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Introduction

ast Hampton is defined by the unique char-

acter of its hamlets, villages and countryside.

With large expanses of pristine ocean beach-
es, scenic vistas, preserved farmland, historic landscapes,
significant fish and wildlife habitats, and high quality
drinking water resources, the unique natural and cultural
features of the town are largely intact. This world-class
landscape has become the centerpiece of a vibrant sum-
mer community, attracting tens of thousands of second
homeowners and tourists, as well as the small army of
workers and professional needed to serve their needs. As
a result East Hampton, and Montauk in particular, faces
ongoing challenges created by seasonal swings in popula-
tion and activity, with related impacts on traffic, parking,
housing, water supply, wastewater treatment, and a host

of other factors.

The commercial centers within each hamlet form the
stage on which this dynamic interaction of social, eco-
nomic and environmental elements plays out over the
course of the year. While future change in the town’s
conservation areas and residential neighborhoods will be
relatively modest under current zoning, potential change
within the commercial and industrial zones could be
more significant — driven by the individual decisions of
hundreds of local businesses, each reacting in real time
to challenges as diverse as the explosion of on-line retail,
labor shortages and rising sea levels.

These trends have been evolving for decades, and were
reflected in The 2005 East Hampton Comprehensive
Plan. One recommendation of that plan was the creation
of detailed plans for the Town’s commercial areas and an
evaluation of the Town’s ability and desire to meet future
commercial needs. As a result, in 2016 the Town of East
Hampton commissioned the preparation of this Master
Plan for Montauk’s main commercial business districts.
At the same time, the Town commissioned the prepara-
tion of Master Plans for five additional hamlet centers,
together with a Townwide business district analysis and
an economic strategy to sustain the hamlet commercial
districts in the future. The Town of East Hampton re-
tained a consulting team led by Dodson & Flinker, Inc.,
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Community Design and Rural Preservation Specialists,
together with subcontractors LK McLean Associates
P.C., Consulting Engineers, Fine Arts & Sciences LLC,
Environmental and Community Planning Consultants
and RKG Associates, Economic, Planning and Real Es-
tate Consultants. The Economic and Business analysis,
which informed this Plan for Montauk, is provided in a
companion document.

Montauk’s extraordinary scenic and natural resourc-
es have made it a desirable destination for tourists and
place to live for year round and second home owners.
Touched by many of the most significant events in-
cluding both world wars, and influential people of their
times, Montauk has a rich and colorful history. Mon-
tauk’s development as a beach resort dates to the 1881
Frederick Law Olmsted subdivision improved with
Shingle Style summer cottages designed by McKim,
Meade and White- now recognized on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places. Another era which adds to the
unique character of Montauk and not typically seen in
a beach-oriented community is the Tudor Revival Style
developed by Carl Fisher in the 1920s and 30s. Montauk
Harbor is the number one commercial fishing port in
New York State and also supports a robust recreational
fishing industry. The rich cultural heritage, small town
character, quaint fishing village setting, pristine beaches
and natural environment all contribute to what makes
the hamlet so special.

2 Town of East Hampton, New York

But Montauk is at risk of becoming a victim of its own
success and its recent popularity as a “Hamptons Hot-
spot” is putting tremendous pressures on the peace and
tranquility of the community. Travel + Leisure Magazine
rated Montauk the most expensive beach town in the
US for August 2017 and soaring real estate values have
made it increasingly difficult for workers and families to
live in Montauk. The Town has stepped up enforcement
and enacted new legislation in response to local out-
rage over the behavior and traffic jams resulting from
throngs of partiers. But improved infrastructure, pedes-
trian amenities, coordinated parking, coastal resiliency
and more are needed to protect and preserve Montauk.

This master plan is designed to help the town under-
stand how Montauk’s commercial districts look and
function today, and to explore ways that they could be
improved to better serve the community in the future.
The Methodology for the preparation of the Montauk
Master Plan Study featured data gathering, detailed
analysis and extensive public participation. As described
in the following section, an inventory and analysis was
conducted with regard to historic and cultural resourc-
es, demographics, natural resources and environment,
environmental challenges, demographics, zoning, land
use, business uses and hamlet economy, residential and
commercial buildout and transportation and infrastruc-
ture. Public participation included an intensive four-day
charrette process consisting of workshops, focus groups

Montauk’s history and culture are shaped by its coastal landscape.

and walking tours which were open and advertised to
the general public, business owners, year round resi-
dents, second homeowners and other stakeholders. The
charrettes provided detailed public input and the oppor-
tunity for citizens to work together with town staff and
the consulting team to develop creative recommenda-
tions for the Hamlet.

Based on the results of the charrettes, the consulting
team prepared illustrative master plans for Montauk’s
Downtown, Harbor Area and Station Area. The Plans
are intended to capture the community’s shared vision
of more attractive, walkable, and economically vibrant
commercial centers. The illustrative master plans show
one potential way that the Montauk’s main commer-
cial areas could be redeveloped over coming decades,
but they are not the only possible result of changes the
Town might make in planning policy or regulations.

The purpose of this exercise is not to require a particular
use or arrangement of uses on a particular lot. Rather, it
is meant to explore and illustrate the fundamental plan-
ning and design principles that can protect Montauk’s
main commercial centers into more attractive, cohesive,
functional and economically-vibrant places.

The ultimate goal of this study is to provide the Town
of East Hampton with an inspirational, achievable plan
which will enhance Montauk’s strengths while signifi-
cantly improving the Hamlet’s aesthetics, walkability,
functionality and vitality. The 2005 Town Comprehen-
sive Plan Vision and Goals, developed through a consen-
sus building process, is the touchstone for the Montauk
Master Plan. Specific objectives and recommendations
for Montauk put forth in this report build on that long-
term vision of what it is essential to East Hampton now
and in the future.



Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections: Townwide

Wainscott Commercial Center, Wainscott
Three Mile Harbor, Springs

Future Sand Pit Mixed Use Center and Contractor Park and
Ride, East Hampton

North Main Street District, East Hampton

Pantigo Road Neighborhood Business District, East Hamp-
ton

Amagansett Commercial Center, Amagansett
Springs Historic District

East Fort Pond Boulevard Neighborhood Business
District, Springs

10.

11.

12.

West Fort Pond Boulevard Neighborhood Business
District, Springs

Downtown Montauk Commercial Center, Montauk
Montauk Train Station, Montauk

Montauk Harbor Commercial Center

- Water Bodies

Rivers and Streams
.| Wetlands
- Permanent protection

- Open Space

Hamlet Study - Montauk | Planning & Design Recommendations

3



Geography

In this report the boundaries of the Montauk Hamlet are
defined by the 12,415.8 acre Montauk School District.
Montauk is almost completely surrounded by water, with
a narrow strip of land to the west between Napeague Har-
bor and the Atlantic Ocean providing the hamlet’s only
land connection to the other hamlets of East Hampton.
Montauk is bounded by Napeague Harbor and Napeague
Bay to the west. To the north is Fort Pond Bay and Block
Island Sound. To the South is the Atlantic Ocean.

Montauk is a glacially-sculpted peninsula with a relative-
ly flat southwestern coastal plain flanked by dunes and
beaches that rises to dramatic coastal blufts and high hills
in the eastern half of the hamlet. Lake Montauk and Fort
Pond—a water body that extends from ocean to sound
bordered by narrow, low-lying land—further subdivide
the land area of Montauk into three contiguous land areas.

Two major commercial centers exist in Montauk today.
One is Montauk Downtown—an area of ocean-side hotels
and retail that is the descendant of Carl Fisher’s never-ful-
ly-realized 1920 resort plan for the area. The other com-
mercial center is Montauk Dock, an area of restaurants,
retail, and a working waterfront at the inlet and harbor
that Fisher created at Lake Montauk. These commercial
centers are among the most heavily visited areas of East
Hampton in the summer. Montauk’s commercial are-
as will likely also experience the largest impact in Town
from rising seas and climate change.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Archaeological evidence suggests that Native Americans
occupied the South Fork of Long Island as far back as the
Archaic Age (ca 4500-1300 BC)'. The visual and cultural
character of Montauk today bears the mark of the Mon-
tauk Tribe that occupied the hamlet as well as the strong
influence of European settlers that supplanted them in

! East Hampton Comprehensive Plan: Geography and
History

Major buildings designed and constructed as part of Carl Fisher’s development plans in the 1920s have left a lasting mark on the

character of Montauk’s Downtown.
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Montauk’s sandy bluffs, dunes, water bodies and beaches are fundamental to the scenic beauty of area. Historic structures like the
Montauk lighthouse (below) also are central to the iconic character of the landscape.

the 17th century and 20th century resort development.

The earliest European land uses of the Montauk penin-
sula were agricultural. Early roads were connected from
meadows at the major ponds, harbors and landings.
Soon after the early settlement of East Hampton, differ-
ent groups of East Hampton men acquired land on the
Montauk peninsula from the Montaukett tribe. From the
mid-17th century to the late 19th century, Montauk was
used as common pasture for livestock.?

The Montauketts continued to live at Indian Field, east
of Lake Montauk; the hamlet was the last area in East
Hampton with reserve land for the Montauk tribe. Many
known Native American burial grounds exist in the ham-
let. European settlers in the region, like the native tribes
that occupied this land previously, recognized the impor-
tant opportunities for fishing and shell-fishing in the re-
gion. Among other pursuits the Montauketts, displaced
by livestock companies, joined the burgeoning whaling
industry out of Northwest Harbor and Sag Harbor in the
17th and 18th centuries.

2



Population & Demographics |
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Following the extension of the Long Island Railroad
to Bridgehampton in 1870, the Town of East Hampton
began to develop its reputation as a summer resort and
began to see an increase in population, especially in the
summer months. In 1920, developer Carl Fisher pur-
chased 9,000 acres at Montauk and began the process of
creating what he hoped would become one of the most
important resorts on the east coast. Fisher’s plans for the
area were never fully realized because of the 1929 stock
market crash and subsequent depression. However, the
road network, major buildings, and surrounding residen-
tial subdivisions constructed by Fisher contribute to the
distinctive visual character of the hamlet today.

Historic Buildings and Structures:
«  Montauk Point Lighthouse

o Historic Montauk Association: National Register
Historic District

«  Montauk Manor

o Montauk Tennis Auditorium

EthﬂlClty |:| Not Hispanic/Latino

- Hispanic/Latino
100%

80% [~

Wainscott ‘
Amagansett ‘
Napeague‘
Northwest ‘
Montauk ‘
Springs ‘

60% [~

East Hampton North ‘
East Hampton Village ‘

40% -

20%

mll_l all

o Caleb Bragg Estate

o« AN/FPS-35 Radar Antenna & Tower WWII & Cold
War Era Defense

o Carl Fisher’s Downtown Plan (“Miami of the North”)

In addition to the rich history of human settlement of the
Montauk Peninsula, the area also is unique for its pro-
tected, undeveloped land. Among other things, Montauk
contains the largest block of maritime forest left on Long
Island. The areas dunes and beaches are fundamental to
the scenic beauty of the peninsula.

Demographics

Montauk has the third highest total population of East
Hampton’s hamlets, at 3,326°, but also experienced the
largest drop in population, -14%, between 2000 and 2010.
The median age in Montauk is 47.8, which is the third
highest median age in town and above the town-wide
median age. The median household income in Montauk
is $73,000.

In terms of race, 90.3% of Montauk residents identify
as White, 2.8% as Black or African American, 0.2% as
American Indian or Alaska Native, 0.9% as Asian, .1%
as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and 4.4%
as Some Other Race. In terms of ethnicity 16.1% of the
population identify as Hispanic or Latino (of any race).

Montauk contains 898 families, and 318 families with
children. School Taxes, which make up a large portion
of property taxes within each school district, support the
hamlet’s public schools. However, the amount paid in
school taxes by a family with children is often less than
the amount of money required to support the children
in schools, meaning that families with children represent
a tax burden for residents. School taxes in Montauk are
the second highest town-wide. For this reason, the Town
has pursued a strategy of encouraging senior housing and
single room apartments and concentrating new develop-
ment in the East Hampton school district where the high
school is located.

3 As of the 2010 U.S. Census
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Montauk’s downtown is centered on a central open space (facing page, top), with many Montauk Downtown

one and two story mixed use buildings (above, bottom). Hotels (facing page, middle;
above, top), many of which are located directly behind the beaches (facing page, bottom), Line Basemap

are an important part of the summer economy.
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JFort Hill
emetery

Montauk’s train station area lies alongside Fort Pond Bay (facing page, top),
and is overlooked by the historic Montauk Manor hotel (above, bottom). The
train station (facing page, bottom; above, top) is the easternmost end of the

LIRR line.

Hamlet Study - Montauk | Introduction & Existing Conditions 9



Montauk Harbor

Linework Base Map with business names
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Legend

—— 5 Foot Contours

- Water Bodies

Rivers and Streams

- Permanent protection

- Open Space

Gosman's

clam Bar {f)

Finesf ! i
Kind Wi ! -
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: Marina &

Boat Renta

retail
buildings

Montauk Harbor’s economy and character are shaped by
its fishing industry (facing page, top) and coastal landscape Montauk Harbor

(above, bottom). Its tourism economy is currently poised for
significant redevelopment (facing page, middle and bottom) Linework Base Map with business names

with Gosman’s Dock up for sale.
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Typical Nitrogen Loading to Septic Systems
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From US EPA via Lombardo Associates 2014

Natural Resources and Environment

Surface Water: The largest surface water body in Mon-
tauk is Lake Montauk, a 1,072.2 Acre bay off of Block Is-
land Sound. Lake Montauk is a NYS Local Significant
Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat. Other surface water
bodies include Fort Pond and Oyster Pond. Fort Pond is
the second largest fresh water pond on Long Island and
is a Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat. This pond is sep-
arated from Block Island Sound and from the Atlantic
Ocean by narrow, low-lying sandy land that is susceptible
to overwash and even inlet formation in strong coastal
storms.

Groundwater: Montauk, like the western portion of
East Hampton, is underlain by a glacial freshwater aqui-
fer. However, the freshwater aquifer in Montauk is much
shallower and hydraulically separated from the larger
aquifer to the west by saltwater. As such, fresh ground-
water in Montauk is much more susceptible to saltwater
intrusion than the other hamlets. This groundwater is
also susceptible to human pollution. Pollution from sep-
tic systems, in particular, is an on-going challenge in the
hamlet.

12 Town of East Hampton, New York
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Environmentally Sensitive Areas:

Surrounded by water, Montauk is home to impor-
tant beaches, dune habitat, bluffs, and wetlands. Hith-
er Woods Preserve and Montauk Point State Park each
contain continuous blocks of protected forest land that
are home to rare and endangered plant and animal spe-
cies. The ponds, bays and lakes and their surrounding
sensitive wetlands are also home to a diverse collection of
wildlife and important shellfish habitats.

Agriculture and Fisheries: Lake Montauk supports a
major fishing industry based in the Montauk Dock area.
Due to pollution, the southern portion of Lake Montauk
and Coons Foot Cove have experienced shellfish closures
in recent years. Oyster Pond has also experienced water
pollution issues and shellfish closures.

Environmental Challenges

Surface and Groundwater Pollution: One of the
most notable environmental challenges in the hamlet is
the impact of surface and groundwater pollution on aq-
uifers and sensitive surface waters. Septic systems with-
in the hamlet contribute nitrogen to groundwater that
makes its way into surface waters, generating harmful

Anticipated Sea Level Rise |

' m | HIGH TIDE

Mean Higher High Water
(MHHW)
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L 4\ + 7211
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2100: HIGH SLR SCENARIO

From ClimAID 2014 Supplemental



r

Montauk
Downtown

Linework Base Map with FEMA
floodplains. Velocity Zone and
100 year flood zone shown in light
blue. 500 year floodplain shown
in orange.
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\//
Montauk Harbor

Linework Base Map overlaid with
FEMA floodplains. Velocity Zone
and 100 year flood zone shown in
light blue. 500 year floodplain

shown in orange.
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Sea Level Rise + Storm Surge Impacts |
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Shoreline Change |

44’ (3+ ft/yr)

From USACOE 2014 Downtown Montauk Stabilization Project FONSI

algal blooms. Other potential contaminates include lea-
chate from landfills, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and
pollution from fuel underground storage tanks*.

Habitat and Open Space Loss: Loss of sensitive
habitat areas and open agricultural land to development
is an on-going challenge in Montauk. About 3% (418
AC) of vacant land in the hamlet is developable.

Deer Management: Increasing populations of white-
tailed deer in the Town have reached an emergency level
according to the East Hampton Deer Management Work-
ing Group®. Over-browsing by deer has begun to shift the
species composition of existing forests, nearly eliminat-
ing herbaceous plants and saplings and damaging popu-
lations of other wildlife that rely on these plants.

4 East Hampton Town Water Resources Management

Plan Final Draft

> Deer Management Plan 2013

[l High Tide: 1’ Sea Level Rise
[ High Tide: 3’ Sea Level Rise
[ High Tide: 6’ Sea Level Rise

== Category 3
Storm Surge
@ 2’ SLR

Light Pollution: Unshielded lights in Montauk’s com-
mercial center and other areas create glare. Street lights,
particularly older ones, also contribute light pollution.
This light contributes to a gradual decline in the dark-
ness of the night sky. The town’s Dark Skies Initiative
has resulted in laws that require lights on new construc-
tion with a building permit to be fully shielded. Current
exempt lighting types include up-lighting for flags, tree
up-lighting, and municipal street lighting.

Resilience, Climate Change and Sea Level Rise:
Today, areas of Downtown Montauk and the Montauk
Dock area are at risk from flooding in coastal storms.

As climate changes, rising seas and more frequent and
intense storms will increase the area impacted by coastal
flooding. Although the timing and amount of sea level
rise is uncertain, scientific models today provide a range
of possible sea level rise scenarios. According to the New
York State ClimAID 2014 report, Eastern Long Island can
expect between 8” and 30” of sea level rise by 2050 and
between 15” and 72” of sea level rise by 2100. This means
that by 2050, for example, high tide will be between 8”

Hamlet Study - Montauk | Introduction & Existing Conditions 15
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Montauk Downtown Zoning and Land Use

Base zoning shown in solid colors, with land use as a transparent hatch. A limited business overlay allows some commercial use in residential zones.

16 Town of East Hampton, New York

| CB: Central Business

—

Residential Districts:
A10, A5, A3, A2,
A, B: Single-Family
MF: Multi-Family

Commercial Districts:

NB: Neighborhood Business
Cl: Commercial-Industrial
RS: Resort

WEF: Waterfront

CS: Commercial-Service

Special Districts:
PC: Park and Conservation
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Base zoning shown in solid colors, with land use as a transparent hatch. A limited business overlay allows some commercial use in residential zones.

and 30” above the current high tide®.

Coastal erosion and storm surges will provide additional
impacts in Montauk. As sea level rises, coastal erosion
will likely continue to change the shape of beaches and
coastal wetlands. An example of this on-going change is
the shoreline in Downtown Montauk, which has moved
44’ inland from 2000 to 2012.” This equals a rate of nearly
3’ per year, which if continued could create 300’ of shore-
line erosion by 2100. Storm surges from coastal storms
and hurricanes, on top of these higher tide elevations, will
create flood impacts that extend further inland than the
same sized storms today.

Another issue for Downtown Montauk is the low narrow
strip of sand that separates Fort Pond from the Atlantic
Ocean, an area sometimes referred to by Montauk resi-
dents as the “breach point” With sea level rise, this area
and a narrow strip of land on the sound side are likely to
be inundated, potentially creating new inlets to Fort Pond
and making the eastern end of Montauk functionally an
island.

Land Use

Montauk land-use is notable for its large area of unde-
veloped land. More than 50% of the landscape is per-
manently protected open space, beaches, and park land.
The area that is developed ranges in land use from low
and medium density residential to relatively dense devel-
opment in the two commercial centers, including sever-
al high rise buildings and Oceanside hotels in Montauk
Downtown

6 Sea Level Rise projections and information in this re-
port were obtained from the NYS DEC’s recommended 2011
ClimAID Report and 2014 ClimAID Supplemental. Storm surge
impacts were estimated from the Nature Conservancy Coastal
Resiliency Network Digital Modelling Tools.

! USACOE Downtown Montauk Stabilization Project
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Open Space and Recreation: Protected open
space the hamlet makes up 62% of the land area—the
largest amount of protected open space of any hamlet in
the Town. These conservation lands are managed by a
mix of public and private-not-for profit organizations.
Montauk is also notable for having the largest protected
block of maritime forest in all of Long Island. Important
parks and recreational sites include Montauk Point State
Park, Kirk Park, Camp Hero State Park, Shadmoor State
Park, Montauk Downs State Park Golf Course, Hither
Hills State Park and Hither Woods Preserve.

Private recreation sites and park lands and beaches in
Montauk are home to a range of active and passive rec-
reational opportunities and an extensive network of
trails. Fort Pond and Lake Montauk provide recreation-
al boating and fishing opportunities. These water-based
recreational activities are particularly important for the
commercial center at Montauk Dock.

Residential Uses, housing types: Montauk residen-
tial uses range from low to medium density. The ham-
let contains the highest total number of housing units
at 4,666. This includes 1422 households (only 30.5% of
housing units are occupied). The average household size
is 2.3.

East Hampton, like many ocean resort communities, has
a large number of seasonally occupied homes. In Mon-
tauk, 63.1% of households are seasonally occupied while
624 are occupied year-round. Montauk is also notable for
having the highest percentage of renter-occupied, year-
round homes in the town (26.7% renter occupied and
73.3% owner occupied).

Commercial and Industrial uses: The major com-
mercial centers include the Montauk Downtown and
the Montauk Dock Area. Montauk Downtown is one of
the highest-density commercial areas in the town, with
high rise buildings and oceanfront motels alongside one
story and two story beach-oriented retail stores and res-
taurants. Montauk Dock includes restaurants and shops
along with a working waterfront.
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Zoning

Density and Dimensional Requirements

« Minimum ten foot front yard setback requirements
in CB zone facilitates building placement close to
street, rear parking, reduced vehicular traffic speed
and good walkability

o Same uses permitted in CB zone and NB zone; ma-
jor difference are dimensional requirements with CB
zoning allowing for more intense development on
smaller lots than NB zone

« Apartments over stores are allowed by special permit
in CB & NB zones, available for moderate income
families

Potential impact on town character and rede-
velopment: Zoning throughout downtown Montauk
encourages development of low-rise (2 story) water-
front-oriented retail, dining, recreation, tourism and hos-
pitality. Central Business and Resort zones do allow for
residential apartments within commercial buildings (by
special permit), which allows for the possibility of mixed

use development. The waterfront south of South Emer-
son Ave between South Emery Street and Essex Street is
zoned Resort and consists of beachfront hotels, while the
adjacent land to the west is zoned Park and Conservation.
This adjacent area consists of sand dunes and beach grass-
es, which serves as a natural buffer against storm surges
for the development in downtown. The Army Corps of
Engineers’ recently installed a sandbag wall in an effort
to fortify the hotels on South Emerson Ave against storm
surges. However beach erosion has continued, and has
brought public attention to the tenuous nature of older
development that was allowed to occur so close to the
dynamic and changing shoreline. Since this area is still
zoned Resort, redevelopment along this shifting beach-
front could still potentially occur.

