installation (or if a new pole were installed within a 

right-of-way), it is submitted that such an installation would be significantly more 

visually prominent than the proposed facility, which would blend with the overall 

lattice tower structure and would be set back from the closest roadway by more 

than 600 feet.  

In addition, the system that is most often installed on utility poles and traffic signal 

stanchions is referred to as a Distributed Antenna System (DAS), which is a 

technology that has been utilized in certain areas on Long Island, where appropriate. 

However, Congress has expressly prohibited state and local governments from 

imposing specific technical requirements on wireless services. Thus, AT&T has a 

federally-protected right to control the technical and operational aspects of its 

network and can choose which technologies and operating systems to deploy.7  

 
7 Federal law preempts state and local laws under the Supremacy Clause when a federal statute or agency regulation “express[es] 

a clear intent to pre-empt.” Capital Cities Cable, Inc. v. Crisp, 467 U.S. 691, 699 (1984).  Where federal regulation is so 

comprehensive that it effectively “occup[ies] an entire field of regulation,” it leaves no room for local participation in the 

regulation of the field, and any state or local regulation is preempted. Capital Cities Cable Inc., 467 U.S. at 699.  There are few 

areas where the express and field preemptions are as clear as they are with respect to the technical and operational aspects of 

the networks of wireless carriers.  

 

In 1934, Congress passed the Communications Act of 1934, Pub. L. 73-416, 48 Stat. 1064, and thereby created the Federal 

Communications Commission (hereinafter “FCC”).   The Communications Act of 1934 expressly provides that the federal 

government, rather than state or local government, shall “maintain . . . control . . . over all the channels of radio transmission,” 

47 U.S.C. § 301, of which the provision of wireless service is an integral part.   

 

The FCC itself has affirmed its broad and exclusive control over technical and operational issues.  See, e.g., New York SMSA 

Limited Partnership et al v. Town of Clarkstown, 612 F.3d 97, 105 (2010) (“The FCC has issued regulations setting technical 

standards for wireless technology, including, in particular, antennas” and “is responsible for determining the number, placement 

and operation of the cellular towers and other infrastructure.”) (citing Bastien v. AT&T Wireless Servs., Inc., 205 F.3d 983, 989 (7th 

 
 

 



Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 70 Alternatives and Their Impacts 

As such, it is AT&T’s position that the proposed wireless communications facility, as 

proposed, and not DAS, is the most appropriate technology to address the service 

deficiency in this area. 

In the interest of continued cooperation and good faith, the RF engineers for AT&T 

have provided the following explanation for the DAS and why it is not appropriate 

for the current application.  DAS is a technology that can be deployed by carriers to 

provide service in smaller areas.  In contrast to traditional cell sites, DAS systems 

couple the cell site equipment to antennas using laser light through fiber optic 

cables.  At the antenna location, the laser light signal is converted to radio 

frequencies for transmission.  Signals received by the antennas are converted into 

light and transmitted to a hub-location.  These installations are typically done with 

antennas that are lower gain, meaning they do not reach as far, and at lower heights.  

The power output of these sites is drastically less than macro sites (e.g., a tower), 

thus compromising their range.  

DAS applications are limited because of their low power output and lower gain 

antennas which are located on shorter structures where they are most impacted by 

clutter profiles (i.e., intervening trees, structures, topography, etc.).  For the same 

 

Cir. 2000)).  In setting such technical standards for personal wireless services, the FCC sought to provide as much flexibility as 

possible to the wireless carriers, rather than impose specific technological preferences. See, e.g., In the Matter of Amendment of 

the Commission’s Rules to Establish New Personal Commc’ns Servs., 8 F.C.C.R.7700, 7755 (¶ 136) (1993) (explaining that in devices 

“we have tried to provide the maximum flexibility in technical standards so as to allow the new service to develop in the most 

rapid, economically feasible, diverse manner”).   

 

Moreover, the FCC has been very clear that state and local governments have no authority to establish technical standards for 

personal wireless services.  See, e.g., In re Future Use of Frequency Band 806-960 MHZ, 46 F.C.C.2d 752, 766-67 (¶¶ 43, 44) (1974) 

(the FCC’s “technical standards and . . . operational rules are to apply nation-wide . . . without regard to state boundaries or 

varying local jurisdictions”); Use of the Bands 825-845 MHz and 870-890 MHz, 86 F.C.C.2d 469, 503-05 (¶¶ 79, 82) (1981) (again 

“asserting federal primacy over the areas of technical standards and competitive market structure for cellular service”); Use of 

the Bands 825-845 MHz and 870-890 MHz, 89 F.C.C.2d 58, 95 (¶ 81) (1982) (“It is imperative that no additional requirements be 

imposed by the states which could conflict with our standards and frustrate the federal scheme for the provision of nationwide 

cellular service.”).   