In Montauk Harbor, Waterfront zoning is designed to
help maintain a working waterfront which includes both
fishing industries and recreation, while Resort zoning
along the northern end recognizes an area of existing and
potential hotels and motels. Waterfront zoning requires
buildings to have a 40 foot setback from the street, and
as a result, development within this zone does not create
an architectural streetscape. Many of the waterfront facil-
ities within this zone have large open parking lots or boat
yards on the street, with buildings closer to the water’s

edge. Even Gosman’s dock, a retail and dining develop-
ment, has a wide green lawn within this 40 foot setback
area. Gosman’s, a commercial anchor of Montauk Har-
bor, is currently for sale along with fifteen other Montauk
Harbor parcels under the same ownership, mostly located
in the north end of Montauk Harbor. Eleven of these par-
cels fall within Resort zoning, three fall within Waterfront
zoning, and two fall within Central Business zoning. The
asking price of $52 million for these properties indicates
that the real estate value of this area may risk outpacing
the economic viability of the fishing industry which has
traditionally inhabited Montauk Harbor and shaped this
part of the hamlet’s identity. While zoning limits the size
of new buildings on individual lots, the number of adja-
cent lots being sold at once by the same owner all with-
in the Resort zone enable a development of considerable
size.

Non-conforming uses: Land use conforms with zon-
ing throughout most of downtown Montauk. The parcels
on Montauk Highway are zoned Central Business, and
they contain commercial and retail land uses. Toward
the waterfront, the south end of downtown Montauk
along South Emerson Avenue is zoned resort and con-
sists largely of hotels. The only non-conforming uses in
downtown Montauk are on the east end of the waterfront,



where a motel on Oceanview Terrance exists on a parcel
zoned as residential.

Montauk Harbor consists of a mix of zones. The work-
ing waterfront on West Lake Drive is zoned Waterfront
(WF), and land uses there are consistent with zoning,
including marina, boatyards, fish processing, ferry ter-
minal, restaurants, and some retail. Inland, across West
Lake Drive from the working waterfront, the zoning is
Waterfront, with conforming uses such as boat yards, as
well as one parcel that is zoned Central Business, where
there is a retail land use. North of Wells Ave, on both
sides of the West Lake Drive loop, the zoning is Resort,
and the parcels which are developed have hotel and motel
land uses. South of Flamingo Ave, West Lake Drive has
waterfront and resort zoning along the waterfront, with
conforming land uses. On the west side, at the intersec-
tion with Flamingo Ave is Central Business zoning with a
hotel land use, which is a non-conforming use since nei-
ther “transient motel” nor “resort” are permitted under
Central Business zone. Continuing south along the west
side of West Lake Drive, the parcels are zoned Resort,
with conforming hotel land uses.

Business Uses and Hamlet Economy

A recent inventory by RKG Associates identified, in total
308 businesses in 31 industry categories, from resort ho-
tels and services to retail and restaurants. The commer-
cial activity in Montauk account for 43% of businesses
in East Hampton Town’s unincorporated areas and 48%
of the total commercial building square footage. These
businesses are concentrated in Montauk Downtown and
Montauk Harbor. Other smaller businesses areas are lo-
cated in the Fort Pond area along Second House, Shore
and Industrial Roads.

Businesses that serve tourists and second home owners account
for 60% of the total number of businesses in the hamlet. This
includes the accommodation industry category, which has the
highest number of businesses (74) and occupies the most land
area (56.1% of total building floor area), followed by Food Ser-
vices & Drinking Places (53 businesses, 12.9% of total build-
ing floor area), and Food & Beverage Stores (31 businesses or
10.0% of total). Most of these businesses are concentrated in
Downtown Montauk and Montauk Harbor. (See RKG’s Hamlet
Business District Plan for more detail).

Economic Characteristics and Issues in the Fo-
cus Area.

Montauk Harbor, also referred to as the Dock area, is
home to the majority of support facilities for the Town’s
commercial fishing industry. Beyond the working wa-
terfront businesses, the Harbor also includes many
businesses associated with the Harbor as a tourist des-
tination. This includes restaurants, shops, motels, and
recreational fishing businesses. Many of the tourist-ori-
ented businesses are located within the 14-acre property
currently owned by the Gosman family, which is likely to
be sold in the near future. Because this area is low-lying
and relatively exposed, flooding and storm impacts are
issues that also impact long-term viability of businesses
in this area.

Downtown Montauk contains a variety of businesses
typical of a traditional downtown, including supermar-
kets, banks, delis, restaurants, pharmacies, bars, gas,
stations and laundromats. Additionally, Downtown
Montauk includes many of the largest hotels and resorts
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The Montauk Station, terminus of the Long Island Rail Road,
played a key role in the history of the Hamlet, and provides
extraordinary opportunities for a summer community that is
more sustainable and less dependent on the automobile.
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in East Hampton. Downtown businesses alone account
for 26% of businesses in East Hampton Town’s unincor-
porated areas. The accommodations category, includ-
ing hotels/resorts, account for 42 businesses or 22.3% of
the total businesses in the hamlet and cover the largest
amount of acreage (37.94 acres in the hamlet. The larg-
est facilities include Surf Club, Royal Atlantic, Montauk
Blue Hotel, and Atlantic Terrace. All of these businesses
have ocean frontage are used by those visiting the beach
and are therefore doubly susceptible to storms and beach
erosion. Food Services & Drinking places are the sec-
ond largest business category (31 businesses), followed
by Miscellaneous Store Retailers (27 businesses). The
fourth largest category is Food & Beverage Stores (24
businesses). One of the most pressing issues for Down-
town Montauk is how to expand local affordable housing
for workers in these service industries. Another key is-
sue is how to minimize damage to Downtown businesses
from rising seas and more frequent and severe storms.

Crosswalks and generous sidewalks help make the downtown
pedestrian-friendly, but lack of connectivity to the beach and
other areas limits their usefulness.

The beachy informality of waterfront streets is prized by both residents and visitors, but in busier times conflicts between pedestri-

ans and vehicles lead to dangerous conditions.
Market Orientation

o Primary destination for tourists looking for beach
experience

o Largest concentration of accommodations
o Restaurant and entertainment establishments

« Seasonal businesses are challenged to find affordable
housing for seasonal workforce

o Large and growing second home market

o Local businesses largely cater to seasonal population
but important to year-round population as well

Buildout Analysis

Residential: According to a 2011 residential buildout
performed by the Planning Department?, the town as a

8 2014 Community Housing Opportunity Fund Imple-
mentation Plan

whole could see a 13% increase in the total number of
housing units. This assumes future development con-
sistent with current zoning. In Montauk, this residential
buildout is estimated to be 623 housing units. This is
down from an estimate of 1,020 in 2005.

Transportation (hamlet overview
with focus on commercial centers)

Roadways: Montauk is served from the east and west
by Montauk Highway (NY Route 27). The primary route
connecting the downtown area to the LIRR station and
the harbor area is County Road 49 (Flamingo Avenue).
East of the downtown area, County Road 77 (West Lake
Drive) extends from Montauk Highway north to the har-
bor area, crossing County Road 49 adjacent to the harbor.

Montauk Highway through the Montauk downtown has
one lane of travel in each direction, with a center median
and left turn lanes at key intersections in certain areas.
On-street parking occurs on the roadway shoulder in the
business district, i.e. between South Elder and South Es-
sex Streets. The posted speed limit is 30 MPH.



County Road 49 consists of one travel lane in each di-
rection, with shoulders. Posted speed limits are 30 MPH
from Carl Fisher Plaza to just north of Lion’s Field and in
the harbor area, and 40 MPH elsewhere.

County Road 77 also consists of one travel lane in each
direction, with shoulders. Posted speed limits are 30
MPH in the harbor area, and 45 MPH elsewhere.

The estimated average daily traffic (ADT) volume on
Montauk Highway west of downtown, in the segment
paralleled by Old Montauk Highway was calculated to
be 12,000 vehicles, based on the latest available NYSDOT
count data taken in August of 2015. East of downtown,
while a count taken in August of 2011 equated to an es-
timated ADT of 7,900 vehicles, the actual daily count re-
corded on a Saturday was 14,800 vehicles, or 87% higher
than on an “average” day. (The 2015 count west of down-
town did not include a weekend.)

Data from two count locations on County Road 49, ob-
tained in July 2014, indicates an estimated ADT of 9,400
at Edin Street, while the actual Saturday count was 15,800,
more than double the estimated ADT. Similarly, north of
the LIRR station area, the estimated ADT was 6,900; the

actual Saturday count was 13,100, nearly double the esti-
mated ADT.

On County Road 77, just north of Montauk Highway,
the July 2015 estimated ADT and Saturday traffic vol-
umes were 4,400, and 7,400 (a 70% increase over ADT),
respectively.

Because the rural and scenic character of the area is high-
ly valued, there is a reluctance in East Hampton for solv-
ing traffic problems by:

« Adding lanes on existing roads

« Constructing bypass roads to congested routes

« Installing traffic signals

« Encouraging the use of short cuts

« Widening and straightening roads

Pedestrians: Sidewalks exist in the downtown area
along both sides of Montauk Highway. The 45-mile

long Paumanok Path, which runs from the Southampton
Town line to Montauk Point, follows the old Montauk

The intersection of Flamingo Avenue and West Lake Drive is one of several in Montauk where a roundabout could help ease traffic

flow and create safer conditions for vehicles and pedestrians.

Parkway Right of Way, except at Fort Pond, where it hugs
the Pond’s southern shore.

Bicyclists: Montauk Highway is a designated bike route
(NY Bike Route 27). West of the downtown area the
roadway’s shoulders are designated as bike lanes.

Transit: Montauk is served by Suffolk County Transit’s
Route 10C, which connects the East Hampton LIRR Sta-
tion with Montauk. Service consists of five eastbound and
four westbound bus routes per weekday. In the summer,
a connection is provided in Montauk to the $94 Shuttle to
the Montauk Point Lighthouse. The LIRR's Montauk train
station on the railroad’s Montauk Branch is located north
of downtown, approximately a mile north of Montauk
Highway. Weekday off-season (October through May)
service is currently 6 eastbound and 5 westbound trains,
with one additional eastbound train on Friday evenings.
In season, three additional eastbound trains are provid-
ed on Friday afternoon/evening, and one additional west-
bound train is provided on Monday mornings.

The LIRR recently proposed to add three additional trains
in each direction year round, but one of the eastbound
trains would be eliminated on Fridays due to conflicts
with current enhanced Friday summer service. The LIRR
continues to review the proposed schedule in an effort to
better accommodate work hours, and will also investigate
using the existing Bridgehampton siding to enhance ser-
vice, by allowing trains to pass. Any enhanced services
would start in late 2018, after the LIRR meets the Federal
mandate for installing Positive Train Control system-wide.
PTC affects the schedule because equipment that would be
needed to provide the new commuter service is first need-
ed to replace that removed from circulation during instal-
lation. When the LIRR’s current signal and interlocking
project is complete in Spring 2018, it will expand the exist-
ing westbound “single seat” service from Speonk eastward,
to originate in Southampton.

Taxis: Taxi activity is particularly prevalent in the down-
town area on summer weekends. Customers are dropped
off and picked up throughout downtown on demand.
Late night activity at bars and clubs results in pedestri-
ans randomly hailing cabs and jaywalking across streets
to board them. A similar disorganized pattern of pas-

senger pick-ups occurs at the LIRR station, as numerous
cabs pick up customers at scattered locations within the
station parking lot.

Infrastructure and public facilities

Public water supply: ° Fresh groundwater sepa-
rated from the mainland aquifer of East Hampton by
saltwater. Freshwater found in shallow upper glacial
aquifer. Groundwater limited—four foot high ground-
water contour rather than five to ten foot contour to the
west. Groundwater is vulnerable to contamination from
human land uses as well as salt water intrusion. Suffolk
county Water Authority installed a water main and boost-
er station to supply Montauk with water from mainland
East Hampton

Wastewater: Wastewater in Montauk is managed
through individual septic systems. The vast majority of
these individual septic systems provide only secondary
treatment of effluent: nitrogen and phosphorous are not
removed and therefore enter the groundwater. '° Old and
ineffective septic systems combined with a less than 100’
distance between wells and septic systems in many loca-
tions, creating on-going groundwater and surface water
pollution concerns. The Lombardo Wastewater Report
has recommended the following wastewater improve-
ments in Montauk:

o Upgrades recommended for existing septic systems
to achieve advanced tertiary treatment in problem
areas

o Neighborhood wastewater system recommended
for densely developed areas: Montauk Center, The
Docks, Ditch Plains, Camp Hero

o Comprehensive Plan — Montauk Report

10 East Hampton Town Wide Wastewater Management
Plan 2015 - Lombardo Associates, Inc.
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Schools and other public facilities:

East Hampton High School accepts students from Mon-
tauk on a tuition basis. School Taxes, which make up
the majority of property taxes within each school dis-
trict, support the Montauk public schools. School taxes
in Montauk are the second highest in Town. Townwide,
school taxes as a percentage of median real estate value
is 1.1%, the lowest on Long Island except for Shelter Is-
land.

22 Town of East Hampton, New York



Overview

The Montauk Hamlet Study public participation process centered on an in-
tensive, four-day charrette. The purpose of the charrette was to facilitate a dis-
cussion of issues and concerns in each hamlet, to provide an opportunity for
shared fact-finding and analysis, and to generate and present physical plan-
ning ideas specific to the hamlet and the two commercial centers—Montauk
Downtown and Montauk Harbor. The four day charrette consisted of work-
shops, focus groups, and tours that were open and advertised to the general
public, including businesses, year round residents, second home owners and
other stakeholders. These events provided the opportunity for local citizens to
work together with town staff and the consulting team to develop creative and
detailed recommendations for each hamlet.

Charrette Process

The Montauk Charrette took place Wednesday, Thursday, Friday and Saturday
September 14-17th, 2016. Public workshops were held in the Gymnasium
of the Montauk Playhouse Community Center, 240 Edgemere Street. Public
events included a pubic walking tour, a public listening workshop, two public
visioning workshops, and a public forum presenting the results of the public
visioning workshops.

Public Walking Tour: The first charrette event was a public walking tour of
Montauk Downtown and Montauk Harbor, which provided an opportunity
for community members to introduce the consultant team to the important
locations and issues in the hamlet. The walking tour took place Wednesday,
September 14th at 10:30 a.m. beginning at the gazebo on the green in Montauk
Downtown.

After an introductory discussion, the group began by walking northwest to
South Eerie Street and the Lions Field Park. Here, the discussion focused on
public infrastructure and the possibility of using this area for affordable hous-
ing. Next, the group walked down South Euclid Ave past the Harvest Restau-
rant and made its way south and west past the IGA to the Kirk Park Beach
parking lot. In route, the group stopped briefly at the newly built commercial
property for sale at 669 Montauk Highway. At the Kirk Park parking lot, con-
versation ranged from parking issues and public infrastructure and pedestrian
crosswalks. The crosswalk on Montauk Highway at the IGA was mentioned
by several members as being misplaced, causing traffic congestion. Walk par-
ticipants felt it would be better located further to the east.

Walking tours of Downtown Montauk and Montauk Dock allowed stakeholders to
point out key issues and opportunities to the consulting team.

Next, the group walked to the north and east along S. Emerson Ave, discuss-
ing the motel area and, in particular, opinions about the importance of these
motel businesses for the tourist economy and their vulnerability to rising seas
and a retreating coastline. The Downtown portion of the tour ended at the
beach access off of S. Emerson and S. Edison, where the group discussed the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Dune stabilization and re-nourishment project.
Sand-filled geotextile tubes installed as part of this effort had been damaged
by a coastal storm just prior to the charrette. Finally, the group returned to the
Montauk Green by way of S. Edison. On the return walk, the group stopped
at crosswalks on Montauk Highway at South Edison and South Essex Street,
which several members of the groups wanted to point out as particularly un-
safe and inefficient crosswalks. The South Edison Crosswalk , for example, is
viewed as unsafe by pedestrians—the south ramp of the crosswalk is in a “blind
spot” for oncoming traffic on Montauk Highway, with views often blocked by
vegetation and nearby on-street parked vehicles. Another member of the tour
pointed out the problem of frequent potholes and puddling along the roads
north of the Montauk Green.

After completing the Downtown Portion of the walk, the group relocated by
car to Montauk Harbor for the second half of the walking tour. The group
gathered at the parking lot off of West Lake Drive at the Gosman’s Property.
After reviewing maps of the area prepared by the consultants, the group began
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Participants circulated through stations to hear about and comment on issues such
as sea level rise and coastal resilience (top), and voted on their priorities for future
action (bottom).
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by walking south through Gosman’s to the Town Road Pier. Here, the group
discussed the continuing value of Montauk Harbor as a working waterfront,
and the relationship between this role and the tourist economy of the area.
Next the group walked along the edge of the harbor, discussing potential pe-
destrian infrastructure improvements. Many walk participants felt that creat-
ing a continuous boardwalk along the harbor would add greatly to the sense of
place and ability to use the harbor for passive recreation.

Next, the group continued to walk south along west lake drive toward the
Westlake Marina. The group stopped to discuss the wide intersection at West
Lake Drive and Flamingo Ave. While most group participants indicated that
this intersection was not necessarily unsafe, there was a general feeling that the
wide expanse of pavement here was inefficient and disappointing aesthetically
as a gateway to Montauk Harbor. Finally, the group returned by way of the
sound side of West Lake Drive. Here, the group discussed development possi-
bilities for the large hill between Wells Ave and West Lake Drive. This area is
the highest ground in the Montauk Harbor and is also relatively undeveloped,
currently used as an informal scrapyard.

Public Listening Workshop: Wednesday, September 14th, 6:30 p.m.

The next charrette event, a public listening workshop, took place later that
day, Wednesday September 14th, at 6:30 p.m. In this event, the consultant
team presented an overview of existing conditions. Then, the assembled par-
ticipants broke into small groups to run through a list of questions, facilitated
by members of the consulting team. The facilitated discussion was intended to
identify top issues and opportunities within the hamlet as a whole and within
the two commercial centers. Questions were provided to facilitators to fo-
cus the group discussion on hamlet strengths and weaknesses more broadly
and also within three specific topic areas: economy, recreation, connectivity.
Strengths were circled on the maps with green markers. Weaknesses were not-
ed on maps with red markers. Additional comments on economy, recreation,
connectivity were noted on maps with markers and sticky notes.

At the end of the charrette, groups presented a summary of key issues and
opportunities, followed by a larger group discussion.

Public Visioning Workshop-Montauk Downtown: Thursday, Septem-
ber 15th, 6:30 p.m.

The next charrette event, a public vision workshop for the Montauk Down-
town area, took place the following day, Thursday, September 15th, 6:30 p.m.
This workshop began with the consulting team presenting a brief overview
of the issues and opportunities identified at the Wednesday workshop. Next,
participants circulated through stations to review draft plans and work with
consultants to explore additional alternatives within five focus areas: housing,

Simple three-dimensional models allowed participants to explore options for the fu-
ture of the Gosman'’s properties and neighboring areas of Montauk Dock.

coastal resilience, hamlet economy, and transportation.

For each focus area, facilitators presented key concepts and maps and intro-
duced exercises developed to gather public feedback. Facilitators presented
this feedback and additional ideas generated in small groups. The workshop
concluded with general discussion and conclusions.

Public Visioning Workshop-Montauk Dock: Friday, September 16th ,
6:30 p.m.

Another public visioning workshop took place the following day, Friday, Sep-
tember 16th at 6:30 p.m.—this time focusing on the Montauk Dock area. For
this workshop the consulting team first presented an overview of existing con-
ditions, issues and opportunities. Next, participants broke into small groups
for a physical modeling exercise exploring planning and design alternatives for
Montauk Harbor. Each group was provided with a large map of the Montauk
Harbor area with foam models of existing buildings affixed to the map. The
groups were also provided with foam building blocks for new buildings.

Groups were encouraged to develop a vision for the Montauk Harbor area that
included areas for new development, pedestrian and automobile infrastruc-
ture, new open space and conservation areas, and coastal resilience measures.
At the end of the workshop, groups presented the results of their work. The



workshop concluded with a facilitated discussion to identify shared elements
and common master-planning concepts to be explored in more detail.

Based on a suggestion from participants, a separate breakout group assembled
at the same time to discuss issues related to the working waterfront and the
harbor. This group identified several important concerns, among them:

o Water quality in the harbor is threatened by polluted runoft, septic sys-
tems and illegal dumping from some of the boats that visit the harbor each
summer. Eel grass beds, shellfish and finfish are all affected.

» Montauk is the #1 fishing port in New York, landing $17 million worth of
fish, but two docks where they currently unload are for sale. If these are
lost the fishing boats will follow.

o The fishing industry supports year-round jobs and families that represent
the lifeblood of Montauk - but may not be able to survive without a con-
certed effort to keep fishing viable and maintain housing and services that
fishermen can afford.

o The harbor can continue to serve multiple economic roles - commercial
fishing, charters, marinas and tourism - but needs a master plan to explore
opportunities such as a continuous waterfront walk, shared parking and
beautification.

Open Gallery and Listening Workshop: Saturday, September 17th ,
9:00 am

The final charrette event, which took place Saturday, September 17th at 9:00
a.m., was an open gallery and listening workshop. In this event, the consult-
ing team presented an overview of the issues and opportunities and general
recommendations and planning concepts for the overall hamlet, revised plan-
ning and design alternatives for downtown Montauk, and common elements
among the model vision for Montauk Harbor.

Participants circulated among stations with various design alternatives, filled
out comment sheets and “voted” for their favorite ideas. Facilitators present-
ed the reactions to and preferences for various alternatives. The open gallery

Interactive mapping exercises allowed participants to show where they thought different responses to sea-level-rise would be most appropriate.
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Visioning workshop physical model, Proposal A.
(White model buildings represent new structures.)

concluded with a general discussion and conclusions.

Charrette Results

Key Problems and Opportunities

Discussion in the Public Listening Workshop, Site tour, and Visioning Work-
shops generally revolved around some key themes: traffic and parking; the
scope, scale and type of needed commercial development; architectural and
aesthetic preferences for new development; pedestrian and bicycle infrastruc-
ture; watershed and coastal ecological health; climate change and coastal resil-
ience. Input on transportation issues was received from a variety of sources,
including Town Police Chief Sarlo, attendees of the charrette, post-charrette
comments, and the Citizens Advisory Committee’s Transportation subcom-
mittee. Below is a summary of the key problems and opportunities raised dur-
ing listening and visioning workshops for Montauk Downtown and Montauk
Harbor. Problems and opportunities are also broken out for a third focus area
that emerged during the charrette: the land adjacent to the LIRR train station.

Montauk Downtown

Traffic and Parking: Issues include seasonal traffic problems in Montauk
Highway and lack of parking in the downtown core. Participants stressed op-
portunities for encouraging seasonal alternative transportation, while provid-
ing traffic infrastructure that works for the year-round residents. Alternative
transportation ideas included creating a central bus service in Montauk, as well
as supporting rail and marine transportation through the Hamptons. Efforts
to improve automobile and alternative transportation infrastructure should
maintain Montauk’s rural character. Below are some of key suggestions from
the public input process:

o The 5-legged intersection of Montauk Highway and South Elmwood Av-
enue/South Emery Street experiences traffic congestion and allows too
many motorist turning movements, causing safety concerns. Consider
making both streets one-way for one block each, in directions away from
Montauk Highway.

« Remove parking spaces near those intersections where motorists’ sight
distance is obstructed by parked cars.

o The Montauk Highway/Old Montauk Highway/Second House Road in-
tersection consists of multiple two-lane connecting roadways. Consider a
roundabout to improve safety, and to “calm traffic” for eastbound motor-
ists on Montauk Highway who are entering the developed downtown area.



« Improve street lighting in areas of high pedestrian activity south of Mon-
tauk Highway.

« Improve one-way signing to prevent wrong-way movements on South El-
der Street (adjacent to the IGA store).

 Institute one-way counter-clockwise traffic flow at the Carl Fisher Plaza
traffic circle.

« Improve signage directing motorists to Town parking lots.

« Consider making South Elmwood Avenue one-way eastbound and South
Emerson Avenue one-way westbound in the area between South Emery
Street and South Essex Street.

New Development: Many workshops participants supported the evolution
of Montauk into a “green/eco resort” economy, building on tourism associat-
ed with conservation areas and resort infrastructure incorporating innovative
resilience strategies. Toward this end, new development should generally be
centered on higher ground. There was an interest in infill and second story
mixed use in the downtown core—particularly second story worker housing
and more affordable units. Concern was raised by participants about any new
development in the first two ocean-side blocks because of sea level rise and
flooding. Participants suggested that development greater than two stories
should be located at higher elevations near the train station.

Affordable Housing: In addition to second story residential in the down-
town core, there was an interest expressed in affordable housing at Camp Hero
and near the Transfer Station. An interest exists for both affordable temporary,
seasonal housing and permanent housing. Temporary housing could include
ideas such as Tiny House development in low-lying future flood plain areas,
which could easily be relocated as sea-level rise makes such areas untenable.
These options should generally work toward improving the ability for “ordi-
nary” families and businesses to exist in the hamlet. This includes acknowl-
edging families that are not part of the resort economy.

Pedestrian and Recreational Infrastructure: In walking tours as well
as visioning and listening workshops, the need for improved sidewalks, light-
ing and crosswalks downtown were raised. This includes improving and re-
locating crosswalks and street parking to prevent blind spots that endanger
pedestrians. A broader opportunity exists to link together existing sidewalks
and multiuse paths into a comprehensive greenway that links all of Montauk.
Below are key suggestions from the public input process:

» Improve approaching motorists’ visibility of pedestrians at existing cross-
walk locations on Montauk Highway. Investigate the use of in-pavement

Visioning workshop physical model, Proposal B.
(White model buildings represent new structures.)
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Visioning workshop physical model, Proposal C.
(White model buildings represent new structures.)

lights or other warning devices. Improve street lighting at those locations.
Participants mentioned that existing street lighting has a tendency to
“blind” drivers approaching crosswalks and therefore ultimately making
it harder, rather than easier, to see pedestrians at night.

e Move the crosswalk at the Carl Fisher Plaza east intersection to the east
side of the intersection, where more pedestrians are crossing.

o Where feasible, construct sidewalks south of Montauk Highway, in areas
of significant pedestrian activity.

Bicyclists: Below are key suggestions:

o Add bike racks in convenient places.

» Create a separate, shared-use pedestrian/bike path along the general align-
ment of the existing Paumanok Trail, beginning at Second House Road
and extending easterly through the downtown area, to the point where the
trail meets Montauk Highway. From that point, bike lanes can be estab-

lished on Montauk Highway.

Transit;

« Implement designated taxi-stands in the downtown area, to improve safe-
ty for motorists and pedestrians.

Ecological Health: Participants recognized the impacts of septic systems
on groundwater and surface waters as an on-going issue for the hamlet. This
includes improving the conditions contributing to shellfish closures in Lake
Montauk and Oyster Pond. Opportunities described in the recent Lombardo
wastewater plan were seen as beneficial to the town.

Climate Change and Coastal Resilience: Sea Level Rise and other
impacts of Climate Change were recognized as one of the most important is-
sues for the future of the hamlet. Participants expressed an interest in finding
consensus on sea-level rise assumptions, using good data and finding issues
where all could agree. Support existed for a multi-faceted approach to resil-
ience strategies, including managed retreat and relocation of commercial and
residential density as well as nourishment and strategies to protect critical in-
frastructure from rising seas.

Montauk Harbor

Traffic and Parking: While traffic isn’t as major of an issue for the Montauk
Harbor area, the workshop participants suggested that the wide intersection
at West Lake Drive and Flamingo Ave could be improved to provide a more
rational turning pattern and more welcoming gateway, aesthetically, to the
Montauk Harbor area. Participants proposed constructing a roundabout at
this wide intersection of County Roads 49 and 77.

New Development: A central theme of the workshop was a desire to keep/
enhance the area’s working waterfront and fishing village character. Rede-
velopment should not drive out existing commercial fishing. This includes
maintaining the pack out houses that are vital to commercial fishing. Beyond
maintaining the working waterfront, participants pointed out opportunities
for a supermarket, expanded retail, and the potential for affordable housing.

Affordable Housing: Affordable housing, particularly through mixed use
approaches, was supported for the Montauk Harbor area.

Pedestrian and Recreational Infrastructure: Many participants sug-
gested that the existing boardwalks through the waterfront areas could be
better linked together to provide easier public access to the waterfront. This
could include creating multi-use spaces that fishermen could use for work and
tourists could also use. Other recreational opportunities mentioned include
an interpretive program for visitors including ecology, history, and informa-
tion about the fishing industry. Others suggested the area could benefit from
a movie theater or pop-up drive in.



Legend Bicyclists: Participants emphasized the need to add more bike racks in con-

Issues and O Ppo rtunities: Montauk T A venient places. Another suggestion was to create separate bike lanes on Coun-
. - 5 Foot Contours - Potential Inundation After 1 Foot of Sea Level Ri tY Road 49, from the hal‘bOI’ area tO the South.
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° 1 Ecological Health: One of the key issues expressed in the workshops was

° maintaining a vital fishing fleet in the harbor. This necessitates maintaining

The area near the LIRR ° the ecological health of fishing areas in the hamlet and providing infrastruc-
station could become ® ture for the fishing fleet that can adapt to rising seas. Water quality in the har-
more of a transit hub. ®e °® by bor is threatened by polluted runoff, poorly-functioning septic systems, and

Higher ground here could
accommodate mixed-use
buildings and transit-oriented
development.

illegal dumping of sewage from boats moored in the harbor.

Montauk Harbor’s working Reed

waterfront is critical to Climate Change and Coastal Resilience: The low-lying Montauk
the area’s character and . . . -

tourist appeal, This area Harbor area is one of the most susceptible areas in the hamlet to rising seas.
is increasingly vulnerable Opportunities exist for raising buildings and pier infrastructure as part of re-
to coastal flooding and development. New development could also take advantage of presently lightly

inundation from rising seas. used higher ground between Wells Ave and West Lake Drive.

As sea levels rise, low-lying
land between Fort Pond and
the Atlantic is increasingly
vulnerable to inundation in
coastal storms.

Suffolk
Sounty

Higher ground near downtown is lightly Transit Center Area
developed. Commercial uses displaced
by rising seas could gradually shift to this
area.

Seasonally heavy traffic General:

on Montauk Highway
Rt. 27 creates mobility

Tuthilll
Pond

Infill and second story residential Improving the train station and creating a well-designed multi-modal transit

issues Downtown development Downtown could provide hub at the terminus of the Long Island Railroad was another opportunity area
affordable workforce housing highlighted in the charrette. Key suggestions included the following:
and provide areas for commercial uses
ey to relocate from lower-lying areas. .
Opportunities exist for connecting and Transit:
improving sidewalks, crosswalks, and
-~ street lighting. « Improving LIRR service to Montauk, particularly in the summer season,
to reduce traffic congestion on Montauk Highway and other downtown
roadways.
Fond o Create a multi-modal Transportation Hub to facilitate motorist, taxi, pe-

destrian, bike and bus access to the train station. Create a designated taxi
stand at the train station.

o Institute a frequent, reliable circulator bus service, linking the station,
downtown area including parking lots, the harbor area, and beaches.

Roadways:

« Reconfigure the intersections along County Road 49 in the vicinity of the
Lake Montauk has station to optimize safe traffic and pedestrian circulation, including the

. . Pl -
Existing structures on the experienced on- possibility of one or two roundabouts.
Y first two ocean-side blocks going pollution issues
0 0.125 0.25 05 are increasingly vulnerable to contribut'ing to She”ﬁsh
- 2000 flooding and storm damage. Closures.
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« Consider a new right turn lane for southbound County Road 49 motorists taxi unloading and loading activities separate from through traffic flow on
turning onto Industrial Road County Road 49.

Pedestrians:

Reaction and Take-Aways
Informing next steps

o Provide sidewalks along County Road 49 from the station to downtown.

Bicyclists:
Issues and opportunities raised during the workshops were distilled by con-

« Add bike racks at the station. sultants into a list of guiding principles that were voted on as part of the open
gallery. Below are the guiding principles that received ten or more votes:

o Create bike lanes along County Road 49 from the station to downtown. o o
Montauk Downtown Guiding Principles:

Taxis:
« Move forward with wastewater plan. Include planning for overall water
o A taxi stand is needed near the Surf Lodge to improve safety, by keeping quality not just wastewater
« Evolve toward a “green” resort economy
o Address Seasonal/affordable housing - provide opportunity for “ordinary”
families and businesses
o Acknowledge families that are not part of the resort economy
« Find consensus on sea-level rise assumptions
o Use good data & listen to the science
« Plan for coming generations
o Apply a multi-faceted approach to resilience (managed retreat, relocation,
nourishment, etc.)
Montauk Harbor Guiding Principles
» Keep/enhance fishing village character, creating an integrated community
supporting everyone
« Don't let redevelopment drive out fishing
« Maintain pack houses (no commercial fishing without it)
« Support hamlet vision including: maintaining a vital fishing fleet; pro-
Participants helped to list guiding principles and then voted for their priorities (top viding affordable housing and retail services to support the year-round
and right). A sketch developed by the consulting team illustrated a framework plan population; maintaining and enhancing open space; and adopting new
for future action: including accommodation, adaptation and evolution. technologies in support of these goals.
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Overall Goal of the
Montauk Hamlet Plan

The Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan is the
foundation and the basis for the Montauk Hamlet Plan.
Within the context of the Comprehensive Plan, the
specific goal of this Plan is to provide the Town of East
Hampton with inspired, achievable, cohesive plans which
significantly improve the aesthetics, functionality and
vitality of the business areas which provide goods and
services for people of all abilities. Elimination of exist-
ing barriers for people with disabilities as defined by the
Americans with Disabilities Act is also of critical impor-
tance for planning, development and redevelopment of
Montauk and throughout the Town. Potential growth and
change should be managed to compliment rather than
detract from the rural and small town character of the
Town.

General Objectives to Meet Issues of
Concern

A series of general objectives have been de-
veloped to address the specific issues raised during the
public workshops, charrettes and planning process. Each
objective is followed by a brief discussion of the specific
issue of concern.

Downtown Montauk

Objective 1: Maintain, improve and revitalize
downtown Montauk’s remarkable and charming
business district, without harming its special
character.

Situated directly on the Atlantic Ocean, downtown Mon-
tauk has a truly unique character. It is a seasonal resort and
year round community where restaurants, retail stores, of-
fices, community facilities, motels and ocean beaches are
all contained within walking distance. A majority of East
Hampton Town’s hotels were built more than 50 years

ago, a condition which could have a profound effect on
the hamlet of Montauk where approximately 64% of East
Hampton’s hotels are located'. Several older hotels have
been converted to employee housing in the downtown
area and the need for continued investment and upgrades
to businesses and resort facilities must be anticipated.
MontauK’s recent popularity as a “Hampton’s Hotspot”
is also changing its character and real estate values have
soared. These conditions provide both opportunities and
challenges to improve downtown Montauk and its unique
character.

Objective 2: Enhance the business area’s unique
aesthetic qualities harmonious with its beach
resort and “Fisher Tudor” character.

The aesthetic qualities and architectural style of down-
town Montauk are unique and eclectic. The dense grid
pattern of development was established in the 1920’s and
a few Tudor Revival Style buildings, pink sidewalks and
additional Carl Fisher design features remain prominent.
But the overall character today represents a variety of
styles, including beach chic, with no one dominant ar-
chitectural style. Redevelopment and new development
could threaten this delicate mix of styles and unique char-
acter.

Objective 3: Reduce traffic congestion and
improve vehicular circulation and parking

Seasonally heavy traffic on Montauk Highway Rte. 27
creates mobility problems in downtown Montauk. Man-
aging seasonal traffic congestion and parking is especial-
ly challenging because downtown Montauk is an ocean
beach destination as well as a business area. Devoting
too much land to parking lots and road infrastructure
would negatively impact Montauk’s rural character and
walkability. Traffic flow and parking solutions should en-

LRKG Associates, Inc. 2017 Hamlet Business District Plan Town
of East Hampton

courage alternative transportation systems including the
LIRR, the pilot summer bus shuttle bus service, shared
ride and taxi services, the Suffolk County Bus Service,
the Hampton Jitney, walking, biking and other modes of
travel.

Objective 4: Enhance and improve walkability
and pedestrian safety

The existing pattern of development, featuring a central
plaza, small lots, wide roadways and service alleys, pro-
motes a desirable, walkable downtown environment. But
the downtown needs improved sidewalks, lighting and
crosswalks to enhance safety and pedestrian mobility.
Plans to coordinate pedestrian enhancements with vehic-
ular circulation improvements, including some one-way
street designations have been developed for the Town,
but reaching a consensus has been difficult to devel-
op. Improvements should be integrated with an overall
streetscape plan.

Objective 5: Encourage mixed use development
accommodating year round affordable workforce
housing

The need for affordable and workforce housing has reached
critical levels in the Town, and in Montauk, the shortag-
es have caused young families to relocate to Springs and
other areas. The extreme disparity between median house
price and median income in East Hampton has caused
emergency services volunteers, senior citizens, public
employees and other year-round residents to be priced
out of the market. There are a scattering of second story
apartments in the downtown area, which contributes to a
vibrant mixed use business area, but without some type of
improved sanitary waste treatment, environmental con-
ditions and small lot sizes prevent most new second story
affordable housing developments. The critical demand
for seasonal employee housing should not overshadow
the need to provide year round affordable housing in the
downtown and other areas of Montauk.

Objective 6: Provide opportunities to meet sea-
sonal employee housing needs.

The shortage of employee housing has acute impacts on
Montauk business owners, homeowners, tourists and
employees themselves. Lack of affordable employee hous-
ing makes it difficult for business owners to hire qualified
employees who are often forced to pay for expensive em-
ployee housing or hire fewer employees. Some seasonal
employees live in unsafe conditions and work several jobs
to pay for substandard housing. Private homes are used
for employee housing affecting the residential neighbor-
hoods. Increasing numbers of employees are commuting
from up west, contributing to heavy traffic congestion.

Objective 7: Implement community wastewater
and stormwater runoff improvements.

Wastewater management and stormwater runoff im-
provements in downtown Montauk are essential not only
for the viability of the business district but for the fun-
damental health of the economy based on the relatively
pristine condition of the environment. Shallow depth to
groundwater conditions, flooding, small lot size and an-
tiquated septic systems have caused wastewater contam-
ination pollution of ground and surface waters. Septic
systems and cesspools are considered inadequate if they
need to be pumped more than a few times a year, and, it
has been reported that some business owners pump their
septic systems almost daily during the summer season.
According to the Lombardo Associates Comprehensive
Wastewater Plan prepared for the Town, the septic sys-
tems on up to 90 percent of the properties in the down-
town area need improvement, but 73 percent of those
sites lack the space for the installation of an upgraded
system. Accordingly, the Lombardo Associates study rec-
ommended advanced, centralized wastewater treatment
for downtown Montauk. Abatement of non-point source
pollution, which has contributed to impaired surface wa-
ter conditions, harmful algal blooms and shellfish clo-
sures, is also essential.
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Objective 8: Increase resiliency and reduce risks
from projected flooding, storms, sea level rise.

The risks from coastal flooding, erosion, and sea level
rise are among the most important issues for downtown
Montauk. As climate changes, rising seas and more fre-
quent and intense storms will increase the area impacted
by coastal flooding. The erosional forces are occurring in
real time and will continue to change the shape of beach-
es and landforms. A multi-faceted approach for resil-
ience strategies, based on sound science is essential for
planning for the future.

Montauk Harbor

Objective 1-Support the needs of the commer-
cial and recreational fishing industries

With $17 million of annual fish landings, Montauk Har-
bor is the number one fishing port in New York State. De-
clining fish stocks and increased regulations threaten the
viability of the industry nationwide. While the Town has
limited or no influence over these major issues, concerted
efforts to support the industry at the local level are need-
ed. Affordable housing for fishermen, packing and load-
ing facilities, docks and other infrastructure are critical.

Objective 2: Reinforce and enhance the pictur-
esque historic and maritime character of the
area, without displacing the fishing industry.

More than any other location in East Hampton, the Har-
bor area is characterized as a working fishing village. The
nautical character has also made the dock area an attrac-
tive tourist destination. Improvements are needed, but
preserving the area as working waterfront, is essential.
Preventing displacement of the water dependent uses is
critical for the continuation of the fishing industry. The
harbor can continue to serve multiple economic roles —
commercial fishing, charters, marinas and tourism - but
needs a master plan to maintain the emphasis on fishing
and explore beautification opportunities appropriate to
the Harbor, rather than a Disneyland idealized version.
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Objective 3: Improve traffic circulation and park-
ing

Traffic is not as major an issue as it is for downtown Mon-
tauk, but converting the West Lake Drive and Flamingo
Avenue intersection to a roundabout could help improve
functionality and aesthetics while also reducing driv-
er confusion and pavement. Existing parking lots also
detract from visual quality of the area and ingress and
egress causes vehicular backups at times. Reorganized
and shared parking configurations are needed to improve
efficiencies, aesthetics and functionality.

Objective 4: Improve pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity

Inadequate bike and pedestrian paths discourage walking
and bicycling to the area and through the area. Part of the
attraction and “feel” of the area is derived from the ability
to walk around within the working waterfront. For this
reason, completing the missing segments of the existing
shore side boardwalk has been a priority for several dec-
ades.

Objective 5: Develop seasonal worker and year
round affordable housing in a fashion which
enhances the maritime character

The shortage of affordable year round housing is a seri-
ous problem for fishermen and all the employees in the
Harbor area. With housing prices outstripping incomes
of employees, many workers are being forced to live else-
where, reducing the connection these individuals to the
community. Seasonal employee housing is also lacking,
and seasonal workers often live in illegal and unhealthy
conditions. A few motels in the area have been informally
converted to housing, but the living conditions are gen-
erally overcrowded and unsafe. Permanent solutions are
needed and affordable housing developments should rein-
force and support the fishing village character of the area.

Objective 6: Implement community wastewa-
ter and stormwater runoff solutions to improve
water quality and habitat

Resilience Strategy Alternatives |

PROPERTY EVENTUALLY LOST
DUE TO STORM DAMAGE,
RISING HIGH TIDE, OR SHORELINE EROSION

BEACH NOURISHMENT ONLY

PROPERTY AND BUILDINGS RAISED
TO SAFER ELEVATION WITH ON-GOING
BEACH NOURISHMENT

PROPERTY RAISING + BEACH NOURISHMENT

L]

PROPERTY PROTECTED AS

OPEN SPACE BEFORE SHORELINE
RETREAT AND BUSINESSES/RESIDENCES
RELOCATED INLAND

RELOCATING TO HIGHER GROUND



Wastewater management and stormwater runoff im-
provements are essential for the health of Montauk Har-
bor, the fishing industry and the business district as a
whole. Boat waste, stormwater runoff, onsite cesspools
and septic systems have been identified as significant
pollution sources to Lake Montauk, which has experi-
enced shellfish closures, bathing beach closures, and oth-
er water quality impairments. A wastewater collection
system for the dock properties with transmission to the
proposed Montauk Fire Department wastewater treat-
ment site, as recommended in the Lombardo Associates
Comprehensive Wastewater Plan and the Water Quality
Improvement Plan is needed. Similarly, implementation
of multiple stormwater abatement projects identified in
several Town studies is essential.

Objective 7: Increase resiliency and reduce risks
from projected flooding, storms, sea level rise.

The Montauk dock area is highly susceptible to rising
seas levels, coastal flooding, and storms. Due to its im-
portance, the dock area has been identified as part of the
Town’s Critical Facilities. A long term strategic approach
is needed to protect the infrastructure and buildings.

Montauk Station

Objective 1: Improve traffic circulation and park-
ing

The Train Station area is traversed by a tangle of uncoor-
dinated streets and improvements. Cars, buses and taxis
crowd the train station lot at arrival and departure times
and lack of a designated turnaround causes circulation
problems.

Objective 2: Increase resiliency and reduce risks
from projected flooding storms, sea level rise-

The Station area is highly susceptible to rising seas levels,
coastal flooding, and storms. Due to its importance, the
area has been identified as part of the Town’s Critical Fa-
cilities. A long term strategic approach is needed to pro-
tect the infrastructure and buildings.

Objective 3: Improve bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity

The Station is a car-dominated area, physically isolated
from both the Downtown and Harbor areas. The Station
could benefit from pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
connecting to the key business area destinations.

Objective 4: Improve the visual quality to reflect
the historic character of the area

The historic Montauk Manor and Playhouse are visible
from the Station, but otherwise the area lacks cohesive,
welcoming, attractive features and improvements.

| Planning & Design Recommendations
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Conceptual Framework: Montauk ¥ points
&) Bike/Pedestrian Route

' - oge
' * . . _ 2 Coastal Resilience Area Overall Conceptual Framework

The diagrams on this and following pages illustrate a conceptual frame-
work for Montauk Downtown and Montauk Harbor. They show how many
o of the hamlet’s concerns can be addressed through a comprehensive ap-
proach to access, parking, roadway improvements, pedestrian networks,
reas building location, and open space acquisition. This conceptual framework
also includes a phased strategy to build community resilience to coastal
Rest pend flooding and changing shorelines. Over the coming decades, this phased
strategy would move existing residential and commercial uses and infra-
structure out of low/shorefront areas and replaces these uses with natural-
ized buffer areas to mitigate storm damage to property and provide space to
accommodate a changing shoreline. These diagrams depict general coastal
protection strategies that could be applied to Montauk, but they are not a
mandate or a directive to relocate buildings, structures or uses.