 

The FCC’s administrative orders and regulations have the same preemptive effect as other federal laws, see Capital Cities Cable, 

467 U.S. at 699 (citing Fidelity Federal Savings & Loan Ass’n v. De la Cuesta, 458 U.S. 141, 153-54 (1982) (“Federal regulations 

have no less preemptive effect than federal statutes.”), and the FCC’s regulations “will pre-empt any state or local law that 

conflicts with such regulations or frustrates the purposes thereof.” City of New York v. FCC, 486 U.S. 57, 64 (1988).  

 

The Second Circuit has recognized federal preemption over wireless technical and operational issues.  In Freeman v. Burlington 

Broadcasters, Inc., the Court observed that the FCC’s broad statutory grants of authority “make it clear that Congress intended 

the FCC to possess exclusive authority over technical matters related to radio broadcasting” 204 F.3d 311, 320 (2d Cir. 2000) 

(citations omitted).  The Court further explained that “[t]his authority is embedded in the FCC’s broad authority to develop a 

comprehensive national regulatory system governing telecommunications.” Id. at 320 (citations omitted).  In 2010, the Court in 

Clarkstown, found that a municipality’s ordinance included “provisions setting forth a preference for ‘alternate technologies’ are 

also preempted because they interfere with the federal government’s regulation of technical and operational aspects of 

wireless telecommunications technology, a field that is occupied by federal law.”  612 F.3d at 105. 
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reason that a tower constructed below the tree line would have limited utility, 
similarly, so does this technology.  The fact is that the DAS antennas are so limited 
that the capacity benefits are only realized when used in high traffic areas. The 
coverage radius of these sites is typically one-quarter to one-tenth that of a 
standard site and results in a small fraction of the coverage benefit of a conventional 
site. 

Another disadvantage of this technology is that each antenna location is powered by 
commercial service.  The battery systems must be kept small.  As a result, a loss of 
commercial power results in a loss of service.  For prolonged outages, there is no 
way to provide each antenna location with backup power, limiting its application 
during blackouts such as that experienced on Long Island in August 2004 and as a 
result of super storm Sandy in 2012.  At a traditional cell site, a generator or battery 
back-up can power the site providing service for extended periods of time, 
particularly in times when other types of communication (e.g., landlines) facilities are 
not operating. 

Another issue related to these sites is their ability to meet E911 requirements, as 
described in Section 2.4 of this DEIS.  The system approved by the FCC for use by 
AT&T measures the time the signal takes to travel from the phone to the cell site.  
This time interval, because of the constant speed of a radio signal, allows the 
calculation of the distance between the cell phone and the cell site.  It is only when 
the distance is measured between two and three sites that an accurate location can 
be determined consistent with the FCC’s phase II standard.  DAS must reutilize the 
same frequencies many times within an area, making the pinpointing of a call 
difficult. 

Thus, DAS continues to be a technology that is in use by AT&T and other carriers, 
mainly to improve coverage in buildings in a dense, urban area or to increase 
capacity in high traffic areas such as stadiums, airports, campuses, and theaters.  Its 
application as a general replacement to traditional cellular sites is not a viable 
application of this technology.  In order to ensure that AT&T is able to maintain and 
provide safe, reliable and adequate levels of service, the deployment of DAS 
technology must be mindful of the limitations discussed above.   

As shown in Figure 3, the area in which AT&T is experiencing a service deficiency 
extends approximately 2.4 square miles (in-building coverage at 850 MHz).  As such, 
a DAS alternative would not adequately address the needs of AT&T in this rural area 
of the Town, and would not be a viable alternative to address the service deficiency 
utilizing DAS on utility poles or other similar structures. 

Finally, Smartlink, the applicant’s site acquisition specialists, did not identify any 
public utility structures (e.g., electric transmission towers) with willing landlords upon 
which collocation would be possible. 

See Appendix M, containing an Affidavit prepared by John Moucha, AT&T’s Radio 
Frequency Performance Manager, for additional detail regarding DAS and, more 
specifically, further explanation as to why this technology is not suitable for 
consideration as a viable alternative to the proposed action. 
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Religious Institutions 

The nearest religious institution within this coverage area is the Most Holy Trinity 
Roman Catholic Cemetery on the north side of Cedar Street. Smartlink, inquired as 
to whether there was interest in installing a facility upon this property and received 
no response. In addition, the Cedar Lawn Cemetery is proximate to the subject 
property. However, this is not a religious property. Finally, there are no religious 
institution structures within the proposed coverage area that could allow the 
concealment of a wireless communications facility (e.g., within a church steeple) (see 
Section 7.4 for additional discussion regarding concealment).  

Rooftops 

Pursuant to Smartlink, there are no building structures within the proposed coverage 
area that would afford ample height and/or concealment opportunity for a facility, 
as the proposed coverage area is predominantly developed with residential and 
agricultural uses.  In addition, the East Hampton High School building is relatively 
low in height and is not considered to be a suitable candidate by Smartlink. 