Lake

Montask The diagram to the left illustrates a framework of improved bicycle and
pedestrian routes that link Montauk Downtown, Harbor, and Train Station
and connect these destination points to other areas of East Hampton. Four
coastal resilience strategies, described below can be applied to Montauk
Downtown and Harbor.

Tuthilll
Pond

Relocate: Relocating infrastructure and businesses within the lowest and
most vulnerable areas to higher ground should be considered.

Respond & Adapt: Additional low-lying and shorefront areas at risk for
flooding and storm damage should be considered for respond and adapt
techniques. In these areas, techniques that build resilience through changes
to infrastructure like raising buildings and infrastructure, beach and dune
nourishment, living shorelines, reinforcing existing shoreline armoring,
and market-based relocation strategies that incentivize existing property
owners and developers to gradually shift vulnerable uses to higher ground
should be considered.

Stepping
Stones
Pond

Fort
Pond

Montauk Highway

Infill & Accommodate: Areas that could accommodate uses relocated
from lower areas as these lands are acquired by the town or as open space is

. created through the sale and sustainable redevelopment of private property
[l 1 . should be identified.

Plains.

0 0.125 0.25 0.5

p— et relocated business uses should be identified.

i Evolve: As sea level continues to rise, new upland areas to accommodate
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Transfer of Development Rights -Typical Block - Future, Transfer of Development Rights

L} L}
1A+B 1
1 1
Part of the overall concept plan for downtown Montauk is P=—— 1
to improve coastal resiliency without losing the number : :
of hotel rooms or businesses which help make the area a '
vibrant center. One technique which has a good potential 1 1
to achieve this goal is a Transfer of Development Rights : :
Program. A Transfer of Development Rights approach 1 1
could allow existing hotel owners to profitably redevel- :.C +R.O.W K
op their property, while also allowing the first row of
hotels in Montauk to be returned to an area -
of natural dune-building. In this 7 T S~o.
-~
example, a developer inter- R DT
-
ested in building PR 27 T~o o
. - 227 S~
in the . o Se o
- e Vg ’ s ~ >
- ~'5 +B 27 e
R 227 7 der new buildings could be tastefully masked from the
e P 227 e street and garden spaces using a combination of existing
-7 20 ’ i hy, porches, and architectural/vegetati
< L2 JRe site topography, porches, and architectural/vegetative
S~ L2 e screenings.
~
~o : ’ ’
’
R - 7 In this illustration, the new seaside motel could accom-
SS NC +R.0O.W.,”* modate 75 motel rooms and complies with the max-
S ,/, imum building lot coverage, unit size, parking, height
S and layout design zoning requirements through a TDR
exchange. However, without advanced sewage treat-
ment, Suffolk County Health Department standards
would restrict new development on the combined acre-
second row age to 8 motel or 5 resort type units. Provided advanced
of hotels could in- sewage treatment was provided, current zoning would

crease the allowable density

by purchasing property on the first

row (for example, from Owner C). The devel-

oper could then count the area from parcel C as well as
the abandoned right of way toward the lot size used to
calculate the building potential and gain unimpeded sea-
side views and direct beach access over newly built dunes.

In exchange for this Transfer of Development Rights, the
developer could be required to incorporate aesthetic and
resilience strategies into their new hotel, such as taste-
fully designed, floodable first floor parking. Parking un-

limit the hotel to 54 motel units. This is based on a lot
area of 195,000 sf, including the abandoned right-of-way
(lot area/3630). Thus, while this illustration depicts how
a TDR program could be applied to downtown Mon-
tauk, there are many policy, density and related regula-
tory details which would need to be developed, analyzed
through SEQRA, vetted with property owners and the
public; hearings and other requirements would need to
be met before a TDR program could be adopted. It is
also important to note that as proposed, a TDR program
is being offered as a voluntary option, not a mandatory
program for property owners.
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Transfer of Development Rights - Typical Block - Existing Conditions
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This diagram depicts an imaginary hotel block that is
based on the typical lot dimensions and typical building
sizes found along the Montauk oceanfront. In this im-
aginary block, as in reality, few if any existing developed
properties meet the 15% building coverage maximum,
the 84,000 square foot minimum lot size or the 6 or 12
units per acre maximum depending on unit type. This is
because the hotels along the ocean were built at a time
when different zoning requirements were in force. For
example, building coverage in this imaginary block is as
follows:

Owner A: These parcels under common ownership have
a total area of 65,000 square feet. 28% of this total area is
occupied by the building footprint.

Owner B: 28% of this 20,000 square foot lot is occupied
by the building footprint.

Owner C: 28% of this 75,000 square foot lot is occupied
by the building footprint.

Based on building coverage alone, none of these motels
can expand. In this imaginary existing block, the hotels
contain 40 units per acre, meaning a combined 165 units
within parcels A, B, and C.



Transfer

of Development Rights - Typical Block - Future, No Action
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If Owners A and B were to combine their properties for
redevelopment, the 15% maximum lot coverage would
restrict the new seaside hotel to a footprint approximate-
ly 50% smaller than existing buildings. Given that there
is a two floor maximum hotel height, this footprint could
accommodate approximately 56 hotel rooms each having
450 square feet. Applying the current zoning maximum
density requirements would further reduce the potential
number of motel units to 23 units.

All these requirements have tended to prevent property
from being redeveloped in the two blocks near the ocean
and have protected this area from higher density develop-
ment. However, the existing hotels in the most seaward
row are currently susceptible to damage from coastal
storms. They also take up the space that might otherwise
be occupied by natural dunes, which would provide shel-
ter for downtown. As sea levels continue to rise, the risk
of damage to these buildings will likely increase. Beach
nourishment costs by the town will also likely increase
as the rate of coastal erosion increases. A TDR program
could help allow property owners to upgrade their prop-
erty while at the same time, improving coastal resiliency
of all of downtown Montauk.

Hamlet Study - Montauk | Planning & Design Recommendations 37



Issues and Opportunities for Montauk Harbor

e

Jetty causes severe beach erosion. ‘

West Lake Dr loop segment passes
i undeveloped lots, and is built

upon a rock revetment which

encourages beach erosion.

SN O
Small undeveloped parcels
zoned Resort are unlikely to be
developed individually due to lot
coverage requirements.

vV

Numerous hotels form a
significant part of Montauk
Harbor’s landscape and economy.

[ { /

| \ S /
~—_ Undeveloped parcel lies partly
within the 500 year flood zone.

J

\»\\// The diverse cluster of buildings at

Gosman’s dock caters to tourism,

Much of Montauk Harbor is low-
lying and vulnerable to rising seas.

A boardwalk offers a pleasant walk

O o retail, and dining, with its parking
Q 6 consolidated across the street.
Oversized intersection \J\J
is difficult and \ —
dangerous for both g
cars and pedestrians. k\/\
along much of the waterfront, but

_—
/A/ ]
S \ \j
/ segments of it are incomplete.

— 7
O

waterfront is an important part of
on-going pollution issues instead of buildings, which causes the hamlet’s culture and economy,
contributing to shellfish open paved areas to dominate this but needs certain infrastructure and

(/ closures. area’s character. services like a fish processing facility.

72N /\/ﬂ\/ \/ 40’ setbacks for WF zoning Montauk Harbor’s working
N — Lake Montauk experiences encourage parking lots by the street
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Buildout Diagram, Montauk Harbor

§
S

This buildout diagram shows the approximate extent of future development or redevelopment that is allowed under current zoning, as applied to selected parcels in the study area where change is likely in
the future. Zoning provides for limits on lot coverage and building size in the different zoning districts that make up the study area, and also requires a minimum number of parking spaces per given area
of buildings, according to the proposed use. In the Central Business zone, this means that the parking requirement actually limits the maximum size of the building, which otherwise could take up 50% of
the lot. In the Resort district, building coverage is limited to 15%, leaving plenty of room for parking.

Legend:

Maximum-size potential new
building under current zoning

III Parking spaces required for

maximum buildout

= =, Extent of each developers’ ownership
| to achieve maximum buildout

Waterfront zoning; commercial
land uses

- Resort zoning & land use

Central business zoning; office or
retail land use

Residential zoning; single-family
land use

Montauk Harbor Conceptual
Framework

The illustrative master plan provides one vision
of how potential redevelopment could shape
Montauk Harbor. This is not intended to be a
growth plan, but rather a strategy for reorganiz-
ing individual landowners’ future developments
in a way that organizes Montauk Harbor’s si-
multaneous identities as fishing village, re-
tail center, waterfront resort, and low-lying
waterfront susceptible to rising seas. Current
buildout under today’s zoning is shown on the
diagram to the left. The conceptual framework,
shown on the following page, and illustrative
plan which follow, reorganize this same square
footage, as a tool to help guide future develop-
ment decisions.

A mixed use fishing village along the central
stretch of West Lake Drive would provide ser-
vices for the working population of Montauk,
as well as affordable housing in upstairs apart-
ments. The plan for this village also includes
housing in the interior of the block, as cottage
style development. The area surrounding Wells
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Concept Diagram, Montauk Harbor
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Avenue is low lying and falls within the 500 year
flood zone, and is therefore more susceptible to
rising seas. Appropriate development in this area
would be “floodable uses” such as park space,
parking, and buildings with either elevated or
“floodable” first floors. The currently undevel-
oped waterfront lots along the northern segment
of West Lake Drive are zoned Resort and sit on
higher ground than the surrounding neighbor-
hood. This high elevation could be utilized to
minimize flood damage from future storm surg-
es in high sea level rise scenarios. Consolidating
the development potential of a group of these
lots into one resort centered on the hilltop would
be the best way for resort development to occur
here.

As redevelopment or upgrades to infrastructure
occur, the working waterfront along the docks
could be gradually raised in-place, to fortify the
neighborhood against rising seas, while filling in
the missing links to the boardwalk. The link of
West Lake Drive between Gosman’s Dock and
Soundview Drive could be removed entirely, re-
placed by a naturalized bank and feeder beach.
This would help make the hamlet center more
resilient in the face of rising seas, by absorbing
wave energy from storm surges. This would also
provide a public scenic and recreational amenity.



Existing Conditions: Montauk Harbor

West Lake Drive loop sits on a rock
revetment between undeveloped
land and severely eroding beach.

Road revetment and jetty
cause beach erosion.

prevent a street edge i
Gosman’s Dock and adjacent

undeveloped parcels are for
sale by same owner

40’ setbacks under WF zoning / \

Incomplete boardwalk
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Proposed Development: Montauk Harbor Resort development potential from

several adjacent lots is consolidated to Removed road loop segment is replaced by a

the hill top. naturalized bank, which together with beach
formation from feeder beach upstream, dissipates
wave energy from storm surges. This landscape also
Littoral drift carries sand provides a recreational and scenic public amenity.
westward from feeder
beach.

Existing Gosman’s parking lot remains, but
redesigned with trees and other landscaping
that helps absorb stormwater runoff and
screen parking from view.

Feeder beach installed
against jetty, at head of
local littoral drift

/

500 year flood zone includes open space,
parking, and raised structures and/or

floodable first floors.
Fishing village serves the As improvements are made over time, bulkhead and
, :
working waterfront with building levels are raised, protecting from storm Gosmans _DOCk c?rftmues to
practical commercial uses, surges, while gaps in boardwalk are connected. offer retail and dining.
and housing.
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Naturalized Bank

The northern waterfront of Montauk Harbor, along West
Lake Drive, suffers from severe beach erosion due to in-
creased wave energy from the Lake Montauk channel’s
jetty and from the rock revetment upon which West Lake
Drive sits. Because the road is arranged in a loop, this por-
tion of West Lake drive is not entirely necessary beyond
allowing trucks to turn around, which could be achieved
through reorganizing the large parking lot across from
Gosman’s dock. Therefore, it would be possible to remove
West Lake Drive between Gosman’s Dock and Sound
View Drive and replace the road and adjacent armored
bank with a naturalized bank.

A gradual slope stabilized with native vegetation, giving
way gradually to a wider and thicker beach, would more
effectively sustain itself than the quickly eroding thin
strip of beach currently at the toe of the rock revetment.
A naturalized bank such as this would also more effec-
tively dissipate wave energy during storm surges, helping
to prevent damaging flood events in future sea level rise
scenarios.

A key component of a naturalized bank in this area would
be a feeder beach located at the eastern end of the water-
front, against the jetty, since this is where the most severe
scouring currently occurs. The westward direction of the
littoral drift in along this waterfront would allow sand
from this feeder beach to nourish the beach to the west
along the naturalized bank.

Recommended Design Elements: Naturalized Bank
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Issues and Opportunities: Montauk Station

A small area of neighborhood business zoning around the Arbor
Restaurant provides an opportunity to provide services for

neighborhood as well as visitors arriving on the train. . .
Any new development is an opportunity to

incorporate sea level rise resiliency, through
appropriate construction and site planning.

A tangled street layout remains from a series
of uncoordinated improvements going back
to Hurricane of ‘38 and subsequent navy
installations.

Steep slopes, and existing
configuration of the fire
station, Montauk Playhouse
and access road to Montauk
Manor limit opportunities
East of Flamingo Road.

Cars, taxis and buses crowd the train
station lot, and a lack of a turnaround
causes circulation problems.

Sea level rise may
threaten this low lying
neck of land with
storm surges. Future
development could
include raising grades.

Montauk Train Station Issues and
Opportunities

The train station in Montauk is the last stop for the Long
Island Rail Road, and serves as many people’s first impression
of Montauk. While the historic Montauk Manor serves as a
grand visual landmark, the train station area is an otherwise
indifferent welcome to the hamlet. This low-lying area has a
small pocket of Neighborhood Business commercial zoning
and a haphazard street layout, which could be reorganized to
provide services for the neighborhood and train passengers,

Historic Montauk Manor, visible
on the hill, provides an important
landmark for this area

The last stop on the Long Island Rail better taxi and bus circulation, an aesthetically appealing wel-
Road, the station could serve as a more Bike and pedestrian access to come to Montauk, and resilience against future sea level rise.
welcoming gateway for Montauk. the downtown is limited to the

- This car-dominated area is removed from both downtown
oé? and Montauk Harbor, and could benefit from pedestrian and
< bicycle infrastructure connecting to those key destinations.

shoulder of the road.
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Recommended Design Elements: Transportation

Downtown area

Since 2017, the Town of East Hampton has operated a free summer shuttle
bus service circulating through the hamlet of Montauk. Starting March 2019,
the South Fork Commuter Connection, a year-round coordinated rail and
bus service, has provided workers with a public transportation option dur-
ing peak commuting hours. The shuttle buses meet the trains and transport
commuters to locations along a fixed route, designed to provide “last mile”
transportation to workplaces and commercial centers. In the afternoon, the
buses travel the route in reverse to shuttle workers back to train stations.
Although the LIRR has a Montauk stop, bus connections to Montauk em-
ployment centers are provided from Amagansett Train Station at the current
time, also, under a state grant, enhanced motorist warning systems have been
installed at three crosswalk locations on Montauk Highway:

o At South Elder Street (7-11 on north side, IGA on south)
e On the west side of Carl Fisher Plaza (west intersection)
o On the east side of Carl Fisher Plaza (east intersection)

Figure 1: Proposed roundabout at Second House Road.

The Town has coordinated with the State to adjust the signage and continues
to work with the State to improve and correct the lights installed as part of
these crosswalk projects in order to help make these crosswalks compatible
with Montauk and local standards.

Other improvements, such as the elimination of on-street parking to en-
hance motorists’ sight distance at intersections, the establishment of a taxi
stand on the south portion of Carl Fisher plaza, the provision of bike racks,
and institution of the two one-way, one block long segments of South Elm-
wood Avenue and South Emery Street, can be accomplished in the short
term.

Other traffic circulation and safety improvements such as the construction
of aroundabout at the Old Montauk Highway/Second House Road intersec-
tion (Figure 1), installation of sidewalks, and construction of a shared-use
path would take considerably more time.

To complement the proposed roundabout on the west side of downtown,
a roundabout at South Essex Street and Montauk Highway (illustrated in

Figure 2: Roundabout at South Essex Street

Figure 2), can calm traffic approaching from the east, and provide safer pedes-
trian crossings.

With respect to street lighting, upgrading of existing lighting at spot locations
can be done in the short term. More widespread improvements, such as up-
grading to LED, Dark Skies-compliant lighting in the downtown area would
involve the creation of new Town specifications for this lighting and would
take longer.

Some of the key recommendations for this area are shown in Figure 2, which
was presented at the conclusion of the charrette.
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Harbor Area

A sketch of the proposed roundabout at the intersection of County Roads 49 and

77 appears in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Roundabout at County Roads 49 and 77
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Train Station Area, and Connectivity to Downtown

Bike racks should be provided at the station. Connectivity to downtown for pedestrians
and bicyclists can be enhanced by providing sidewalks and bike lanes along the County
Road 49 corridor. Encouragingly, Suffolk County has awarded the Town a $400,000 Grant
toward the creation of a multiuse path extending for 5,000 linear feet from the LIRR sta-
tion on Flamingo Ave. to the hamlet’s downtown. While the path along Flamingo Avenue
and Edgemere Street has yet to be designed, it is envisioned as a means of connecting the
two points in order to safely promote alternative modes of transportation such as cycling
and walking as well as to enhance the South Fork Commuter Connection,



Implementation Tools and
Techniques

Introduction to Recommendations
and Implementation

As a premier resort community with some of the plan-
et’s most precious and sensitive resources, East Hampton
encounters special challenges and opportunities when
it comes to community planning. Preserving the natu-
ral resources is critical not only for the sake of the en-
vironment but for preserving the unique qualities that
draw residents, second homeowners and tourists to East
Hampton in the first place. For the economy to thrive,
East Hampton requires a healthy and attractive environ-
ment.

Concerns over impacts to the natural environment, qual-
ity of life and traffic have given rise to stringent devel-
opment controls in East Hampton and their effective
application has prevented many poorly conceived devel-
opment proposals. Now, new tools are needed not only to
help prevent bad development from occurring but to help
make the desired improvements.

The Hamlet Plans are designed to keep things the way
they are, only better. But without a consensus, it could be
tempting to say that nothing will be done to implement
the Plans. Thus, continuing the community dialogue and
consensus building process is key to implementation.

A. Comprehensive Plan

1. Maintain and reaffirm the 2005 Town of East

Hampton Comprehensive Plan as the touchstone for
future development and land use decisions for Montauk.

2. The 2005 adopted Town of East Hamp-
ton Comprehensive Plan including the Vision,
Goals and Recommendations continues to re-
main in effect and has provided the foundation
for the development of the Montauk Plan. The
more detailed analysis and concepts provided in this
Montauk Plan should be considered as an addendum not
a replacement of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan.

3. Adopt the Montauk Hamlet Plan as an ad-
dendum to the Comprehensive Plan. This Mas-
ter Plan has been developed to provide the Town of East
Hampton with inspirational, achievable concept plans
to help preserve and enhance the charm and vitality of
Montauk’s downtown, harbor and train station areas. The
Montauk Plan is not designed to be a specific blueprint for
development but a guide setting forth a direction and ob-
jectives for future Town actions. As an addendum to the
2005 Comprehensive Plan, the Plan will help inform pri-
vate property owners as well as other levels of government,
agencies and organizations, about the Town’s preferences
and priorities for projects and development in Montauk.

4. Continue to implement and coordinate with
Environmental Plans and Amendments to Com-
prehensive Plan. Planning is a continuous process
and the 2005 Comprehensive Plan has been amended and
augmented over time. Together with the 2005 Plan, the
following updates and studies should help guide future
development in Montauk:

« Town Community Housing Opportunity Fund Im-
plementation Plan 2014

«  Water Quality Improvement Plan, 2016

» East Hampton Townwide Wastewater Management
Plan

o Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan

o Community Preservation Plan

o Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance

o Town Energy Policy

«  Draft Climate Action Plan October 2015

o Lake Montauk Watershed Management Plan
o Lake Montauk Harbor Feasibility Plan

o Army Corps of Engineers Fire Island to Montauk
Point Reformulation Study (FIMP)

o Montauk Beach Preservation Committee (ongoing)

o Erosion Control District Study for Downtown Mon-
tauk (ongoing)

«  Downtown Montauk Community Wastewater Com-
mittee

o NYSERDA Study- Dewberry ( on-going)

o Coastal Assessment Resiliency Program (CARP) -
GZA with Dodson & Flinker & Coastal Analytics

(ongoing)

B. Protect and Enhance the Natural
Environment and Historic Character

1. Protection of the natural environment and
the unique character of Montauk is the founda-
tion of the Montauk Hamlet Plan. Forceful meas-
ures to protect and restore the environment, particularly
ground and surface waters from existing, past and future
development must be undertaken. Development should
be sustainable, consistent with the character of the com-
munity and protective of the natural environment. In-
novative techniques and best management practices to
prevent and remediate impacts to the environment must
be employed. East Hampton should continue to be a
leader in planning for environmental protection, growth
management, sustainability and energy.

2. Preserving the rural and natural features is
essential not only for the environment, but also
for the economic viability of the community.
The second home industry and tourism, two of the larg-
est businesses driving the economy, are dependent on the
desirability of Montauk, which is in turn based on pristine
beaches, scenic vistas, historic landscapes, clean drinking
water, high quality bays and harbors, significant fish and
wildlife habitats, and pristine woodlands. The environ-
ment and the economy are inextricably linked. Paramount
environmental threats to the Montauk community are loss
of open space and degradation of water quality.

3. Land Preservation: East Hampton Town has taken
proactive and forceful measures to protect the environ-
ment through land preservation. Over 62% of the land
in Montauk has been protected through acquisition,
mandatory cluster subdivisions and other planning tech-
niques. With some of the most far-reaching planning
regulations in the country and approximately $25 mil-
lion dollars per year available for open space and farm-
land protection from the Community Preservation Fund
(CPF), East Hampton Town will continue to preserve ad-
ditional lands.

But development pressures and skyrocketing land values
will make continued land preservation efforts challeng-
ing. All of Montauk is part of a US Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vices unique ecological complex and contains rare plants
and habitat, such as the dwarf maritime forest. Adequate
staffing and a strong commitment to preservation are re-
quired. Implementation of the Montauk Hamlet Plan is
predicated on the Town’s continued diligence in protect-
ing critical ground and surface watershed lands, sensitive
habitat, recreation and open space and scenic vistas.

4. Preservation of Vistas and Historic Resources:
Montauk is widely recognized for its spectacular scenic
vistas of ocean blufts and beaches, dunes, rolling fields,
wooded hills, ponds and harbors. Montauk Point, Lake
Montauk and Hither Hills are three regions recognized
as Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance. Protecting the
exceptional scenic beauty is essential for maintaining
desirability of the area as a tourist area and as a second
home community. The relative lack of development has
helped to maintain the landscapes, but vistas of even pro-
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Human activity within the Lake Montauk watershed has led to a decline in water quality.

tected lands and waters are threatened by infrastructure
and other alterations. Additional tools to preserve scenic
views should be explored and implemented.