Tree Masses 

Smartlink did not identify any tree masses within the coverage area that would be 
optimal/available for the installation of a wireless communications facility. Moreover, 
the use of woodland areas for the installation of wireless communications facilities is 
discouraged in §255-2-90.B(1)(a), which indicates “[a] personal wireless service 
facility should not be included in the following avoidance areas: (1) Open Spaces, 
including: (a) woodlands…” 

Town-owned properties (except designated open space), depending upon siting and 
design standards 

Upon review of Suffolk County Tax Maps, a number of Town-owned parcels are 
located within the proposed coverage area, which are identified by Suffolk County 
Tax Map number below: 

› 300-159-1-7 

› 300-159-1-12.4 

› 300-159-1-12.3 

› 300-159-1-2.5 

› 300-159-1-3.14 

› 300-159-2-1.6 

› 300-159-2-6.4 

› 300-185-1-20.1 

› 301-2-3-8.8 

› 301-2-5-2 

All of the parcels listed above are classified as Transfer of Development Rights, 
Agricultural Reserve Area, or Agricultural Easement properties.  Given these 
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designations, none of these parcels were considered as feasible for development of 
a wireless communications facility upon a Town-owned and operated property. If 
any of these parcels were developed, there would be a monetary benefit to the 
Town associated with the installation and operation of a wireless service facility upon 
such parcels. However, installation upon these properties would involve the 
construction of a new structure, such as a monopole, rather than allowing 
collocation, as would be accomplished under the proposed action with the existing 
lattice tower. Moreover, a number of the above-referenced parcels are in the 
immediate vicinity of the subject property and, if developed with a wireless 
communications facility, would likely result in similar or greater impacts as the 
proposed facility.   

A review of tax parcel information identified a number of Town-owned nature 
preserves within the coverage area. However, given that nature preserves are 
identified as open space, they are not viable candidates, pursuant to Section 255-2-
90.B. of the Town Code, which excludes Town-owned/designated open spaces from 
consideration. 

In opposition-submitted correspondence from Tarbet & Lester, PLLC to the Town 
Planning Board, dated March 23, 2016, and as mentioned during proceedings before 
the Planning Board, the use of the former Town Landfill property to the northwest 
(between Bulls Path and Old Northwest Road) was mentioned as a potential 
Opportunity Site. However, this location would require a raw build (i.e., new pole), 
which from a planning perspective is less preferable than collocation upon an 
existing structure. 

Also mentioned as an opportunity site during proceedings before the Planning 
Board was the Town of East Hampton Town Recycling Center property to the 
northeast of the subject property, located at 260 Springs Fireplace Road, East 
Hampton. However, this location is both outside the proposed coverage area and it 
is the location pending application for a 199-foot-tall AT&T concealment pole 
facility, which will be utilized to address a separate service deficiency that will result 
when the existing AT&T antennas on the Cablevision lattice tower at the intersection 
of Abraham’s Path and Springs Fireplace Road are removed in the near future at the 
termination of the lease with Cablevision.   

Finally, the Tarbet & Lester, PLLC correspondence, as well as discussion during 
Planning Board proceedings, suggested the possibility of installation of a facility at 
the Hardscrabble commercial subdivision near Cove Hollow Road. Installation of a 
facility at this location would require a raw build (i.e., a monopole or tower) which 
would be more visually prominent to surrounding residential properties than the 
proposed antennas on the existing lattice tower. Moreover, the placement of a 
facility in this commercial subdivision could potentially result in interference with 
existing AT&T site NYNYU0714 located at the Presbyterian Church on Main Street in 
East Hampton Village.  
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8 
Irretrievable and Irreversible 

Commitment of Resources 
An irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources refers to impacts on or 

losses to resources that cannot be recovered or reversed. The subject property is 

currently committed to farming operations, but would, if approved, include the 

addition of wireless communications facility.   

Certain resources related to the construction aspects of the development would be 

committed.  These resources include, but are not limited to, concrete, asphalt, paint, 

and various metals.  Mechanical equipment resources would be committed to assist 

personnel in the construction at the property.  The operation of construction 

equipment would require small quantities of electricity, water resources and fossil 

fuels.  Furthermore, the construction phase of the proposed project would require 

the commitment of labor and fiscal resources as well as time.  In addition, during the 

operational phase of the proposed development, the use of minor amounts of 

electricity and natural gas would be necessary. In fact, the consumption rate of 

electricity and natural gas would be comparable to the usage by a single-family 

residence with 200amp electricity service and only occasional operation of the 

proposed emergency back-up generator. 
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Growth-Inducing Aspects 
Growth-inducing aspects are generally described as the long-term secondary effects 

of the proposed action. Specifically, with respect to growth inducement, The SEQR 

Handbook (2010) indicates: 

“Some activities will encourage or lead to further increases in population or 

business activity. This type of secondary impact is called growth inducement…it is 

important to recognize activities which may induce growth because a consideration 

of the whole action must examine likely impacts of such growth, such as the need 

for additional sewer, water and other services; increased traffic congestion; or 

accelerated loss of open space.8 

The development of a wireless communications facility would not create a demand 

for additional utility resources and would not lead to (but would, instead, enhance 

service to) resident and visitor populations and businesses within the Town, as well 

as local emergency services. 

No infrastructure improvements would be necessary to construct the proposed 

facility.  In fact, the use of the existing lattice tower obviates the need to construct an 

additional antenna support structure in the Town.  

The proposed facility would be unmanned and would not introduce a permanent 

population to the Town of East Hampton; thus no population growth impacts would 

be associated with the proposed action (i.e., impacts to schools, Town facilities or 

 
8 http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/seqrhandbook.pdf (Page 86) 

 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/seqrhandbook.pdf
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the surrounding roadway network). Moreover, because the proposed facility would 

be unmanned, it would not require potable water, nor would solid waste or sewage 

be generated.  As such, the construction of the proposed facility would not induce 

growth relating to water or sewer district expansion.  

Based upon the foregoing analysis, the proposed action is not expected to result in 

growth-inducing impacts in the Town. 
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10 
Use and Conservation of Energy 
As previously indicated in Section 6.2, there would be a minimal increased demand 

on energy resources from PSEG Long Island and the facility would occasionally 

require natural gas from National Grid for operation of the proposed emergency 

back-up generator. As such, no energy conservation measures, other than what is 

normally implemented for facilities of this type, are proposed or necessary.  
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Site Photograph Key
AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937 Source: 1. Aerial: 2013 NYS Digital Ortho-imagery,

NYSITS, 2013. (2) Streets: NYSITS, 2014.
(3) Photograph locations from VHB
field inspection in November 2016
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Surrounding Land Use Photograph Key
AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937 Source: 1. Aerial: 2013 NYS Digital Ortho-imagery,

NYSITS, 2013. (2) Streets: NYSITS, 2014.
(3) Photograph locations from VHB
field inspection in November 2016
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Photograph No. 1: View the subject property and the existing lattice tower (with a wind turbine thereon) located at 100-
106 Long Lane, East Hampton, NY, facing north-northeast from the entrance of the eastern driveway along Long Lane. 
Note the presence of multiple poultry coops and fenced areas, as well as storage sheds/garages beyond the driveway. 

 
Photograph No. 2: View of the subject property and the existing lattice tower from the western driveway, facing north-
northeast.  Note the residence and land to the left located on Lots 8, 9 and 10.2. These parcels are associated with the 
Iacono Farm property (parcels now or formerly owned by Mr. Anthony Iacono), however, they are not part of the 
subject property as defined in the DEIS.  



 
Photograph No. 3: Representative view of the storage sheds/garages and additional equipment associated with the farm 
operations at the interior of the subject property, just south of the lattice tower, facing southwest. 

 
Photograph No. 4: View of the lattice tower where the proposed antennas would be mounted, facing north-northeast. 



 
Photograph No. 5: View of the lawn area where the proposed equipment compound would be located, facing north-
northeast. 

 
Photograph No. 6: View along Long Lane from the southern portion of the subject property, facing west-northwest. Note 
the presence of utility poles and overhead wires along northern side of Long Lane. 



 
Photograph No. 7: Representative view of the agricultural operations north of the subject property, facing southwest 
from Cedar Street. 

 
Photograph No. 8: View of the Most Holy Trinity Roman Catholic Cemetery, northwest of the subject property, facing 
north-northeast from Cedar Street. 



 
Photograph No. 9: Representative view of the single-family residences north of the subject property, facing northeast 
along Cedar Street. 

 
Photograph No. 10: Representative view of single-family residences northeast of the subject property, facing east-
southeast along Cedar Street. 



 
Photograph No. 11: View of the East End Stables equestrian facility northeast of the subject property, facing southeast 
from Oakview Highway. 

 
Photograph No. 12: View of the hedges associated with the private residence abutting the subject property to the east, 
facing northwest along Long Lane. 



 
Photograph No. 13: Representative view of single-family residences east of the subject property, facing northwest along 
Long Lane. 

 
Photograph No. 14: View of East Hampton High School east of the subject property, facing northwest from Long Lane. 



 
Photograph No. 15: Representative view of the single-family residential neighborhood east of East Hampton High 
School, facing north along Gould Street. 

 
Photograph No. 16: View of the East End Community Organic Farm immediately south of the subject property, facing 
southwest from Long Lane. Note the presence of a lattice tower (with a wind turbine located thereon) on the horizon.   



 
Photograph No. 17: View of the Whitmores Nurseries Tree Farm southeast of the subject property, facing west-
southwest from Long Lane. 

 
Photograph No. 18: View of the recharge basin and additional agricultural uses southwest of the subject property, facing 
southwest along Long Lane. 



 
Photograph No. 19: Representative view of single-family residences and agricultural uses south of the subject property, 
facing northwest from Route 114 (East Hampton-Sag Harbor Turnpike). 

 
Photograph No. 20: View of Buckley’s Farm immediately west of the subject property, facing northwest along Long Lane. 



 
Photograph No. 21: Representative view of single-family residences west of the Buckley’s Farm property, facing 
northeast along Fieldview Lane. 