A number of historic properties have been recognized
for their significance by the State and National Register
of Historic Places including the Montauk Lighthouse, the
Montauk Association Historic District, the H.M.S. Cullo-
den, the Caleb Bragg Estate, the Montauk Manor and the
Montauk Tennis Auditorium. But additional structures
and properties associated with Montauk’s rich culture
and history are important to protect. Historic landmark
legislation and supplemental tools to preserve Montauk’s
cultural and historic landscapes and structures should be
explored and implemented.

5. Amendment to the CPF Plan: With sea level
rise, the narrow strip of land that separates Fort Pond
from the Atlantic Ocean, sometimes referred to as the
‘breach point’, is likely to be inundated with flood wa-
ters. The Downtown Master Plan recommends that the
Town acquire and protect this low lying, flood prone land
as part of a voluntary buy-out program. Accordingly, the
CPF Plan should be amended to include these properties
for acquisition. Over time, additional vulnerable proper-
ties can be added to the CPF plan for a voluntary buyout
program.
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6. Water Quality Improvements: Water quality
improvements are needed not only for protecting the
health of the environment, but for protecting the health
of the people and the economy of the hamlet. Montauk
is the number one fishing port in New York State. Rec-
reation, tourism and the second home industry are also
dependent on high water quality. Human activities and
development within Fort Pond and Lake Montauk wa-
tersheds have caused severe water quality degradation,
leading to harmful algal blooms, shellfish closures and
bathing beach closures. The largest sources of pollution
are stormwater runoft, cesspools, conventional septic sys-
tems and boating activities. Cesspools and convention-
al septic systems discharge excessive nutrients into the
groundwater, which in turn, permeates surface waters.
Chemicals, nutrients, microbes, stormwater particles and
other pollutants entering Fort Pond accumulate within
the water body because the pond has no outflow streams
or other means of flushing. And whereas pollution inputs
from human activities have not severely impacted water
quality in the central portion of Lake Montauk, the north-
western (Coonsfoot Cove) and the southern portions of
the lake which are not exposed to substantial flushing,
have experienced significant water quality problems.

By public referendum in 2016, authorized uses for the
Community Preservation Fund, which has generated
over $315 million dollars in revenues in East Hampton

(through 2015), were expanded to allow up to 20% of the
funds raised to be used for water quality improvements.
To provide a systematic approach to using these funds
strategically, the Town developed the East Hampton Wa-
ter Quality Improvement Plan. Improvements identified
in the Water Quality Improvement Plan for Lake Mon-
tauk and Fort Pond Bay: nitrogen reducing upgrades to
cesspools and septic systems; wastewater collection to
serve areas with malfunctioning or problematic septic
systems at the docks, Ditch Plains and Camp Hero and
downtown area; investigate the need for additional vessel
pump out stations; implement non-point source pollu-
tion abatement recommendations and best management
practices; reconstruct wetlands; investigate use of aer-
ation systems for lower portions of Lake Montauk; ex-
pand shellfish seeding areas; develop signage and public
outreach programs. (See Appendix B for Lake Montauk
and Fort Pond Water Quality Improvement Recommen-
dations). It is critical that the Montauk Hamlet Plan sup-
port the implementation of water quality improvements
as outlined and require that all new development incor-
porate water quality improvement techniques.

Recently, the Fort Pond Floating Wetlands Project was
funded through the East Hampton Water Quality CPF
grant program. As a temporary seasonal installment of
native vegetation designed to remove nitrogen and phos-
phorous, it is hoped that these floating wetlands will
mitigate some of the nutrient pollution in Fort Pond,
thus reducing the extent and severity of the harmful al-
gal blooms which have plagued the Pond for the last few
years.

Another recently commenced water quality improvement
project involves the Lowenstein stormwater pipe, origi-
nally designed to attenuate runoff from the Surfside Place
subdivision. However, after water testing revealed this
stormwater system rich in nutrients and bacteria contrib-
uted to water quality issues in Montauk ocean beaches,
the Town funded a system to filter the runoff to improve
the quality of the stormwater. Further work is anticipat-
ed to divert some of the runoff to reduce the volume of
stormwater flow.

C. Increase Coastal Resiliency and
Reduce Risks from Flooding, Storms,
and Sea Level Rise

The effects from flooding, erosion and sea level rise are
having profound impacts on East Hampton Town and are
particularly acute for the vitality and unique character of
Montauk. The erosional forces are occurring in real time
and are changing the shape of the beaches, coastal wet-
lands, dunes, and bluffs. Between the year 2000 and 2012,
the shoreline of Downtown Montauk has moved 44 feet
inland, a rate of 3 feet per year'. In the Harbor area, storm
surges will top bulkheads and destroy docks, infrastructure
and buildings. Buildings and infrastructure in the Train
Station area are at extreme risk from flooding and erosion.
In the downtown area, the narrow strip of land between the
Fort Pond and the ocean is extremely vulnerable to flood-
ing and breaching in storm conditions. As climate chang-
es, rising seas and more frequent and intense storms will
increase the areas impacted by coastal flooding and there
is a high potential for the Fort Pond to breach through to
the ocean. To reduce exposure and risks from storms and
changing conditions, coastal resiliency principles provide
the foundation for the Montauk Hamlet Plan.

Evaluate Long Range Resiliency Approaches:
As part of the process of developing the East Hampton
Town Coastal Resiliency Plan (EH CARP), the Town will
evaluate sea level rise and storm surge models and al-
ternative responses including the following Hamlet Plan
scenarios.

For Downtown Montauk, the Hamlet Plan offers consid-
eration of a multi-phased approach. The first phase, Relo-
cation, identifies infrastructure and businesses within the
lowest and most vulnerable areas. Such relocation could
be achieved through acquisition by the Town or other
governmental agencies. The second phase- Respond and
Adapt- would address the ocean fronting development at
risk from flooding and storm surge. In these areas, tech-
niques would build resilience through physical changes
such as raising buildings and infrastructure, dune and
beach nourishment, and market based relocation strat-

1 ACOE Downtown Montauk Stabilization Project



egies that incentivize existing property owner and devel-
opers to gradually shift vulnerable uses to higher ground.
The third phase- Infill and Accommodate- anticipates
continued sea level rise and recommends the relocation
of additional resort and mixed uses to form a new devel-
opment corridor on higher ground. Resiliency measures
would need to continue to be developed and implement-
ed as sea level rise continues. Thus, the fourth phase,
Evolve, recommends new upland areas be identified to
accommodate relocated businesses and new measures be
implemented as sea level continues to rise. Nature based
resilience measures, habitat improvement and water qual-
ity improvement and recreational area enhancements are
integral to each of the four phases.

The Town has identified both the Montauk Commercial
Docks and the Train Station as “Critical Facilities” Ac-
cordingly, the long range coastal approach is to protect
and fortify the docks and transportation infrastructure
from storm damage and sea level rise. For the properties
within the harbor, the strategy suggests raising the bulk-
heads and buildings and flood proofing the uses. Along
the Block Island Sound frontage, a naturalized shoreline,
incorporating West Lake Drive is suggested to create
a coastal landscape buffer. Parkland, parking and other
“floodable uses” are suggested in the low lying proper-
ties. New development would be encouraged to relocate
to high ground out of the 100 year flood zone.

As mentioned, the transportation infrastructure sur-
rounding the Train Station has been identified as a critical
facility and is identified for fortification and protection by
LIRR and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority.

Downtown Montauk

Phase 1 Strategic Retreat and Relocate: The
most effective strategy for eliminating risk from climate
and shoreline changes is managed retreat through the
use of voluntary buyout programs. In Phase 1 of the sug-
gested Downtown Montauk Plan, the Town could offer
to buy high risk flood prone properties. The Downtown
Montauk concept plan envisions areas that could safely
accommodate businesses within the core business area.
Whereas acquisition is a relatively high priced coastal
adaptation measure, it is a cost effective one-time invest-

ment that requires no further action beyond protecting
the natural landscape left behind and providing reloca-
tion assistance to voluntary participants.

There are federal and state voluntary buyout programs
which have provided funding for property owners to re-
locate their home or business to safer locations if they no
longer want to remain in high risk flood zones. In many
cases, buyout programs are administered on the local
level and funded largely through federal grant programs
such as FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Haz-
ard Mitigation Assistance/FEMA https://www.fema.gov/
hazard-mitigation-assistance) and the USDAs Emergen-
cy watershed Protection Floodplain Easement Program
(EWP-FPE). Typically, federal grants require a local
funding match of 25%. As mentioned, the Community
Preservation Fund has generated over $315 million dol-
lars in revenues in East Hampton (through 2015). CPF
funds have been used to purchase improved and vacant
property in Napeague as part of a strategy to reduce vul-
nerability to flooding and could be used to meet a federal
match or full acquisition costs.

Buyouts not only yield 100% risk reduction, but also pro-
vide open space and habitat benefits. Most programs,
including the Town CPF fund, do not allow develop-
ment on acquired land, but the buyout properties can
be used to implement wetland reconstruction and other
nature-based resilience measures. Some of the acquired
properties could be incorporated into the adjoining town
parkland. Alternatively, and depending on the funding
mechanism provisions, the acquired properties could be
used for surface parking to serve the central business dis-
trict.

Phase 2 Respond and Adapt: In the second phase,
the Town could provide ocean-fronting motel and resort
owners with incentives to voluntarily relocate inland and
improve the resilience of these businesses as well as the
entire downtown. The most seaward motels are current-
ly highly susceptible to damage from coastal storms and
as sea levels continue to rise, the risk of damage to these
buildings will likely increase. These buildings also take
up the space that might otherwise be occupied by natural
dunes, which provide shelter and reduce flooding risks
for downtown. Implementation is proposed through the

Features of a Transfer of Development Rights Ordinance

Designate land between Atlantic Ocean and S. Emerson Ave. as Sending Zone (initially)
Designate land between S. Emerson and S. EImwood as Receiving Zone (initially)

Devise a formula to allow property owners in Receiving Zone to purchase and transfer development
from Sending Zone to redevelop/develop motels in the Receiving Zone.

Balance the economic needs of motel owners with the issues associated with pre-existing density and
community problems from over-development. The range of potential TDR formulas to be evaluated
should include:

Allow all of existing density in Sending Zone to be transferred to Receiving Zone, regardless of
pre-existing status.

Allow transfer of density to an amount no greater than existing and the amount which meets
maximum coverage, setbacks, parking and all other zoning provisions except density. In the
“imaginary motel block example” an overall density of 16 units per acre met all zoning require-
ments except density.

Allow density permitted to be transferred to the maximum yield under existing density- i.e. 6
resort or 12 transient motel units per acre

New Motels in Receiving Zones gain unimpeded ocean view, improved coastal resiliency, enhanced
aesthetic features, upgrades and modernization, improved drainage and environmental controls,
updated technology, adequate parking and circulation

Developer restores the land in the Sending Zone to a naturalized sand dune and dedicates the land to
the town.

Community benefits from improved coastal resiliency, flood protection, habitat enhancement and
visual quality through the replacement of the seaward-most row of development with a restored,
natural dune and beach.

As sea level rises, expand Receiving Zone to include properties along S. Essex Street, north of S.
Emerson Ave.
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development of a Transfer of Development Rights pro-
gram to allow existing hotel owners an option to rede-
velop their businesses landward, while also allowing the
ocean-front row of hotels to be returned to an area of
natural dune-building. In exchange for this Transfer of
Development Rights, the developer would be required
to incorporate aesthetic and resilience strategies into
their new hotel, such as tastefully designed, floodable
first floor parking. Parking under new buildings could
be attractively masked from the street and garden spaces
using a combination of existing site topography, porch-
es, and architectural/vegetative screenings. In addition,
ocean-front parcels and the adjacent street right of way,
would be protected from development and re-naturalized
through dune restoration, planting and sand fencing.

This is not proposed to be a growth plan, but rather a vol-
untary option for private property owners to relocate
existing development from more the vulnerable areas of
Downtown Montauk to areas less-susceptible to storm
damage. At the same time, this voluntary option would
help to improve the natural resiliency of the entire ham-
let center. However, before moving forward with a TDR
proposal, full SEQRA review, including the preparation
of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement study with
alternatives, will be required. Further, because most of
the existing motel development is pre-existing non-con-
forming with respect to density, coverage, sewage flow
and other bulk standards, establishing the appropriate
TDR formula will require further evaluation. Without
advanced sewage treatment, Suffolk County Health De-
partment standards restrict new development to approx-
imately 6 motel units per acre’. Current East Hampton

2 Suffolk County Department of Health Services wastewater
loads figures stipulate 100 gallons per day for a motel unit up
to 400 gross floor area without a kitchen. Downtown Montauk
is located within GWMZ IV, which has a 300 gpd permitted flow
per 20,000 sf. Therefore, SCDHS allows on-site sewage treat-
ment for up to 6 motel units on a 40,000 sf parcel.
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Town zoning allows 12 motel or 6 resort units per acre’.
And many of the motels in downtown Montauk were
built at a density of 40 units per acre.

To explain how a potential TDR program would work,
illustrations on pages 35-37 depict an imaginary hotel
block based on the typical lot dimensions and building
sizes found along the Montauk oceanfront. In the imag-
inary block, as in reality, few if any existing developed
properties meet the 15% building coverage maximum,
the 84,000 square foot minimum lot size, the 1.25 park-
ing stalls per bedroom or the 6 resort or 12 motel unit per
acre maximum density. In accordance with a potential
TDR ordinance, a developer interested in building in the
second row of hotels could purchase property on the first
row (for example, from Owner C) and then cluster the
potential density from parcel C as well as the abandoned
right of way onto the parcel on the second row from the
beach. The new motel on the second row from the beach
would then have the density from the first row as well
as unimpeded seaside views and direct beach access over
newly built dunes. The new seaside motel would be re-
quired to comply with the maximum building lot cover-
age, unit size, parking, height and layout design zoning
requirements. At the current maximum zoning density,
a new hotel on the 195,000 square foot imaginary hotel
block diagram would support 53 motel units or 26 resort
units. Alternatively, the illustration shows how all the
zoning requirements except density can be met on the
site to accommodate 75 units or approximately 16 units
per acre. As proposed, the TDR program would encour-
age motel owners to relocate away from the beach, mod-
ernize and improve resiliency of their business and return
the first ocean block of land to a restored dune in order
to reduce flood hazard for the entire business area. The
TDR formula can help reduce non-conformities while
balancing the economic needs of the motel owners and
the community’s need for storm protection.

3 According to the Town of East Hampton zoning code, a tran-
sient motel unit has no kitchen and is restricted to between
325 and 450 square feet of habitable floor area and a resort
unit has between 450 and 1,200 square feet of habitable floor
area. Density is restricted to 12 or 6 units per acre for motel
and resort units respectively.

Regulations and incentives to encourage property owners
to improve flood proofing, coastal resiliency, and storm
water runoff should be explored by the Town as part of
the Coastal Assessment and Resiliency Plan development
and on-going water quality programs.

Phase 3- Infill and Accommodate: In order to
accommodate businesses and land uses relocated from
lower elevation land areas, building and zoning code ad-
justments may be required to accommodate these uses
within the core downtown area. The plan anticipates ac-
commodating additional development within a smaller
core area.

In the third phase, additional resort and mixed uses
would be encouraged to voluntarily relocate to higher
ground as sea level continues to rise. To reach higher
ground, the development could gradually shift the center
of downtown toward the intersection of Essex and Mon-
tauk Highway.

The need to elevate Montauk Highway in the low lying
area between Fort Pond and the ocean is also anticipat-
ed. Potential funding sources for raising the roadway to
reduce flood risk include the NYS Climate Smart Com-
munities Grant Program as well as federal and state trans-
portation grants.

Continual and alternative beach nourishment practices
are proposed including the creation of a "Feeder Beach"
where nourishment sand could be deposited on the "up-
drift" side of the main beaches for downtown and allowed
to distribute using natural currents. This has the poten-
tial to allow for cost savings in construction hours and to
minimize disturbance to the naturalized dune area as the
town faces more frequent and costly beach nourishment.
Approval will be required and funding may be available
from the Army Corps of Engineers, the Fire Island to
Montauk Point Reformulation Project (FIMP), New York
State Department of State, New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation, Suffolk County and
Town of East Hampton. Private property owner funding
of beach nourishment is also a feature of potential motel
TDR redevelopment away from the beach and dune.

Phase 4- Evolve: It is anticipated that coastal resiliency
planning will be a continual process. As sea level contin-
ues to rise, relocating to higher ground adjacent to the
business center may be warranted, and additional resil-
iency techniques may be needed. Thus it is anticipated
that the fourth phase will identify additional high ground
opportunities to accommodate the business area along
with the necessary building and zoning code changes.

Montauk Harbor

1. Raise Bulkheads and Buildings along the
Harbor: The Montauk Commercial Docks have been
recognized as Critical Facilities and must be provided
with a higher level of protection so that fishing operations
and the working waterfront can withstand projected in-
creased flooding and storm damage. As improvements are
made over time, existing buildings and bulkheads along
Lake Montauk should be raised by individual property
owners to withstand sea level rise and increased storm
intensity. At the same time, gaps in the boardwalks can
be completed to support pedestrian access and tourist at-
tractions. Building code and zoning code amendments
and incentives to help facilitate retrofits, flood proofing
and raising structures are proposed to be explored as part
of the EH CARP Study.

2. Block Island Coastline: Along the Block Island
coastline, removing a segment of West Lake Drive is sug-
gested for consideration to allow creation of a naturalized
bank and a beach to be replenished from a feeder beach
to be created at the west jetty. The bank and beach would
help dissipate wave energy from storm surges making
the hamlet more resilient in the face of rising seas. This
would also create a public scenic and recreational amen-
ity. To advance these design concepts, coordination and
approval will be required between the Town, Suffolk
County (for changes to West Lake Drive); US Army Corp
of Engineers (for creating a feeder beach at the west jetty
and a naturalized bank along Block Island Sound); NYS
Department of State (for LWRP consistency review);
NYSDEC for projects within the jurisdiction of regulated
waterbodies. Further study and funding could be sought
from the US Army Corps of Engineers.



3. Gosman’s Parking Lot: To the south of the pro-
posed naturalized bank and beach along Block Island
Sound, Gosman’s parking lot is suggested to be rede-
signed with trees and other landscaping to help absorb
stormwater runoff, improve resiliency and improve aes-
thetics. This can be accomplished by the private property
owner as part of upgrades and new development projects.

4. Cluster to High Ground: To help guide future de-
velopment and provide a framework for decisions about
Montauk Harbor, the Hamlet Plan determined poten-
tial build-out square footage under existing zoning and
shifted the same development potential into a more re-
silient, more functional configuration. For example, the
Plan consolidates potential resort development onto hill-
tops and higher properties while proposing open space,
parking, raised structures and floodable first floors in the
more flood prone areas. The development pattern also
supports the existing character of the area with practical
working businesses on first floors and workforce housing
on second floors. As mentioned, the same overall amount
of development as currently permitted is proposed, but
to reconfigure the pattern, adjustments to existing zon-
ing provisions will be required. In the Waterfront Zoning
District, for example, the 40 foot minimum front yard
setback prevents development of an attractive street edge
and pushes development deeper into flood zones rather
than onto higher ground. Implementation will require an
evaluation of existing zoning and development of modi-
fied provisions to facilitate the preferred pattern of devel-
opment.

Montauk Train Station

As arecognized Critical Facility located within a high risk
flood area, the Montauk Train Station should be provided
with a level of coastal protection to enable it to continue
to function and provide services during and after a storm.
Future protection and adaptation actions for this critical
low lying area should be coordinated with the MTA and
LIRR.

D. Design

1. Develop and Adopt Business Overlay Dis-
tricts for Downtown Montauk and Montauk
Harbor or a Develop a Form Based Code

The Montauk Master Plan and objectives provide an ap-
proach to guide development of a safe, attractive, pedes-
trian-oriented Downtown Business District and a Harbor
Business District, harmonious with their unique charac-
ter. Currently, new development within business districts
is required to meet zoning and site plan standards per-
taining to physical compatibility, protection of residential
areas, parking, access, lighting, water supply, fire protec-
tion, waste disposal, protection of agricultural lands, and
maintaining a streetscape that maintains green spaces
and “protects the established character of the district”
(Sec. 255-6-60 East Hampton Zoning). In connection
with site plan review, Architectural Review Board ap-
proval is also required for buildings, structures and signs
with more specific guidance applicable to the Agricultur-
al Overlay District and Historic Districts. But there are
no specific standards to assure that the cohesive and co-
ordinated approach set forth in the Montauk Master Plan
is achieved. More specific regulations are required which
speak to building design, mass, proportions, rhythm of
spacing between buildings, integration with surrounding
development, pedestrian and vehicular linkages, parking
lots, landscaping, streetscape and other elements.

Downtown Montauk and Harbor Business Over-
lay Districts: One way to apply regulations tailored spe-
cifically to the Montauk business areas is to create Overlay
Districts with clear and consistent standards fostering the
desirable character of the community. As part of devel-
opment review by the Planning Board, the regulations
set forth in Downtown Montauk and Montauk Harbor
Business Overlay Districts would be applied as addition-
al standards. Codification of these additional standards
would help clarify what the town would like to see and
provide more certainty and predictability in the review
process to property owners, developers and residents.
The standards should apply to municipal improvements
as well as private property development. Alternatively,
developing a Form Based Code would provide the Town
with the necessary tools to guide development.

Any future redevelopment should protect and enhance Montauk’s historic architectural character.

The Downtown Montauk Business Overlay District
should include all the properties within the Central Busi-
ness (CB), Resort (RS) and Parks and Conservation (PC)
Zoning Districts between South Eton Street on the west,
Atlantic Ocean on the south, South Essex to Surfside Ave.
to Surfside Place on the east and the Montauk Point State
Blvd. ROW on the north. (Expansion of the boundaries
should be considered in the future along with the poten-
tial north easterly shift of the Business area over time).

The Montauk Harbor Overlay District should include all
properties within the Waterfront (WF), Resort (RS) and
Central Business (CB) Zoning Districts in the Montauk
Harbor entrance area.

Written standards in an overlay district should govern
key areas of concern: Architectural Design and Siting
of Buildings; Design of the Public Realm; Landscaping;
Streetscape/Complete Streets; Vehicular Circulation and
Access Management; Parking Lot Design; Energy Effi-
ciency; and Resilience. The following preliminary outline
and narrative is offered as a guide.