 
Photograph No. 22: View of the agricultural uses beyond Roberts Lane (e.g., Mahoney Farm), to the west of the subject 
property, facing west-northwest along Long Lane. Note the presence of a lattice tower (with a wind turbine located 
thereon) on this farm property. 
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1 Introduction  

Introduction 

Complementary to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), a one-mile 

radius visibility study was performed for the proposed New Cingular Wireless PCS, 

LLP (AT&T) wireless communications facility to be located on the Iacono Farm 

property at 100-106 Long Lane, Hamlet of East Hampton, Town of East Hampton, 

Suffolk County, New York (see Figure 1). The subject property is designated on the 

Suffolk County Tax Map as District 300 – Section 159.00 – Block 01.00 – Lot 010.001. 

 

VHB Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, P.C. (VHB) performed the 

one-mile radius visibility study on December 21, 2016, between the hours of 10:00 

a.m. and 1:00 p.m., to evaluate where, within a one-mile radius of the site location, 

the proposed communications facility would be visible. Nine proposed antennas 

would be flush-mounted upon the existing 120-foot above grade level (agl) lattice 

tower in three tiers and three sectors (three antennas per tier and per sector). Within 

each sector, one antenna would be mounted at each of the following centerline 

heights: 75± feet agl, 85± feet agl, and 95± feet agl. To facilitate this visual evaluation, 

VHB utilized the blades of the wind turbine as a height reference and determined 

where the overall lattice tower structure could be seen from the surrounding area. It 

should be noted that this an extremely conservative visibility study, as the wind 

turbine is significantly higher on the structure, reaching a top height of 120-feet agl, 

than would be the uppermost AT&T antennas. Moreover, the wind turbine 

protrudes from the body of the tower and is visually more prominent than the 

proposed flush-mounted antennas would be. Thus, visibility of the AT&T antennas 

would be significantly less than what is presented on the Photograph Location Map 

in Appendix A. 

 

Land uses within the one-mile radius surrounding the proposed facility include 

institutional, agricultural, residential, municipal, commercial, industrial, recreational, 

and open space. Topography within the one-mile radius is relatively flat, without 

significant changes in elevation. Elevations within the surrounding area range from 

approximately 40 feet to 110 feet above mean sea level (amsl) over a distance of one-

mile, with very little change in elevation within the ½-mile radius. Elevations are 

generally highest in the northern and northwestern portions of the one-mile radius. 

  



AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937
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Source: Aerial and Streets:
Bing Maps, Microsoft, 2010.



 

 

 
 

 

3 Methodology   

 

 

 

Methodology 

Four representatives of VHB in two vehicles, made an on-site visit to obtain 

familiarity with the site and the surrounding area. The existing 120-foot-tall wind 

turbine provided a reference point for the photographs that were taken, as part of 

this one-mile radius visibility study.  

 

As appropriate, digital photographs were taken by two representatives of VHB (one 

per vehicle).  Photographs were taken from an approximate height of five feet above 

street level.  This height represents an average between a driver-eye-level and a 

pedestrian-eye-level.  The photographs were taken on December 21, 2016, between 

the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.  The conditions were clear to partly cloudy, 

with deciduous leaves off of the trees (referred to as “leaf-off condition”). 

 

A one-mile radius was plotted onto an aerial map (see Attachment A).  Every public 

roadway within a one-mile radius was driven by car.1  Observations were made 

along all streets within this radius, and, if the wind turbine could be seen, a 

photograph was taken. The data collected during the visual study was overlain onto 

a base aerial photograph of the one-mile radius area in order to illustrate those areas 

from which the proposed facility would be visible or partially visible (see annexed 

One-Mile Radius Visibility and Photograph Location Map in Appendix A). 

 

The results of these observations revealed that the wind turbine was predominantly 

visible in the immediate vicinity of the subject property, with some visibility at a 

half-mile and in some cases, within 0.9-mile of the subject property. However, in 

many locations, the blades of the turbine determined visibility, not the lattice tower 

structure itself. In many instances, the lattice tower structure was only partially 

visible, barely discernible or not visible at all. Moreover, the highest proposed 

antenna tier would be mounted at a centerline of 95± feet agl on the lattice tower of 

the 120±-foot wind turbine. Thus, it is anticipated that the proposed antennas would 

be indiscernible in many locations where the wind turbine blades were visible. Thus, 

resultant visibility would be significantly less than depicted on the map in Appendix 

A.  

  



1 Only publicly-accessible roadways were traversed.  Private roadways were not accessed. 



 

 

 
 

 

4 One-Mile Radius Visibility Results  

One-Mile Radius Visibility 

Results 

Twenty-three (23) color digital photographs are included herein. These photographs 

were taken from roadways where the wind turbine blades were, at least, partially 

visible. As the wind turbine may be difficult to view in some of the photographs, 

arrows have been added to indicate its location. It should be noted that this is an 

extremely conservative approach, as in many instances, the wind turbine is barely 

discernable and would not be visible during leaf-on conditions. Moreover, the lattice 

tower itself is less visually prominent than the wind turbine and the proposed AT&T 

antennas would be mounted 25-feet lower on the lattice tower than the wind turbine. 

Thus, it is anticipated that visibility of the AT&T antennas would be significantly 

less, if at all visible, at the locations indicated below. 

 

The following is a list of the photograph locations from which the wind turbine could 

be seen, numbered to correspond with the One-Mile Radius Visibility and 

Photograph Location Map in Appendix A: 

 

1. From immediately south of the subject property, from Long Lane 

proximate to the eastern driveway (partial); 

2. From immediately south of the subject property, from Long Lane 

proximate to the western driveway; 

3. From the terminus of Long Lane, east of the East Hampton High School;  

4. From the terminus of Sally Court; 

5. From the terminus of Irma Court; 

6. From along Cedar Street, immediately north of the East Hampton High 

School, and approximately 0.09-mile west of the intersection of Cedar 

Street and Hands Creek Road (partial); 

7. From along Cedar Street, northeast of the subject property, 

approximately 0.17-mile west of intersection of Cedar Street and Hands 

Creek Road (partial); 

8. From along Cedar Street, immediately north of the subject property, 

approximately 0.15-mile east of the intersection of Cedar Street and 

Fieldview Lane (partial); 

9. From near 15 Old Orchard Lane (partial);  

10. From along Heritage Farm Lane (partial); 

11. From the intersection of Stephen Hands Path and Old Northwest Road 

(partial);  
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12. From along Stephen Hands Path, immediately north of the intersection 

of Stephen Hands Path and Bull Path (partial); 

13. From immediately south of the intersection of Long Lane and Stephen 

Hands Path (partial); 

14. From 162 Long Lane (partial); 

15. From near 19 Roberts Lane (partial); 

16. From 10 Fieldview Lane;  

17. From 16 Fieldview Lane; 

18. From along Stephen Hands Path, approximately 0.12-mile north of the 

intersection of Stephen Hands Path and NYS Route 114; 

19. From between 291 and 340 Stephen Hands Path (partial); 

20. From immediately south of the intersection of Stephen Hands Path and 

NYS Route 114; 

21. From along NYS Route 114, approximately 0.06-mile east of the 

intersection of NYS Route 114 and Stephen Hands Path;  

22. From the intersection of NYS Route 114 and Mane Lane (partial); and 

23. From the intersection of Harness Lane and NYS Route 114 (partial). 

 

Photograph locations for the above-listed photographs are identified on the One-Mile 

Radius Visibility and Photograph Location Map included in Appendix A. Areas 

indicated in solid red on the One-Mile Radius Visibility and Photograph Location 

Map indicate areas of unobstructed visibility.  Areas with intermittent visibility or 

visibility amongst deciduous vegetation and other visual obstructions (i.e., existing 

structures) are indicated as partially visible on the One-Mile Radius Visibility and 

Photograph Location Map in a solid blue line.  Private roads, which were not 

travelled, are indicated by green lines. 

 

Although the wind turbine was visible within approximately 0.9 mile of the subject 

property, the lattice tower structure was only partially visible, barely discernible or 

not visible at all. It is anticipated that the proposed antennas would not be 

discernible in the large majority of locations where the wind turbine was determined 

to be visible. Therefore, full visibility of all three proposed antenna tiers would be 

limited to immediately south of the subject property and in the vicinity of subject 

property along Long Lane (Photographs 1 and 2). Although the full lattice tower 

structure was visible in some locations along Long Lane, as well as Stephen Hands 

Path and NYS Route 114 (Photographs 3, 18, 20 and 21), the antennas would barely 

be discernable, as there are a number of vertical obstructions in the visual horizon 

(i.e., two additional lattice towers with wind turbines thereon, utility poles and 

overhead wires).  Furthermore, there were some locations within approximately 0.43-

mile where the wind turbine and only half of the lattice tower were visible 

(Photographs 4, 5, 16, and 17). In these locations, only the highest and middle tiers 

(i.e., antennas mounted at centerlines of 85± feet agl, and 95± feet agl) would be 

visible, however they would blend with the overall architecture of the lattice tower 

and would likely be indiscernible from these locations. Additionally, it is anticipated 



 

 

 
 

 

6 One-Mile Radius Visibility Results  

that during months when seasonal vegetation is in either partial or full bloom, only 

the wind turbine would be visible from these locations. Visibility of the proposed 

facility would diminish rapidly due to intervening vegetation, existing structures and 

surrounding topography, as distance from the subject site increases in all directions.  

 

In addition, there would be partial visibility of the proposed facility from locations in 

all directions (Photographs 1, 6-15, 19, 22 and 23). However, as this was an extremely 

conservative approach, the visibility of the proposed facility would be largely or 

entirely obscured by seasonal vegetation.   

 

All additional areas within the one-mile radius had no visibility due to intervening 

vegetation, existing structures and topography. 

 

As indicated above, and as depicted on the One-Mile Radius Visibility and 

Photograph Location Map in Appendix A, there would be an extremely limited 

overall visibility of the proposed facility within the one-mile radius. In fact, visibility 

of the proposed AT&T antennas would be limited to the immediate surrounding 

area. Additionally, this study was done during the “leaf-off” season and, thus, 

depicts a worst-case visibility scenario.  As previously indicated, it is anticipated that 

during the growing or leaf-on season, the proposed facility would be obscured from 

view from many of the locations that were identified as having partial visibility. 