I. Architectural Design and Siting of Buildings:

A. Siting of Structures

B. Authenticity

C. Overall Building Shape, Massing and Proportions

D. Building Height and Scale

E. Roofs

E Design and Orientation of Facades and Entrances

G. Design of Windows

H. Surface Appearance

I. Porches, Arcades, Canopies and Awnings

J. Secondary Elements: towers, cupolas and chimneys

K. Service Areas, Mechanical Systems, HVAC Equipment
Downtown Montauk: The architectural style of Down-
town Montauk is unique and diverse. A few buildings
constructed in the Tudor Revival Style by Carl Fisher in
the 1920’s remain, but overall, the buildings represent

an eclectic mix of styles. Facades vary from stucco with
brick and wood to corrugated metal siding. Roof pitch-
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es span a wide range between flat, hip and pitched. Giv-
en the fairly recent development and the mix of styles,
Downtown Montauk is not a candidate for a Historic
District designation. But, architectural guidelines could
help reflect and enhance the unique character and sea-
side charm of Downtown Montauk. Buildings should
reflect a human, pedestrian scale and should appear in-
timate rather than overbearing. Facade articulation and
other architectural features should be used to break up
the mass of larger buildings or long stretches of walls fac-
ing pedestrian pathways. The design should strengthen
pedestrian orientation with details such as entranceways,
street orientation and windows providing links to sur-
rounding buildings, public spaces and amenities. Build-
ings should be sited to shape and reinforce an interesting
walkable environment and enclose small parks and pla-
zas. Development should help to eliminate unappealing
gaps between buildings. The scale of development should
reflect a relationship to the contiguous properties with a
mixture of roof heights to avoid monotony. Special atten-
tion should be given to corner buildings which have sig-
nificant influence on the visual character and pedestrian
environment. Building setbacks should provide visual
buffers and area for landscaping to protect pedestrians
from the high traffic Montauk Highway. More detailed
guidelines should be developed for the Architectural Re-
view Board site plan standards.

Montauk Harbor: Preserving and enhancing the unique
historic and maritime character of the harbor area can
also be accomplished through design guidelines. Special
attention should be given to developing guidelines that
not only help to enhance the charming maritime charac-
ter but do so without driving out commercial fishing op-
erations. The working waterfront provides visual interest
and attractions for tourists, but specific functional needs
of the commercial industry must be protected. Provided
it does not compromise commercial fishing operations,
buildings should be sited to shape and reinforce an inter-
esting walkable environment, with buildings rather than
parking lots along the street frontages.

Il. Design of the Public Realm

« Shaping Public and Civic Space
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« Integrating the Project with the Surrounding Neigh-
borhood

o Design of Parks and Public Spaces
o Pedestrian Connectivity

The Public Realm refers to streets, sidewalks, parks,
squares and other shared spaces that are the focus of
the shared public life of a city or town. A well-designed
public realm facilitates planned and serendipitous inter-
actions between friends and strangers; it offers a com-
fortable path for walking, as well as places to just sit, rest
and enjoy the world around you. It is a forum for public
debate, a place for commerce, a stage for music and per-
formance, and a canvas for art.

Downtown Montauk: Downtown Montauk is truly a
walkable community where the post office, police station,
grocery store, library, churches, restaurants, retail stores,
offices and ocean beaches are all contained within an area
no greater than one mile in any direction. A well-con-
nected network of improved crosswalks and sidewalks
are proposed to enhance the pedestrian orientation of the
downtown center. The proposed shift and concentration
of development to areas around Carl Fisher circle, cur-
rently used for surface parking, will also help improve
walkability.

Pink sidewalks were introduced by Carl Fisher and have
continued to be a design element in the downtown area.
The continued use of pint tinted concrete or brick for
sidewalks in the downtown area is recommended.

The Montauk Village Association has installed 83 teak
benches along Montauk Highway, the Plaza, and Kirk
Park, many bearing memorial plaques. The Town has
installed traditional wood and metal trimmed trash re-
ceptacles on Montauk Highway that complement the
benches and light fixtures*. These design characteristics
should be reinforced.

4 Downtown Montauk Hamlet Study Draft Inventory, 2008,
Town of East Hampton Planning Department

Montauk Harbor: The diverse cluster of buildings at
Gosman’s dock are pedestrian oriented with parking con-
solidated across the street. A boardwalk offers a pleasant
walk along much of the waterfront, and the incomplete
segments can be filled in as properties redevelop over
time. South of Gosman’s properties, however, parking lots
instead of buildings border the streets, creating a paved,
auto oriented character to the area. To improve the visual
quality and pedestrian environment, replacing the 40
foot minimum building setback requirement in the Wa-
terfront (WF) Zoning District with a provision allowing
buildings to have a minimal setback from roads, is rec-
ommended.

[ll. Design of the Landscape

« Parking lots and driveways

»  Streetscape

« Highway Corridors

o Office/Commercial Planting Standards

o Multifamily Residential Planting Standards

« Buffer Planting, Screening and Framing

» Sustainability

o Spatial Definition

Landscape design and materials in the Downtown and
Harbor Area should reflect the extraordinary natural and
cultural landscapes found in Montauk. This includes the
use of native species that are adapted to the harsh wind
and salt air local conditions and ecosystems, as well as in-
troduced species that reflect the town’s rich heritage and
has gardening traditions. For more than 5 decades, the
Montauk Village Association (MVA) has installed plant-
ing beds and street trees in Downtown Montauk and con-
tinues to assess which tree species survive and thrive best

in the Montauk conditions.

The following are important overall goals for Downtown
Montauk and Montauk Harbor Landscape Designs:

V.

Spatial definition: Trees and other landscape
plantings should be used to reinforce the pattern of
private and public spaces, not just for decoration.
The landscape should enhance the sense of place,
creating a human-scale and pedestrian-oriented en-
vironment.

Screening and framing: Plantings and site fea-
tures should promote and enhance design compat-
ibility between different land uses, while ensuring
attractive views from streets and adjacent properties.
High quality materials: To provide an attractive,
inviting pedestrian experience and reinforce the
sense of place, high quality material should be used.
Sustainability: Over-reliance on one species is dis-
couraged to reduce the risks and prevent the spread
of blights and pests, although massed plantings of the
same variety should be allowed for design purposes.
Plans should emphasize native and/or drought-toler-
ant plants, and minimize the clearing and grading of
existing vegetation.

Streetscape Design/ Complete Streets

Overall proportions of the cross section and degree
of enclosure

Building Orientation and Setbacks

On-Street Parking

Pedestrian Walkways

Bicycle Accommodations

Accessibility

Site Elements and Street Furnishings
Screening Elements: Walls, Fences and Hedges
Signage

Lighting



« Grading and Drainage

« Services, Utilities and Stormwater Management, bur-
ied power lines

For Downtown Montauk and Montauk Harbor, each new
or renovated street should be designed as a streetscape:
a functionally-integrated and visually-coherent system
of building fagades, pedestrian and vehicular circulation,
paving, curbing, street furnishings, lighting, signage,
landscaping and drainage. The focus should be on pedes-
trian comfort, livability for residents and workers, and en-
couragement of community life. The design of the public
spaces should come first, with private uses subordinated
to a larger system organized around public spaces.

Every street should be designed according to Complete
Streets principles, where the street enables safe and con-
venient access for all users, including pedestrians, bicy-
clists, motorists, and public transit users, no matter their

age, income or physical ability.

V. Vehicular Circulation and Access Manage-
ment

o Access Management

o Hierarchy of streets

» Vehicular Connections Across Lot Lines

« Parking Location and connectivity

« Amount of Parking Required

« Pedestrian Connections

o Low-Impact Development Techniques

As one part of the solution to help reduce traffic jams and
parking shortages that Montauk experiences during the
busy summer months, the Town established a pilot free
shuttle bus service operating as a continuous loop be-

tween Hither Hills State Park, the Downtown Area, the
Train Station and the Dock Area.

Downtown Montauk: To further reduce traffic con-
gestion in the Downtown, the Master Plan concept de-
picts a cohesive, shared parking lot configuration placing
parking within easy walking distance to multiple busi-
nesses without the need to drive. New parking lots are
proposed in the flood prone lands in the western end of
the business district, conveniently located to reduce traf-
fic entering the downtown. Implementation of a com-
prehensive shared parking plan will replace the unsafe
parking conditions, particularly prevalent in the motel
areas south of Montauk Highway, with controlled access,
landscaped, attractive parking. The strategically located,
improved configuration will promote walking, thereby
reducing the need for parking and help provide the land
area needed for the development of safe and attractive
continuous sidewalks throughout the business district.
Implementation of additional circulation improvements
including new pedestrian crosswalks, elimination of on-
street parking to enhance motorists’ sight distance at cer-
tain intersections, the establishment of a taxi stand on the
south portion of Carl Fisher plaza, the provision of bike
racks, and institution of the two one-way, one block long
segments of South Elmwood Avenue and South Emery
Street, reconfiguring the Old Montauk Highway/Mon-
tauk Highway/Second House Rd. intersection as a round-
about, are discussed in the transportation section.

Montauk Harbor Area: The shuttle bus service, ac-
cess management and shared parking techniques similar
to those proposed for the Downtown area have been ap-
plied in the concept plan for Montauk Harbor. Parking
lots are interconnected, landscaped, and strategically
located to serve more than one business thereby reduc-
ing the total amount of paving and improving the scenic
quality of the area.

VI. Parking Lot Design

A. Dimensional Standards

B. Surfacing Materials

C. Low-Impact Design for Drainage

D. Signage

Form-based codes focus on the space between buildings as much as the buildings themselves. Form-based codes can include
detailed standards for design of “the outdoor room,” including sidewalks, street furnishings, plantings, cafes and other elements.

E. Lighting
E Shared Parking

A key feature of the Plans for Downtown Montauk and
Montauk Harbor is the efficient parking layout facilitat-
ing a park once and walk environment. The Master Plan
design addresses parking shortages, vehicular congestion,
aesthetics, storm water runoff, safety and the pedestri-
an-oriented environment. Parking areas are shared be-
tween multiple businesses and are strategically sited and
sized to accommodate existing businesses and projected
demand from new development. To minimize curb cuts,
turning movements and congestion parking lots are in-
terconnected and have controlled access onto supporting
roadways and alleyways. Heavy landscaping within and
surrounding the parking lots softens their appearance,
provides shade and helps filter and recharge runoff.

VIl. Environmental Performance/Sustainability

Certification through LEED or other environmental
performance indicators should be encouraged for all
projects. New development should support the Town’s
Energy Policy, which was adopted with the goal of meet-
ing 100% of the Town’ electrical needs with renewable
energy sources by the next decade. The Energy Policies
include recommendations for commercial areas and
business development. Expedited permitting and other
incentives could be built into any site plan standards to
encourage implementation.

Building and site plan design should be encouraged to in-
corporate the following recommendations:

o Incorporate appropriately designed solar installa-
tions into buildings and parking areas.

o Incorporate materials and construction techniques
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Form-based codes combine standards for both buildings and site, as well as the public thoroughfare. They can include standards
for “privately owned public space,” or POPS, that are privately managed but generally open to the public, such as outdoor cafes and
courtyards. Note: Examples shown here and on subsequent pages are for illustrative purposes only and do not represent recom-

mended standards for Montauk.
that increase insulation R values for walls, roofs and
windows.

o Take advantage of advanced heat pump technologies
for heating and cooling structures.

« Install and integrate bike racks into the site layout

« Install vehicle charging stations

« Incorporate green or white roofs into building design
« Incorporate locally-sourced, natural materials.

« Use native plants and landscapes designed to mini-
mize the need for irrigation

o Incorporate Dark Skies strategies to minimize light
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pollution

» Incorporate bioswales or raingardens into design to
filter, cleanse and contain runoff

VIIl. Design for Resilience

With climate change and its resulting effects becoming
increasingly evident, the design of buildings, streets, pub-
lic spaces and other elements should reflect the use of
materials and design approaches that increase their ca-
pacity to bounce back after a disturbance or interruption.
This includes designing buildings and other features to be
more impervious to heavy rain, wind and flood, as well as
to adapt to long-term changes such as more frequent heat
waves, droughts and other climatic extremes. Many of
the strategies designed above for environmental perfor-
mance will also increase resilience.

2. Form Based Code

An alternative technique to improve the physical charac-
ter of Downtown Montauk and Montauk Harbor is to de-
velop a Form Based Code. According to the Form-Based
Codes Institute, “a form-based code is a land develop-
ment regulation that fosters predictable built results and a
high-quality public realm by using physical form (rather
than the separation of uses) as the organizing principle
for the code. A form-based code is a regulation, not a
mere guideline, adopted into city, town or county law”
(formbasedcodes.org). Form-based codes typically are
designed to implement a specific master plan, but they
go beyond the two-dimensional plan to provide clear
standards for the design of buildings, streets, sidewalks,
parking lots, parks and other public spaces, and how all
of these elements relate to each other. The intent typically
is to recreate the kind of vibrant, mixed-use, pedestrian
friendly places that used to be commonplace before the
days of the dreary strip malls and subdivisions that often
resulted from more conventional zoning approaches.

A form-based code typically includes five main elements

o Regulating Plan. A plan or map of the regulated area
designating the locations where different building
form standards apply, based on clear community in-
tentions regarding the physical character of the area
being coded.

o Public Space Standards. Specifications for the ele-
ments within the public realm (e.g., sidewalks, travel
lanes, on-street parking, street trees, street furniture,
etc.).

« Building Form Standards. Regulations controlling
the configuration, features, and functions of build-
ings that define and shape the public realm.

o Administration. A clearly defined application and
project review process.

« Definitions. A glossary to ensure the precise use of
technical terms.

Regulating plan for a new Traditional Neighborhood Overlay district in Danvers, MA



Form-based codes can prescribe specific uses for those parts of a building facing active pedestrian zones,
ensuring that those uses are a good fit for a lively public space or thoroughfare.

Form-based codes also sometimes include:

o Architectural Standards. Regulations controlling
external architectural materials and quality.

« Landscaping Standards. Regulations controlling
landscape design and plant materials on private
property as they impact public spaces (e.g. regula-
tions about parking lot screening and shading, main-
taining sight lines, insuring unobstructed pedestrian
movements, etc.).

» Signage Standards. Regulations controlling allowa-
ble signage sizes, materials, illumination, and place-
ment.

« Environmental Resource Standards. Regulations
controlling issues such as storm water drainage and
infiltration, development on slopes, tree protection,
solar access, etc.

« Annotation. Text and illustrations explaining the in-
tentions of specific code provisions.

Implementing the master plan.

Most form-based codes are based on detailed master
plans that include both the public right-of-way and the
private lots within a corridor, neighborhood or village
center. The code is designed to implement a unified plan
that crosses lot lines and includes both public and private
space, incorporating the public right of way, streets, side-
walks, etc., as well as the private building lots, structures,
driveways and parking lots. To provide for the flexibility
needed to adapt to changing market demand, form-based
codes typically describe a range of acceptable densities,
dimensions, and setbacks for new buildings, and may
even include a range of acceptable building types, and
allow landowners and developers the freedom to work
from a menu of options.

Unlike traditional zoning, a form-based code focuses just
as much on the space between buildings - the “outdoor
room” - as it does on the buildings themselves. Rather
than worrying so much about the uses within buildings,
the code focuses on how buildings shape public spaces,
and how uses, especially on the ground floor, interact
with the spaces outdoors. Some elements of the outdoor
room, such as a town-owned street right-of-way or public
park, will continue to be the responsibility of the town,
but landowners can be required to install some features,
such as sidewalks, fencing, café spaces, landscaping etc.,

that cross from the private yard into the public space.
The Public Realm and the Private Realm

Form-based codes emerged from decades of research
into what makes traditional villages and neighborhoods
work so well at accommodating a mix of homes, busi-
nesses, and community uses. One important realization
is that in successful communities the public realm of
streets, parks and squares is part of a well-defined con-
tinuum that includes semi-public office and commercial
spaces and connects to the increasingly private realm of
neighborhood playgrounds and dwellings. The conven-
tional commercial strip, shopping center or condomini-
um development, on the other hand, is full of space that
is neither public nor private, leading to confusion and
conflict. In traditional village and town centers, however,
the public and private realms are typically separated by
fences and hedges, controlled with gates and signs, and
supplemented by useful transitional features like porches
and stoops. An important function of the form-based
code, therefore, is to manage the organization and design
of public and private space so that the area works equally
well for residents, workers and visitors.

Form-based codes incorporate many of the elements of
traditional design guidelines, illustrated with diagrams
and photographs that emphasize how each element is de-
signed and how it fits with everything around it. Tradi-
tional site planning and architectural standards typically
applied to the private realm during site plan review are
often supplemented by standards for the design of public
streets, sidewalks and parks. This can also include stand-
ards for courtyards and plazas and other outdoor spaces
that are privately owned but open to the public - Pri-
vately-Owned Public Space, or POPS. While there can be
considerable flexibility in the allowed mix of uses, for the
design as little as possible is left to chance.

The regulating plan is a useful diagram that captures
those elements of the master plan that are critical to the
success of the overall vision. It identifies the boundaries of
the district and any sub-districts, and shows the locations
of any new or reconfigured roads, pedestrian corridors or
open space that is required by the plan. Within these ar-
eas, as shown in the example above, the regulating plan

Lot Frontage and Building Orientation

Build-To-Zone and Building Placement

Visual standards for building heights and proportions estab-
lish clear rules for designing structures with a variety of forms,
such as pitched roof vs. flat roof.

| Implementation Tools and Techniques 55



Form-based codes often include detailed standards for each building type allowed within a particular zoning district or subdistrict.

Dimensional standards describe each aspect of the building, and can be customized for different areas.
provided for illustrative purposes only and does not represent a recommended standard for Montauk.
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Note: This example is

will often describe specific frontage zones to which unique
standards apply. In the Downtown and Montauk Harbor
commercial districts, the regulating plan could stipulate
the location for parking areas, buildings and internal
roadway connections, and also indicate frontages adjacent
to important pedestrian corridors where active ground-
floor uses and gathering spaces should be required.

Building Form Standards describe (in more or less de-
tail as appropriate) the size, shape, proportions, roofline
and other features of the buildings, where they sit on the
lot and how they should relate to the public space along
the street. Where an important public frontage has been
planned, cross sections show this relationship, and can
also describe which uses are appropriate on the ground
floor. Unlike conventional zoning, which typically stip-
ulates a minimum setback, form-based codes often de-
marcate a maximum setback with a “build-to line” or
“build-to zone” (Please note that the attached graphic ex-
amples do not represent recommendations for Montauk,
per se, but are the type of graphics typically employed in
a form-based approach.)

Architectural Standards: Form-based codes include
many of the same architectural standards as traditional
design guidelines, but make them clearer through the use
of illustrations and diagrams. These describe architectur-
al approaches that help new buildings fit into the historic
character of the community. They also focus on standards
for transparency, fenestration, doorway treatments, awn-
ings and other elements that help to visually and physi-
cally link ground-floor uses to adjoining public spaces.

Building Types: Many form-based codes provide a de-
tailed description and examples of building types that
are acceptable in a particular district or sub-district. This
takes a lot of the guess work out of the development de-
sign and review process. The following examples are from
the Danvers, MA form-based code. Building types for the
Montauk Downtown and Montauk Harbor commercial
districts would be developed based on additional input
from the town, residents and the business community.

3. Streetscape Improvements: To enhance and
strengthen the unique character, the Town should de-
velop a specific Downtown Montauk streetscape design

and a specific streetscape design for Montauk Harbor,
with consistent standards and guidelines. The streetscape
should be designed to improve the visual qualities, pe-
destrian safety and desirability of the hamlet center. The
streetscape design should consider the quantity, design,
type, location, texture, color, materials and configuration
of the following:

o Street trees

o Landscaping, planters and buffering of parking areas
and incompatible uses

« Street Lighting

o Signage

o Plazas

o  Street furniture

o Sidewalks, bike paths, alleyways, and pathways

« Crosswalks

o Trash receptacles

o Burial of overhead power lines

« Road widths

o Traffic speeds

o Curb bulges

E. Parking

Reorganizing and rethinking the approach to parking is
an essential element of the Master Plans for Montauk.
Parking has perhaps one of the largest negative impacts
on the visual quality and pedestrian environment of
Montauk. Rather than providing a series of smaller-sized
parking lots divided by arbitrary lot lines with landscaped
buffers, the Downtown and Harbor Master Plans depict

interconnected, shared parking lots, strategically located
to serve multiple businesses. The parking configuration



reduces the amount of paved surfaces, helps to shift the
focus from an auto dependent to a pedestrian friendly
environment and improves access management. Tools
recommended to improve the parking approach include
shared parking, municipal parking/parking management
districts and incorporating street parking regulations.

Existing Parking regulations

East Hampton’s parking requirements are designed to
prevent traffic congestion on adjoining roadways and
promote other elements of sound community planning.
Each business is treated as a stand-alone entity and is
required to provide a minimum number of off-street
parking stalls based on size of building or occupancy and
type of use in accordance with the Schedule of off-street
parking requirements (Section 255-11-45 East Hampton
Town Code.) The parking regulations allow a commer-
cial developments parking requirements to be met on
an adjacent or neighboring property provided the total
number of parking stalls equals the sum of the require-
ment for each individual use. Up to 30% of the parking
requirements can be located on prepared grass areas un-
der certain conditions. Within Central Business Districts,
the Planning Board may require or permit fees in lieu of
parking to meet all or some of the requirements and as of
2017, the dollar amount required was $15,000 per stall.

Shared Parking

Shared parking is the practice of utilizing parking areas
jointly among different buildings and businesses. It works
best in situations where businesses have different peak
hours of use or in downtown settings where people park
in one spot and then walk from one destination to anoth-
er. Since multiple uses share the same parking spaces, the
overall necessity for parking is generally reduced. Few-
er parking stalls means smaller amount of paved land,
which in turn creates opportunities for more pedestrian
amenities, green spaces and other desirable uses. There
are two main approaches to shared parking (1) contrac-
tual agreements between property owners (2) municipal
parking management.

Private Property Approach: New development can
be encouraged to incorporate shared parking designs

through zoning incentives. As parking studies have
demonstrated, businesses within central business dis-
tricts often share customers, thereby reducing the overall
need for parking. Encouraging property owners to devel-
op shared parking arrangements, while maintaining the
balance between providing sufficient parking and reduc-
ing the parking requirements, can be achieved through
the development of a shared parking ordinance.

Incentives: Successful shared parking ordinances have
provided zoning incentives for developers. As mentioned,
shared parking within a central business area with compat-
ible uses generally reduces the parking need for each indi-
vidual land use. Therefore, a shared parking ordinance that
allows an appropriate reduction in parking for each use
can be implemented without creating parking shortages.
Allowing an increase in floor area proportional to the re-
duction in area needed for parking enhances the incentive
and helps consolidate businesses into a walkable configu-
ration. Within the Town’s Central Business zoning district,
the parking requirements for retail and office uses reduces
the effective building coverage to less than the 50% allowed
by zoning. Thus, a modest increase in building coverage
could be permitted without exceeding the maximum al-
lowed by zoning in the Central Business Zoning District.

Reduced land costs and expenses to construct and main-
tain parking lots area additional incentives for creating
shared parking configurations. At an estimated price of
$15,000 per parking stall (current Town of East Hampton
fees-in-lieu parking fee), savings from reduced parking
requirements can be significant. Reduced costs for de-
veloping and maintaining parking lots together with the
opportunity to increase building coverage provides land
owners with attractive incentives to develop shared park-
ing arrangements with adjoining properties.