Finally, the applicant has designed its proposed facility such that the antennas would 

be flush mounted to the lattice tower and would be painted to match the color of 

either the tower or the wind turbine structure (color choice would be left to the 

Town’s discretion), mitigating potential visual impacts.  



 

 

 
 

 

7 Findings and Conclusions  

Findings and Conclusions 

The one-mile radius visibility study, indicates that the proposed antennas would 

have extremely limited visibility throughout the surrounding one-mile radius area, 

particularly when the trees are in bloom. Moreover, it is anticipated that all three 

antenna tiers would only be fully visible in the immediate surrounding area. Further, 

as the antennas would be painted to match the color of either the tower or the wind 

turbine structure (color choice would be left to the Town’s discretion), and as the 

antennas would be flush mounted upon the lattice tower, allowing it to blend with 

the overall architecture of the lattice tower, potential adverse visual impacts would 

not be significant. Moreover, there would be no visibility of the proposed equipment 

compound from the surrounding area, except perhaps at the boundaries of the 

subject property with adjoining parcels. Thus, the proposed facility has been sited 

and designed to be the least visually obtrusive and has mitigated potential adverse 

visual impacts, to the extent practicable. 
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Appendix A - One-Mile Radius Visibility and Photograph Location Map

!( Photograph Location and Number

_̂ Proposed Facility Location

Wind Turbine Partially Visible

Wind Turbine Visible

Private Road

One-Mile Radius0 1,000 2,000
Feet¯

AT&T Amagansett III - Iacono Farms
100-106 Long Lane
Town of East Hampton
Suffolk County, NY 11937

Source: (1) Aerial and Streets: 
Bing Maps, Microsoft, 2010. 
(2). Photograph locations from VHB 
field inspections in December 2016

*This map depicts visility of the existing
120-foot above grade level wind turbine. In 
many instances, the lattice tower itself was 
minimally visible, barely discernible or not 
visible at all. Thus, visibility of the proposed 
facility is anticipated to be significantly less 
than what is depicted herein.



Photograph No. 1: View immediately south of the subject property from Long Lane, 
proximate to the eastern driveway. View of the proposed antennas would be obscured by 
intervening vegetation from this location. 

Photograph No. 2: View immediately south of the subject property from Long Lane, 
proximate to the western driveway. The proposed antennas would be visible from 
this location.



Photograph No. 3: View from the terminus of Long Lane, east of the East Hampton High 
School. Note that although the overall lattice tower structure is visible, the proposed 
antennas would be indiscernible from this location. 

Photograph No. 4: View from the terminus of Sally Court. View of the proposed 
antennas would be indisernible, and would be obscured by intervening vegetation from 
this location. 
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Photograph No. 5: View from the terminus of Irma Court. View of the proposed antennas 
would be indisernible, and would be obscured by intervening vegetation from this 
location. 

Photograph No. 6: View from along Cedar Street, immediately north of the East 
Hampton High School, and approximately 0.09-mile west of the intersection of Cedar 
Street and Hands Creek Road. Note the overall structure is barely discernible, as would 
be the proposed AT&T facility.  
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Photograph No. 7: View from along Cedar Street, northeast of the subject property, 
approximately 0.17-mile west of intersection of Cedar Street and Hands Creek Road. 
The overall structure is barely discernible, as would be the proposed AT&T facility.  

Photograph No. 8: View from along Cedar Street, immediately north of the subject 
property, approximately 0.15-mile east of the intersection of Cedar Street and Fieldview 
Lane. Note the overall structure is barely discernible, as would be the proposed AT&T 
facility. 
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Photograph No. 9: View from near 15 Old Orchard Lane. Note that the wind turbine is 
indiscernible from this location. Moreover, the antenna location is below the existing tree 
line and would not be visible from this location. 

 
Photograph No. 10: View from along Heritage Farm Lane. Note the overall structure is 
barely discernible, as would be the proposed AT&T facility. 
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Photograph No. 11: View from the intersection of Stephen Hands Path and Old 
Northwest Road. Note the overall structure is barely discernible, as would be the 
proposed AT&T facility. 

 
Photograph No. 12: View from along Stephen Hands Path, immediately north of the 
intersection of Stephen Hands Path and Bull Path. Note the overall structure is barely 
discernible, as would be the proposed AT&T facility. 
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Photograph No. 13: View from immediately south of the intersection of Long Lane and 
Stephen Hands Path. Note the overall structure is barely discernible, as would be the 
proposed AT&T facility. 

Photograph No. 14: View from 162 Long Lane. AT&T's proposed antennas would be 
indiscernible, and would be obscured further by intervening vegetation from this 
location. 
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Photograph No. 15: View from near 19 Roberts Lane. Note the overall structure is barely 
discernible, as would be the proposed AT&T facility. 

Photograph No. 16: View from 10 Fieldview Lane. Although the antennas may be 
slightly visible from this location, it is anticipated, to a large degree, that antennas would 
blend with the tower structure. 
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Photograph No. 17: View from 16 Fieldview Lane. Although the antennas may be 
slightly visible from this location, it is anticipated, to a large degree, that antennas would 
blend with the tower structure. 