Shared Parking Ordinance: The specific types of
uses and the likelihood of whether the parking will be
shared between the uses should be used to determine
applicability of shared parking reductions. The shared
parking ordinance should specify the requirements and
the appropriate settings for application. A suitable ap-
proach is to require developers, as part of the application
review process, to prepare a study based on weekday and
weekend parking demand ratios generated by well rec-

ognized organizations, such as the Urban Land Institute
or the Institute of Traffic Engineers. Provided the study
demonstrates that the businesses involved have different
peak hours (or days) of parking demand or have reduced
demand due to projected shared customers in a shop-
ping area, a reduction in parking standards would be al-
lowed. Maximum limits to the parking reductions must
be specified. If two or more separate lots are to be served
by a shared parking arrangement, a legal agreement be-
tween property owners guaranteeing access to, use of,
and management of spaces should be required as part of
the approval process (see Appendix D for sample model
ordinance and contractual agreement).

Despite the heavy dependence on the automobile on
Long Island, shared parking configurations and reduc-
tions in parking requirements are being successfully ap-
plied. The 2016 Suffolk County Parking Stall Demand
and Reduction Study found that a 25% parking reduc-
tion and an increase in floor area in connection with
shared parking is appropriate in certain applications.
Without use of a shared parking ordinance, some LI
municipalities allow for parking reductions in shop-
ping malls, a setting similar to the mix of businesses in
a downtown area. In Huntington Town, for example,
retail parking requirements within regional shopping
centers are 25% lower than for retail in other settings.
Southampton Town zoning allows a reduction of up
to 1/3 of the parking requirements provided a reduced
demand can be demonstrated, all the required parking
can be met on-site and the applicant agrees to install the
remaining parking stalls in the future should the need
arise.

Shared parking example

Here’s an example of what a shared parking ordinance
would allow for 2 hypothetical properties. The shared
parking formula used in this example is 1 stall per 250
square feet of floor area instead of current requirements
of 1 stall per 180 square feet of floor area.

Property A is 40,000 square feet. The Central Business
Zone allows 50% building coverage and 80% total cov-
erage, but to meet the parking requirements of 1 space
per 180 square feet of retail space, development was

limited to 9,600 square foot building with 56 parking
stalls. Each space is assumed to take up 400 square feet,
including stall, aisle and turnaround area.

(400 s.f. +180s.f.) x = 32,000 s.f.
X= 55.1 or 56 parking spaces required
56 x 400 = 22,400 parking area or 56 % lot area

32,000 - 22,400 = 9,600 sf bldg. size or 24% of total lot
area

Property B is 15,000 square feet. The property was de-
veloped prior to the current parking standards.

In this example, the owner of Property B is interested in
expanding their business but cannot meet the parking re-
quirements. If Property A enters into a shared parking
agreement with another parcel, Property A parking re-
quirements could be reduced from 56 to 50 stalls.

(400 +250) x = 32,000
X =49.2 or 50 parking spaces

Property A could sell all or some of their extra 6 parking
stalls to Parcel B to facilitate their expansion.

Shared Parking Application in Montauk: By ap-
plying shared parking techniques, the Downtown Mon-
tauk and Montauk Harbor Master Plans Plan convert the
existing disjointed development pattern into a cohesive
pattern with businesses related to each other. Sharing
parking across property lines provides the opportunity
to create a more efficient design, reducing the amount
of paving, improving vehicular circulation and freeing
up land for pedestrian amenities. In addition to overall
improvement in the functionality, shared parking pro-
vides incentives for individual business owners. Shared
parking configurations provide opportunities for modest
expansions, or creation of pedestrian plazas with out-
door dining. While encouraging private property own-
ers to incorporate shared parking into their development
plans will be helpful, creation of one or more municipal
lots and development of a Parking Management District
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should also be considered.

Municipal Parking/Parking Management Dis-
trict

Management of existing and creating new municipal
shared parking lots should be considered as part of an
overall parking strategy. In Downtown Montauk, the
low-lying property proposed to be acquired to improve
coastal resiliency could be used for municipal parking.
Privately owned parking lots can be acquired or man-
aged by the Town as part of a cohesive parking manage-
ment strategy. To facilitate a comprehensive approach,
creating a Parking Management District (PMD) should
be considered. The primary regulatory tool that PMDs
offer is a parking ordinance that allows municipalities to
allocate centralized parking or require that central park-
ing be used. Like a public utility, a parking management
district would be empowered to coordinate the location
and allocation of parking. For example, the PMD could
grant the Planning Board the authority to require that the
central municipal parking lot be used to meet the parking
requirements for a new development, thereby avoiding
the necessity for a stand-alone disconnected lot. PMDs
grant the Town the flexibility to assess the appropriate
parking approach for new development on a case-by-case
basis. The amount, size and appearance of on-site parking
and the feasibility of incorporating on-street and off-site
facilities can be evaluated. A PMD would also allow the
Town to continue to monitor the overall parking needs of
the district.

On-Street Parking

Maximizing on-street parking provides efficiencies and a
reduction in the need for paved parking lots. Street park-
ing also helps to reduce vehicular speed, important for
creating a safe pedestrian environment. On-street park-
ing complies with Complete Streets principles, where the
street is designed to enable safe access for all users in-
cluding pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and public tran-
sit users.

To prevent parking shortages and traffic congestion, East

Hampton parking regulations do not permit on-street
parking to satisfy parking requirements. However, on-
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street parking may be an appropriate approach to meet
parking requirements in certain settings. Either a Park-
ing Management District or an amendment to the zoning
code allowing the Planning Board to assess the best ap-
proach to meet the parking requirements, including use
of on-street parking, could provide the flexibility needed
to improve parking management and design. Similarly,
use of the alleys in Downtown Montauk should be part of
an overall parking strategy.

Funding

Financing for public parking generally occurs through
grant programs or the issuance of municipal bonds. A va-
riety of bonds exist including: general obligation bonds,
special assessment bonds, revenue bonds, double-bar-
reled obligations and tax increment finance bonds (TIF).
The bonds can be paid back through tax revenues or
parking related revenues such as fees-in-lieu.

F. Year Round Affordable Workforce
Housing

The need for year round affordable workforce housing has
reached critical levels in the Town. The extreme disparity
between median house price and median income in East
Hampton has caused emergency services volunteers, sen-
ior citizens, public employees and other year-round resi-
dents to be priced out of the market. The dramatic spike
in real estate values in Montauk in the past few years have
led young Montauk families to relocate to Springs and
other more affordable areas further west. Montauk has a
massive influx of seasonal employees and some workshop
participants opined that the need to provide seasonal em-
ployee housing competes with availability of affordable
year round housing. A broad range of housing types are
needed and this Hamlet Plan, together with the already
adopted Town Comprehensive Community Housing Op-
portunity Fund Implementation Plan 2014, supports af-
fordable housing programs for both year round residents
and seasonal employees.

Second Story Apartments in commercial zones:
There are a scattering of second story apartments in the

Many of the buildings in downtown Montauk already have second story apartments. This is an approach which could be further
utilized to create more affordable workforce housing, while maintaining the scale and character of the hamlet center.

downtown area and promoting additional affordable sec-
ond story year round workforce apartment development
would fit seamlessly and enhance the fabric of the existing
community. Encouraging housing development in the
core hamlet center promotes efficient use of land, helping
to protect outlying rural and environmentally sensitive
areas from development pressures. Development in the
village center facilitates reduction in auto dependency
and roadway congestion. Infill development with second
story apartments is also consistent with the coastal resil-
iency strategy offered Downtown Montauk.

Private development of affordable second story apart-
ments is permitted in the Central Business Zone pro-
vided special permit conditions can be met. However,
development of second story apartments on most of the
existing small lots within the business district cannot
meet the minimum Suffolk County Health Department
requirements for on-site septic systems. Further, even on
standard sized lots, recent studies have shown that con-
ventional on-site septic systems discharge unacceptably
high levels of nutrients to the groundwater, which in turn
contributes to the impaired water quality conditions in
the Town’s ponds, bays an ocean beaches.

Development of a decentralized community wastewa-
ter system to serve the Downtown and Harbor Business

areas would help reduce unacceptable nutrient loading
and pollution stemming from existing development and
is essential for the development of second story afforda-
ble apartments. To facilitate the development of afforda-
ble apartments in commercial zones, parking waivers or
shared parking credits should be permitted.

Affordable apartments in residential zones: In
addition to commercial areas, East Hampton zoning al-
lows the development of affordable accessory apartments
within single family residences and recent zoning chang-
es have expanded opportunities by allowing the devel-
opment of an affordable apartment within a detached
structure on a single family residential lot.

Another successful zoning tool used to facilitate the de-
velopment of affordable housing in East Hampton is the
Affordable Housing Overlay District (AHO). By allowing
8 units per acre tied to covenants requiring affordabili-
ty in perpetuity, the AHO has made it feasible for pri-
vate and public entities to develop year round affordable
housing. There are two areas zoned for AHO in Montauk
corresponding to the Town owned Montauk Playhouse
Community Building and the church owned property in
the eastern section of downtown Montauk, but there are
no plans to develop affordable housing in either of these
locations at this time.



Additional housing types: Notwithstanding the mul-
tiple Town programs and zoning opportunities, there is
an urgent need for a broad range of additional affordable
housing in Montauk. Some properties formerly provid-
ing affordable year round rentals in Montauk but not part
of a permanent program, have been lost due to conver-
sions to high end resort type development. The Concept
Plan recommends the development of “fishing village
style, small housing” for the Montauk Harbor area to pro-
vide affordable housing needed to support the fishing in-
dustry and year round community. Applying the AHO or
another zoning techniques to facilitate the development
of new housing types in additional locations new will be
fairly straight forward solution, but providing the neces-
sary sanitary waste treatment will require more elabo-
rate planning, engineering and funding ( see wastewater
management section).

Support and Fund Peconic Bay Region Work-
force Housing Opportunity Act

The Peconic Bay Region Workforce Housing Opportu-
nity Act is a proposal by NYS Legislator Fred Thiele to
permit the town to establish a dedicated housing oppor-
tunity fund to provide loans to first time homebuyers. Up
to $200,000 in no interest loans would be made available
to qualifying buyers. Money from the loans would come
from a fee imposed on new construction or renovation
of homes over a certain size. The program, which needs
NYS legislative approval, has passed the NYS Assembly.

Chapter 160 of the East Hampton Town Code established
a “Community Housing Opportunity Fund,” which may
be used for the provision of no-interest or low-interest
loans to eligible residents of the Town for the purchase of
a first home; the actual production of community hous-
ing for sale to eligible residents of the Town, which may
be done in conjunction with a private or other public
partnership; the actual production and maintenance of
rental housing for rent to eligible residents of the Town;
the rehabilitation of existing buildings and structures for
use as community housing for sale or rental to eligible
residents; and the provision of housing counseling servic-
es by not-for-profit corporations. Thus, the Town is ready
to implement the Peconic Bay Region Workforce Hous-
ing Opportunity Act as soon as it becomes law.

G. Seasonal Workforce Housing

The shortage of employee housing has acute impacts
on Montauk business owners, homeowners, tourists
and employees themselves. Lack of affordable employ-
ee housing makes it difficult for business owners to hire
qualified employees who are often forced to pay for
expensive employee housing or hire fewer employees.
Some seasonal employees live in unsafe conditions and
work several jobs to pay for substandard housing. Private
homes are used for employee housing affecting the res-
idential neighborhoods. Increasing numbers of employ-
ees are commuting from up west, contributing to heavy
traffic congestion.

Seasonal employee housing concepts which should be
further evaluated for implementation in Montauk in-
clude the following:

1. Single family homes in commercial districts:
The Town is commended for its continued enforcement
against the illegal overcrowding and unsafe use of single
family homes for employee housing in residential neigh-
borhoods. However, as identified by the East Hampton
Town Community Housing Opportunity Fund Com-
mittee, the scattering of single family residences located
within commercial zoning districts provide a controlled
opportunity for seasonal housing worth exploring.

Under current zoning provisions, no more than four
unrelated individuals are permitted to occupy a single
family house. But under the proposal, provided a busi-
ness owner buys or rents a house in a commercial zone,
up to eight individuals, with no more than 2 per bed-
room, would be allowed. Only the employees of the par-
ticular business who rent or own the house would be
allowed to occupy the house, and the house would be
required to be in the name of the business. These and
other safeguards would be designed to prevent misuse
of the program such as allowing multiple tourists or
seasonal guests to rent the house rather than seasonal
employees.

2. Temporary removable employee housing:
A pilot program to allow the installation of modular, re-
movable, dwelling units for seasonal workforce housing is

under consideration by the Town Board for the half acre
town owned property behind the West Lake Drive com-
fort station. The temporary units would provide full kitch-
ens, dining areas, bathrooms, sleeping lofts and would be
self-contained in terms of sanitary waste, electricity, heat-
ing and cooling. Attractive landscaping to screen the site
and the installation of electrical lines would be required.
One building prototype being evaluated has retractable
wheels and contains five beds per unit with the potential
to create a larger configuration. A maximum number of
units and beds per site will be established to prevent over-
crowding and other potential impacts. To prevent units
from being rented tourists, only local businesses in need
of worker housing would be permitted to lease beds on
a seasonal basis. Other safeguards and requirements are
under development. The potential to expand the Town
Pilot Project to privately owned commercial properties
will also be considered.

3. Seasonal Employee Housing Overlay District:
In recent years, a few of the older motels in need of up-
grades have been purchased by Montauk business own-
ers to house their employees. But as the densities of these
motels far exceed the current Suffolk County Department
of Health Services and municipal zoning regulations, the
property owners, who have requested to tear down the
existing structures and build new seasonal housing at the
same density, have not been permitted to make these es-
sential improvements.

The 2005 Town of East Hampton Comprehensive Plan
recommended creating a new Seasonal Housing Overlay
zoning district covering a small area in the Downtown
and Harbor area to facilitate these improvements, but ini-
tial response from the Montauk community was negative.
Some business owners feared removal of affordable ac-
commodations from the business areas would be harmful
to the tourist economy, especially the recreational fishing
component. Others expressed concern that the seasonal
housing would have a negative impact on the charming
character of the area.

Since 2005, additional motels have been purchased by
Montauk business owners to house their employees and
without the necessary upgrades, these facilities offer sub-
standard living conditions. Facilitating their conversion

to seasonal housing could help improve the visual quality
of the business areas as well as provide the necessary sea-
sonal housing accommodations. Property owners could
apply to the Town for the Seasonal Housing Overlay Dis-
trict or the Town could designate limited areas on its own
initiative. Properties within the Seasonal Housing Over-
lay District would not be required to convert to season-
al housing, the property owners would merely have the
option.

Design requirements would help target the units for sea-
sonal employee occupancy, in a dormitory-type setting.
Draft requirements for conversion of a motel to seasonal
housing at the pre-existing non-conforming density in-
clude:

o All new units must be used exclusively for seasonal
housing.

o The seasonal units must be closed for a portion of
each year (consider 3 to 6 months).

o The facilities must have common bathroom and
cooking facilities.

« Filing of a covenant and restriction assuring units re-
main affordable and for seasonal employees in perpe-
tuity.

H. Wastewater Management

As mentioned throughout this report, improved waste-
water treatment is a critical issue for both the downtown
and dock areas of Montauk. The East Hampton Town-
wide Wastewater Management Plan recommended com-
munity/neighborhood wastewater treatment systems to
serve areas with malfunctioning septic systems in Down-
town Montauk, the Dock area, Camp Hero and Ditch
Plains areas with transmission to and treatment at a Mon-
tauk Manor/Fire Department site. In July 2017, the Town
Board hired Lombardo Associates, who prepared the
wastewater management plan, to prepare a more focused
plan for advanced sewage treatment for the downtown
and adjacent areas. The project will include meeting with
property owners, preparing a boundary map of proper-
ties to be included, and research into available funding
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options.

Historically, one of the strongest objections to imple-
menting an advanced wastewater treatment system, other
than cost, has been the potential for undesirable growth.
However, by specifically designing the size, location and
boundaries of the wastewater treatment system to the
agreed upon, desirable plan for Montauk, the infrastruc-
ture will not have the built-in capacity to cause a growth
inducing impact. To assure community acceptance and
to be consistent with East Hamptons Comprehensive
Plan, the community wastewater system must be sized as
“growth neutral”. rather than a “growth inducing” plan.
However, a “growth neutral” plan does not mean no new
development or redevelopment. The Downtown Mon-
tauk Hamlet Plan depicts a phased approach to improve
coastal resiliency and overall functionality including:
strategic retreat, relocation, adaptation and infill develop-
ment with second story affordable apartments and some
seasonal employee housing.

Development of advanced wastewater treatment infra-
structure is also critically needed for water quality im-
provements and implementation of the Montauk Harbor
and the Train Station area plans. While these two areas
are not part of the initial phase under development for
Downtown Montauk, treatment capacity to handle the
waste from these two areas should be included as part of
the design.

|. Transportation and circulation

Implement circular shuttle bus service: Seasonal-
ly heavy traffic creates problems getting to Montauk and
getting around Montauk. The LIRR service is limited and
train station traffic jams at arrival and departure times
have reached critical levels. Managing seasonal traffic
congestion and parking is especially challenging because
downtown Montauk is an ocean beach destination as well
as a business area. Devoting too much land to parking
lots and road infrastructure would negatively impact
Montauk’s rural character and walkability. The traffic flow
and parking solutions proposed encourage walking and
support use of alternative transportation systems.

As part of the solution to help reduce traffic jams and
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parking shortages during the busy summer months, the
Town established a pilot free shuttle bus service operating
as a continuous loop between Hither Hills State Park, the
Downtown Area, the Train Station and the Dock Area in
the summer of 2017. The pilot project was a success and
the Town has continued the free shuttle bus service every
summer since.

Complementing the summer shuttle, the South Fork
Commuter Connection, a coordinated rail and bus sys-
tem, provides workers with a public transportation option
during peak commuting hours, year-round. The program
combines a series of new morning and afternoon trains
with Town sponsored commuter buses. Although the
LIRR has a Montauk stop, bus connections to Montauk
employment centers are provided from Amagansett Train
Station at the current time.

Downtown Montauk

1. Install Crosswalk warning systems: To improve
pedestrian safety and circulation, the Town secured New
York State grant funding to install enhanced motorist
warning systems at three crosswalk locations on Montauk
Highway:

o South Elder Street - 7-11 on north side, IGA on south
side

o West side of Carl Fisher Plaza
o East side of Carlo Fisher Plaza

Installation has occurred, but excessive signage and lights
associated with the crosswalks have been a concern to the
Town Board and Montauk citizenry. The signs have been
adjusted but as the lights are still problematic, the Town
Board has not accepted the project. The Town Board con-
tinues to work with the State to make adjustments to the
projects.

2. Improve vehicular circulation within the
Downtown area: To improve traffic flow and safety
within the Downtown area, the Concept Plan offers the
following suggestions for consideration. It is recommend-
ed that these concepts be reviewed, refined and adjusted

by a working group comprised of members of the Police
Department, Town Engineer, Planning Department, the
Citizen Advisory Committee, business owners and prop-
erty owners. Some of these ideas could be tried out on
a temporary basis using traffic cones and signage before
implementing a final plan. New York State Department of
Transportation approval will be required for any changes
to Montauk Highway..

o Make Carl Fisher Plaza one-way counter clockwise

« Remove on-street parking at certain intersections to
improve motorists’ sight distance. The corner of S.
Eton and S. Emerson is a key example of where this
recommendation would apply.

o Establish a taxi stand on the south portion of Carl
Fisher plaza

o Make S. Elmwood one way eastbound for the one
block between S. Emery St. and S. Embassy St.

o Make S. Emery St. one way south between Montauk
Highway and S. ElImwood Ave.

Improve signage for optimal placement, visibility and key
information. Installing beach parking and permit only
parking signage west of the beaches will help reduce traf-
fic entering downtown.

3. Construct roundabout at Old Montauk High-
way/Montauk Highway/Second House Road
intersection: During the summer season, the western
entrance to downtown Montauk experiences heavy traffic
congestion and backups. To help calm and improve traf-
fic flow, constructing a roundabout is recommended for
consideration at the Old Montauk Highway, Montauk,
Second House Road intersection. The roundabout would
also serve as a visual gateway to Montauk. Roundabouts
are designed to keep traffic moving but at a lower speed
than other types of intersections. An evaluation of traf-
fic volumes and patterns would help inform the design,
including the frequent turnoffs to S. Eton Street just east
of the intersection. Pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles
all would need to adjust to a new traffic pattern, which
might seem unsettling at first, but the design would in-

clude pedestrian crosswalks and designated areas for
bicyclists. The existing Right-of-Way properties contain
sufficient land area to accommodate the roundabout. Ap-
proval will be required from New York State Department
of Transportation and as Montauk Highway is listed on
the National Highway System, potential funding includes
federal as well as state and town programs.

4. Construct roundabout at South Essex/Mon-
tauk Highway: To complement the proposed round-
about on the west side of downtown, a roundabout is
recommended for consideration at the east side entrance.
A roundabout at South Essex Street and Montauk High-
way would be designed to calm traffic approaching from
and coming down the hill from the easterly direction and
provide safer pedestrian and bicycle crossings. In addi-
tion, constructing a roundabout in this location would
help to accommodate the gradual shift of development
away from the ocean proposed as part of the plan to im-
prove coastal resiliency. As with the westerly roundabout,
further study and evaluation is required. Approval will be
needed from the New York State Department of Trans-
portation and federal, state and town programs are po-
tential funding sources.

5. Improve pedestrian safety: Improved sidewalks,
lighting and crosswalks are needed to enhance pedestrian
safety and mobility. Similar to the recommendation for
improved vehicular safety, input from a working group
comprised of members of the Police Department, Town
Engineer, Planning Department, the Citizen Adviso-
ry Committee, business owners and property owners is
recommended. The development of a pedestrian safety
plan can be prepared as part of a cohesive downtown
streetscape plan or form based code addressing overall
design and layout features including street trees and oth-
er plantings, street parking, benches, bike racks, signage,
utilities, drainage and grading. It is noted that while im-
proved lighting and sidewalks are needed where there is
heavy foot traffic, protecting the rural landscape and dark
natural sky are key components of an acceptable plan.
Planning funding is available from NYS Local Waterfront
Revitalization grants.

6. Improve Bicycle Safety: Although all of Mon-
tauk Highway is a designated bike route, marked bicycle



lanes do not extend through the hamlet center. Creating a
shared use pedestrian bicycle path along the general align-
ment of the Paumonak Trail beginning at Second House
Road and extending easterly to where the trail meets the
Highway merits further evaluation although improving
or surfacing the Paumonak Path itself is not recommend-
ed. East and west of the hamlet center bike lanes can be
established on Montauk Highway. Alternatively, creating
safe buffered bike lanes through the center may be possi-
ble on Montauk Highway and Carl Fisher Plaza, with the
new one-way traffic flow proposed. Installing bike racks
in convenient locations is also recommended. Improving
bicycle safety can be part of an overall plan for improving
the hamlet eligible for NYS Local Waterfront Revitaliza-
tion grant funding.