Photograph No. 18: View from along Stephen Hands Path, approximately 0.12-mile north 
of the intersection of Stephen Hand Path and NYS Route 114. Note that the antennas 
would be indiscernible from this location and partially obscured by existing tree cover. 
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Photograph No. 19: View from between 291 and 340 Stephen Hands Path. Note the 
overall structure is barely discernible, as would be the proposed AT&T facility. 

Photograph No. 20: View from immediately south of the intersection of Stephen Hands 
Path and NYS Route 114. Note that although the overall lattice tower structure is visible, 
the proposed antennas would likely be indiscernible from this location. 
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Photograph No. 21: View from along NYS Route 114, approximately 0.06-mile east of 
the intersection of NYS Route 114 and Stephen Hands Path. Note that although the 
overall lattice tower structure is visible, the proposed antennas would likely be 
indiscernible from this location. 

Photograph No. 22: View from the intersection of NYS Route 114 and Mane Lane. Note 
that although the overall lattice tower structure is visible, the proposed antennas would be 
indiscernible from this location. 
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Photograph No. 23: View from the intersection of Harness Lane and NYS Route 114. 
View of the proposed antennas would likely be indiscernible and partially obscured by 
intervening vegetation from this location. 
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Appendix H 



1

Tara Cubie

From: towernotifyinfo@fcc.gov
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 2:15 PM
To: Tara Cubie
Subject: Section 106 Notification of SHPO/THPO Concurrence- Email ID #965203

This is to notify you that the Lead SHPO/THPO has concurred with the following filing:  

Date of Action: 11/18/2014 

Direct Effect: No Historic Properties in Area of Potential Effects (APE) 

Visual Effect: No Historic Properties in Area of Potential Effects (APE) 

Comment Text: J Warren, NYSHPO 11/18/14  

 

File Number: 0006522393  

Purpose: Collocation Submission Packet 

Notification Date: 7AM EST 10/30/2014 

Applicant: AT&T Mobility, LLC 

Consultant: EnviroBusiness, Inc. d/b/a EBI Consulting (EBI# 61148029) 

Positive Train Control Filing Subject to Expedited Treatment Under Program Comment: No 

Site Name: LI-061 

Site Address: 100-106 Long Lane 

Detailed Description of Project: Tower with turbine colo, gd, 61148029 

Site Coordinates: 40-58-20.1 N, 72-12-19.0 W 

City: East Hampton  

County: SUFFOLK  

State:NY 

Lead SHPO/THPO: New York State Historic Preservation Office  

 

NOTICE OF FRAUDULENT USE OF SYSTEM, ABUSE OF PASSWORD AND RELATED MISUSE  

Use of the Section 106 system is intended to facilitate consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act and may contain information that is confidential, privileged or otherwise protected from 

disclosure under applicable laws. Any person having access to Section 106 information shall use it only for its 

intended purpose. Appropriate action will be taken with respect to any misuse of the system.  
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Appendix I 
 



For visual reference only. Actual visibility
 is dependent upon weather conditions,
season, sunlight, and viewer location.

Prepared For:
AT&T  

Site Name: 
AMAGANSETT III - IACONO FARMS

100-106 LONG LANE
EAST HAMPTON, NEW YORK 11937

(Page 1 of  11)

AMAGANSETT III - IACONO FARMS
NYNYU0061
LI-061
 

Photos Taken On: 03/10/14 and 10/08/14
Simulation Revised 12/22/16

Dewberry Engineers Inc.
600 Parsippany Road Suite 301

Parsippany, NJ 07054
ONE AT&T WAY

BEDMINSTER, NJ 07921 
14 WALSH DRIVE

PARSIPPANY, NJ 07054



BELLTOWN MANOR STAMFORD
21 Burdick Street
Stamford, CT 06905
(Page 2 of 10)

AMAGANSETT III - IACONO FARMS
NYNYU0061

100-106 long Lane
East Hampton, New York 11937

PHOTO 4

PHOTO 1

PHOTO 3

PHOTO 2

PHOTO 5

SITE LOCATION



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 1A

View Facing - North East
From - Property 
(Page 3 of 11)

Actual View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 1B

View Facing - North East
From - Property 
(Page 4 of 11)

Proposed View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 2A

View Facing - North East
From - Long Lane
(Page 5 of 11)

Actual View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 2B

View Facing - North East
From - Long Lane
(Page 6 of 11)

Proposed View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 3A

View Facing - North East
From - Long Lane
(Page 7 of 11)

Actual View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 3B

View Facing - North East
From - Long Lane
(Page 8 of 11)

Proposed View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 4A/B

View Facing - South East
From - Fieldview Lane
(Page 9 of 11)

No View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 5A

View Facing - North East
From - Property
(Page 10 of 11) 

Actual View



AMAGANSETT III-IACONO FARMS 
Photo 5B

View Facing - North East
From - Property
(Page 11 of 11) 

Proposed View
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