Montauk Harbor

7. Construct roundabout at Flamingo Avenue
and West Lake Drive intersection: To help improve
safety for both pedestrians and vehicles at the overly large
Flamingo Avenue and West Lake Drive intersection and
to create a sense of arrival at the Harbor Area, construct-
ing a roundabout is recommended. Both Flamingo Av-
enue and West Lake Drive are Suffolk County roadways
and the project will require Suffolk County Department
of Public Works approval. Suffolk County and Town
funding would be required and private developers could
contribute funding to this project as development occurs.

8. Remove segment of West Lake Drive Loop
Road/ Develop Naturalized beach and mul-
ti-use path: The loop section of West Lake Drive, be-
tween Gosmans Dock and Soundview Drive, passes
undeveloped lots and, except for allowing trucks to turn
around, is not needed. The concept plan recommends re-
moving this segment of West Lake Drive, armored with
rocks along Block Island Sound, while at the same time
accommodating truck turn around through a reorganiza-
tion of the large parking lot across from Gosman’s dock.
The road removal will allow the formation of a natural-
ized bank and beach fed from an upstream feeder pro-
posed at the west jetty. The naturalized bank and beach
would work together to dissipate wave energy and down
drift erosion. The project would also provide recreation
and habitat enhancement opportunities including poten-

tial development of a multi-use path and a bathing beach.

The road removal will require Suffolk County Depart-
ment of Public Works approval. Reorganizing the traffic
circulation through the Gosman’s parking lot will require
approval and cooperation of the property owner. Crea-
tion of a naturalized bank and beach and a feeder beach
will require approval and coordination from the Army
Corps of Engineers, NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation and NYS Department of State. US Army
Corps of Engineers funding should be sought for crea-
tion of the feeder beach and creation of the naturalized
bank and beach.

9. Connectand develop waterfront boardwalk
path: The commercial docks have been identified as part
of East Hampton’s Critical Facilities and as bulkheads are
raised to protect the area from storm surges, connecting
the gaps in the waterfront boardwalk is recommended as
part of the development process.

Montauk Train Station

10. Institute interim traffic circulation plan at the
Train Station Parking Lot: Cars, taxis and buses crowd
the train station lot and the lack of a turnaround causes
circulation problems and added congestion. On an inter-
im basis, the train station parking lot could be restriped
or marked with cones to delineate a drop off, pick up and
turnaround area. Coordination between the Town and
LIRR will be needed but implementation of an interim
solution would require minimal funding.

11. Improve vehicular and pedestrian safe-
ty on County Road 49: The close proximity of the
Fire House to the train station and a popular nightspot
underscores the critical need for traffic calming and con-
trol on County Road 49. Concept plans for constructing
two roundabouts as a potential means to optimize traffic
safety, emergency vehicle response times and fire truck
maneuverability were rejected by the community and the
Town Board. Further study and evaluation of this area is
required.

12. Install bike racks, sidewalks and bike lanes
along Flamingo Avenue connecting the Dock,

downtown and station areas: Bike and pedes-
trian access from the Train Station to the docks and
to downtown along Flamingo Avenue is limited to the
road shoulder and is unsafe. Encouragingly, after the
first draft of this report was published, Suffolk County
awarded the Town a $400,000 Grant toward the crea-
tion of a multiuse path extending for 5,000 linear feet
from the LIRR station on Flamingo Ave. to the hamlet’s
downtown. While the path along Flamingo Avenue and
Edgemere Street has yet to be designed, it is envisioned
as a means of connecting the two points in order to safe-
ly promote alternative modes of transportation such as
cycling and walking as well as to enhance the South Fork
Commuter Connection. The Town can install bike racks
at the Station, Downtown and the Harbor areas.
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Action Plan Matrix

Recommendation

Type of Action

Responsible Entity

Time Frame

Potential Funding
Source

Continue to follow and implement 2005 Plan Policy TB, PB, ZBA, ARB On-going None required
Continue to implement amendments and coordinate with | Policy All Town Departments On-going None required
on-going plans and studies

Adopt Montauk Hamlet Plan as an addendum Local Law TB, PB, PD Short term 16

regarding Water Quality Improvements

Evaluate Long Range Resiliency Approaches

CARP Study/Program

owners, non-profit orgs,
SCDPW, NYSDOT

Require & enforce strict environmental, sustainability and | Code enforcement, zoning & TB, PB, ZBA, PD, NR, BI, CE On-going 16
energy standards for all new and existing development building code potential amend-
ments, development application
review
Forcefully continue to preserve ground and surface wa- Acquisition, Policy, Cluster Sub- | LAM, PB, PD, TB, CPF On-going 17, Private Land Trusts, Pri-
tershed lands, open space and historic properties divisions, CPF updates Committee, non-profit land vate property owners
trusts, private property
owners
Research methods to protect & enhance scenic vistas In-house study PD, TA, LAM Short Term 16
Implement, fund, collaborate and educate community Programs/Projects TB, NR, private property Continuous 4,5,6,7,8, 12,17 Private

Outside consultant, TB, NR,
PD

On-going

Property owners , non-profit
organizations

Already funded: 4 with Town
match

Phase 1 Strategic Retreat and Relocate Develop Voluntary Buy-out LAM, TB, PD, NR Short Term 17, 18, 19, 20, 21
Program
Phase 2 Respond and Adapt Develop TDR Local Law PD, NR, TB, TA (outside Short Term 4,9, 16
consultant)
Develop zoning & building code | CARP study, TB, TA, NR, PD | Short Term Already funded study: 4 with
updates Town match
Beach & dune nourishment CARP study, NYSDEC, NYS- On-going 20, Suffolk County
programs DOS, TB, TA, NR, PD, ACOE,
private property owners
Phase 3- Infill and Accommodate Develop Zoning Amendments outside consultant, TB, NR, | Short Term 4,9, 16
PD, TA
Raise Montauk Hwy NYSDOT RD input RD input
Develop feeder beach ACOE, TB, NR, PD Medium term 20
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Action Plan Implementation Matrix Legend

Responsible Entity Abbreviations Legend: ACOE =US Army Corps of
Engineers; AHDO= EH Affordable Housing and Development Office;
ARB=EH Town Architectural Review Board; Bl = EH Building Inspec-
tor; CE= EH Code Enforcement Office; HW=EH Highway Department;
LAM= EH Dept. of Land Acquisition and Management; LIRR= Long
Island Rail Road; NR= EH Natural Resources Department; NYMTC=
NY Metropolitan Transportation Council; NYSDEC = New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation; NYSDOT= New York
State Department of Transportation; PB= EH Planning Board; PD=EH
Planning Department; SCDPW=Suffolk County Department of Pub-
lic Works; TA= EH Town Attorney’s Office; TB=EH Town Board; TE=EH
Town Engineer; TT= EH Trustees; ZBA= EH Zoning Board of Appeals;

Potential New York State Funding Sources Legend: (1) NYS Com-
munity Block Grant Program; (2) New York Main Street; (3) Empire
State Development Strategic Planning and Feasibility Studies Pro-
gram; (4)Local Waterfront Revitalization; (5) New York State DEC/EFC
Wastewater Infrastructure Engineering Planning Grant Program; (6)
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Water
Quality Improvement Project Program (WQIP); (7) Clean Water State
Revolving Fund low interest loan program (CWSRF); (8) Environmen-
tal Facilities Green Innovation Grant (9) Sustainable Planning and
Implementation Climate Smart Communities Grant; (10) NYS Urban
Renewal; (11) NYS DOT; (11a) NYS Dormitory Authority

Potential Suffolk County Funding Sources Legend: (12) Water
Quality Protection & Restoration Program (13) Suffolk County De-
partment of Public Works

Potential Town of East Hampton Funding Legend: (14) Munici-
pal Bonds: General Obligation, Special Assessment Bonds, Revenue
Bonds, Double Barreled Obligations, Tax Increment Finance Bonds
(15) Fees-in Lieu of Parking (16) Annual Budget (17) Community Pres-
ervation Fund

Potential Federal Funding Legend: (18) Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality Improvement Program; (19) Federal Emergency Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program; (20) US Department of Agriculture Emer-
gency Watershed Protection Floodplain Easement Program; (21) Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Project ( FIMP); (22) National
Highway Performance Program; (23) Surface Transportation Block
Grant Program; (24) US Army Corps of Engineers



Recommendation Type of Action Responsible Entity Time Frame Potential Funding

Source Action Plan Implementation Matrix Legend

Raise Bulkheads and Buildings along the Harbor Development/redevelopment | Private, public property As properties rede- | Private property owners Responsible Entity Abbreviations Legend: ACOE =US Army Corps of
owners velop Engineers; AHDO= EH Affordable Housing and Development Office;
- - ARB=EH Town Architectural Review Board; Bl = EH Building Inspec-
Block Island Coastline E(:move segment of West Lake | SCDPW RD input 12 tor: CE= EH Code Enforcement Office; HW=EH Highway Department;
. LAM= EH Dept. of Land Acquisition and Management; LIRR= Long
Create a bank & beach ACOE, TB, NR, PD 21 Island Rail Road; NR= EH Natural Resources Department; NYMTC=
Create a feeder beach at West ACOE, TB, NYSDEC, NR, PD 21 NY Metropolitan Transportation Council; NYSDEC = New York State
Lake Jetty Department of Environmental Conservation; NYSDOT= New York
Create a multi-use path SCDPW, TB, TE 12,13 State Department of Transportation; PB= EH Planning Board; PD=EH
Gosman'’s Parking Lot Redesign to accommodate Private property owner, TB, [ Short Term Private, 4, 6, 8, 9 I?Ianmng Department; SCDPWzSUﬁOI!( County Department of Pub-
through traffic and improve PD PB TE lic Works; TA= EH Town Attorney’s Office; TB=EH Town Board; TE=EH
visual quality & stormwater' ’ Town Engineer; TT= EH Trustees; ZBA= EH Zoning Board of Appeals;
runoff control
- - - Potential New York State Funding Sources Legend: (1) NYS Com-
Cluster to High Ground Zoning Code Amendments/local | TB, PD, PB, TA, outside con- 4,9,10 . ) ) ) .
| - munity Block Grant Program; (2) New York Main Street; (3) Empire
aw sultan

State Development Strategic Planning and Feasibility Studies Pro-
gram; (4)Local Waterfront Revitalization; (5) New York State DEC/EFC

Raise infrastructure LIRR LIRR, 4, 9, 18, 19 Wastewater Infrastructure Engineering Planning Grant Program; (6)

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Water

R . R lity | t Project P WQlP); (7) Cl Water Stat
Alternative Implementation Techniques Qual y mprovemen. roject Program (WQIP); {7) Clean ? er >tate
— Revolving Fund low interest loan program (CWSRF); (8) Environmen-
Develop and adopt Overlay District Standards Local Law PD, ARB, TA, TB Short term 16 tal Facilities Green Innovation Grant (9) Sustainable Planning and
Develop and adopt a Form Based Code Local Law Outside consultant, PD, TA, | Short term 1,2,3,4,9 10, 16 Implementation Climate Smart Communities Grant; (10) NYS Urban
ARB, TB Renewal; (11) NYS DOT; (11a) NYS Dormitory Authority
Streetscape Improvements 1,2,4,14
- - Quality Protection & Restoration Program (13) Suffolk County De-
Develop & Adopt Shared Parking Regulations Local Law PD, TA, TB, PB Short term 16 .
partment of Public Works
Acquire and improve land for new and expanded Munic- | Direct Gov’t Action TB Short term 1,4,6,6,8,9,14
ipal lots Potential Town of East Hampton Funding Legend: (14) Munici-
Develop/implement Parking Management Strategy for Direct Gov’t Action TB Short term 2,4,8,9,10,14,15,16 pal Bonds: General Obligation, Special Assessment Bonds, Revenue
Municipal lot & on-street parking Bonds, Double Barreled Obligations, Tax Increment Finance Bonds
Evaluate/establish a Parking Management District Research/direct gov’t action TB, PD, Private property Short term 2,4,8,9,10, 14,15, 16 (15) Fees-in Lieu of Parking (16) Annual Budget (17) Community Pres-
owners ervation Fund
|Year Round Affordable Workforce Housing: [ [ [ Corgon Wi
Second Story Apartments in commercial zones Publlc outreach/promote exist- | TB, TA, PD, PB, AHDO, Short Term 16 Air Quality Improvement Program; (19) Federal Emergency Hazard
Ing program Chamber of Commerce Mitigation Grant Program; (20) US Department of Agriculture Emer-
Affordable apartments in residential zones Public outreach/promote exist- | TB, TA, PD, PB, AHDO,Cham- | Short Term 16 gency Watershed Protection Floodplain Easement Program; (21) Fire
ing program ber of Commerce Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Project ( FIMP); (22) National
Additional housing types- Research AHDO, PD, PB, TA, TB Short Term 16 Highway Performance Program; (23) Surface Transportation Block

Grant Program; (24) US Army Corps of Engineers
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Recommendation

Type of Action

Responsible Entity

Time Frame

Potential Funding
Source

Implement advanced wastewater treatment system for
downtown Montauk

Develop focused wastewater
treatment plan; develop infra-
structure

TB, NR, private property
owners, Business Associa-
tion and other stakeholders,
outside consultant (Lombar-
do Associates)

Single family homes in commercial districts- Local Law TB, TA, PB, PD, EHAHDO Short Term 16
On-site employee housing- Local Law TB, TA, PB, PD, EHAHDO Short Term 16
Temporary removable employee housing- Local Law TB, TA, PB, PD, AHDO Short Term 16
Mandatory employee housing Add’| research/Local Law TB, TA, PB, PD, AHDO Short Term 16
Seasonal Employee Housing Overlay District- Local Law TB, TA, PB, PD, AHDO Short Term 16

Short term- plan;
medium term- in-
frastructure

Study already funded by Town
Board; Infrastructure: 1,3, 5,
6,7,10,12,14,16,17

Implement advanced wastewater treatment system for
Montauk Harbor

Develop focused wastewater
treatment plan

TB, NR, private property
owners, Business Associa-
tion and other stakeholders,
outside consultant

Short- Medium
term

1,3,5,6,7,UR, 11,13,16

Implement advanced wastewater treatment system for
Train Station area

Publicize availability of Affordable Housing Credit Pro-
gram

Develop focused wastewater
treatment plan

Public outreach

TB, NR, private property
owners, Business Associa-
tion and other stakeholders,
outside consultant

PD, EHAHDO

Short Term

On-going

1,3,5,6,7,10, 12,14,17

16

Wastewater Management Implementation as listed
above

Implement circular shuttle bus service

Continue/expand existing pro-
gram

TB,

On-going

RD input

Install Crosswalk warning systems Project TB, NYSDOT Underway Funded
Improve vehicular Downtown circulation Capital Projects TB, TE, HW Short term 16
Construct Old Montauk Hwy/Montauk Hwy/Second Capital Project NYSDOT, TB, TE Medium term RD input
House Rd roundabout

Construct South Essex/Montauk Hwy roundabout Capital Project NYSDOT, TB, TE Medium term RD input
Study/install sidewalks- Study/capital project TB, NYSDOT, PD, TE,HW Short term 11, 14, 16,
Construct shared used path- Study/capital project TB, NYSDOT Medium term 11
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Action Plan Implementation Matrix Legend

Responsible Entity Abbreviations Legend: ACOE =US Army Corps of
Engineers; AHDO= EH Affordable Housing and Development Office;
ARB=EH Town Architectural Review Board; Bl = EH Building Inspec-
tor; CE= EH Code Enforcement Office; HW=EH Highway Department;
LAM= EH Dept. of Land Acquisition and Management; LIRR= Long
Island Rail Road; NR= EH Natural Resources Department; NYMTC=
NY Metropolitan Transportation Council; NYSDEC = New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation; NYSDOT= New York
State Department of Transportation; PB= EH Planning Board; PD=EH
Planning Department; SCDPW=Suffolk County Department of Pub-
lic Works; TA= EH Town Attorney’s Office; TB=EH Town Board; TE=EH
Town Engineer; TT= EH Trustees; ZBA= EH Zoning Board of Appeals;

Potential New York State Funding Sources Legend: (1) NYS Com-
munity Block Grant Program; (2) New York Main Street; (3) Empire
State Development Strategic Planning and Feasibility Studies Pro-
gram; (4)Local Waterfront Revitalization; (5) New York State DEC/EFC
Wastewater Infrastructure Engineering Planning Grant Program; (6)
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Water
Quality Improvement Project Program (WQIP); (7) Clean Water State
Revolving Fund low interest loan program (CWSRF); (8) Environmen-
tal Facilities Green Innovation Grant (9) Sustainable Planning and
Implementation Climate Smart Communities Grant; (10) NYS Urban
Renewal; (11) NYS DOT; (11a) NYS Dormitory Authority

Potential Suffolk County Funding Sources Legend: (12) Water
Quality Protection & Restoration Program (13) Suffolk County De-
partment of Public Works

Potential Town of East Hampton Funding Legend: (14) Munici-
pal Bonds: General Obligation, Special Assessment Bonds, Revenue
Bonds, Double Barreled Obligations, Tax Increment Finance Bonds
(15) Fees-in Lieu of Parking (16) Annual Budget (17) Community Pres-
ervation Fund

Potential Federal Funding Legend: (18) Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality Improvement Program; (19) Federal Emergency Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program; (20) US Department of Agriculture Emer-
gency Watershed Protection Floodplain Easement Program; (21) Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Project ( FIMP); (22) National
Highway Performance Program; (23) Surface Transportation Block
Grant Program; (24) US Army Corps of Engineers



Action Plan Implementation Matrix Legend

Recommendation Type of Action Responsible Entity Time Frame Potential Funding

Source Responsible Entity Abbreviations Legend: ACOE =US Army Corps of
Engineers; AHDO= EH Affordable Housing and Development Office;
Construct Flamingo Ave & West Lake Dr roundabout Capital Project NYSDOT, TB, TE Medium term RD input, 13 ARB=EH Town Architectural Review Board; BI = EH Building Inspec-
tor; CE= EH Code Enforcement Office; HW=EH Highway Department;

Remove segment of West Lake Dr. / Develop Naturalized | Study/capital project TB, ACOE, PD, NR, NYSDEC, [ Medium term RD input, 13, 21, o & y. P
Seedlh Al T EHUse e NYSDOS. outside consultant LAM= EH Dept. of Land Acquisition and Management; LIRR= Long
Z Island Rail Road; NR= EH Natural Resources Department; NYMTC=
Connect and develop waterfront boardwalk path Capital Project Public and private property [ Short term- contin- | Private property owners, NY Metropolitan Transportation Council; NYSDEC = New York State

owners ual

Department of Environmental Conservation; NYSDOT= New York

G T R, stte epartment ofTansportaton; P 4 Planning Board;PD=E5

Institute interim traffic circulation plan- Pavement Marking/signage TB, LIRR, Short Term RD input 15, LIRR Planning Department; SCDPW=Suffolk County Department of Pub-
lic Works; TA= EH Town Attorney’s Office; TB=EH Town Board; TE=EH

Town Engineer; TT= EH Trustees; ZBA= EH Zoning Board of Appeals;

Install bike racks, sidewalks and bike lanes along Flamingo | Capital Project TB, SCDPW, LIRR Short Term RD input, 13,
Ave

Potential New York State Funding Sources Legend: (1) NYS Com-
munity Block Grant Program; (2) New York Main Street; (3) Empire
State Development Strategic Planning and Feasibility Studies Pro-
gram; (4)Local Waterfront Revitalization; (5) New York State DEC/EFC
Wastewater Infrastructure Engineering Planning Grant Program; (6)
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Water
Quality Improvement Project Program (WQIP); (7) Clean Water State
Revolving Fund low interest loan program (CWSRF); (8) Environmen-
tal Facilities Green Innovation Grant (9) Sustainable Planning and
Implementation Climate Smart Communities Grant; (10) NYS Urban
Renewal; (11) NYS DOT; (11a) NYS Dormitory Authority

Potential Suffolk County Funding Sources Legend: (12) Water
Quality Protection & Restoration Program (13) Suffolk County De-
partment of Public Works

Potential Town of East Hampton Funding Legend: (14) Munici-
pal Bonds: General Obligation, Special Assessment Bonds, Revenue
Bonds, Double Barreled Obligations, Tax Increment Finance Bonds
(15) Fees-in Lieu of Parking (16) Annual Budget (17) Community Pres-
ervation Fund

Potential Federal Funding Legend: (18) Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality Improvement Program; (19) Federal Emergency Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program; (20) US Department of Agriculture Emer-
gency Watershed Protection Floodplain Easement Program; (21) Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Project ( FIMP); (22) National
Highway Performance Program; (23) Surface Transportation Block
Grant Program; (24) US Army Corps of Engineers
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Appendix A: New York State Grants and Programs

1. NYS Community Development
Block Grant Program:

NYS CDBG provides funds to small municipalities for
public infrastructure and affordable housing. At least 70%
of grant funds must be used to benefit low and moderate
income people. Priority consideration is given to pro-
posals which demonstrate they will advance downtown
revitalization through transformative housing, econom-
ic development, transportation and community projects
that will attract and retain residents, visitors and busi-
nesses — creating dynamic neighborhoods where tomor-
row’s workforce will want to live, work, and raise a family.

Fundable projects:

Public Infrastructure- Projects to repair, replace, expand
or construct new public infrastructure for: drinking wa-
ter, wastewater, flood control, stormwater drainage. An-
cillary public works components, not to exceed 10% of
total grant amount may include: sidewalks, streets, park-
ing, open space, and publicly owned utilities. Funding
availability for Towns: $750,000; Joint municipal appli-
cants: $900,000. No match required.

Community Planning: Activities involving communi-
ty needs assessments or preliminary engineering reports
for drinking water, clean water and/or stormwater needs.
Up to 95% of project cost can be funded with 5% cash
match required. Funding availability for Towns: $50,000.
5% match required.

Annual grant application through New York State Con-
solidated Funding Application

Additional Resources:

Office of Community Renewal at New York State Homes
and Community Renewal,

38-40 State St, Albany, New York 12207,

(518) 474-2057,
email HCR_CFA@nyshcr.org

http://www.nyshcr.org/ AboutUs/Offices/ CommunityRe-
newal/.

2. New York Main Street Program
(NYMS)

NYMS provides funds municipalities or non-profit or-
ganizations for Main Street and downtown revitalization
projects. A primary goal of the program is to stimulate
reinvestment and leverage additional funds to establish
and sustain downtown and neighborhood revitalization
efforts. Projects must be located in eligible target areas
defined by physical condition and resident income level.

Fundable Projects:

Building Renovation of mixed use buildings in target ar-
eas. Funding availability: matching grants up to $50,000
per building and up to $100,000 for renovation providing
direct residential assistance.

Streetscape Enhancement including street trees, street
furniture installation, and trash cans. Project must be an-
cillary to a Building Renovation Project. Funding availa-
bility: $15,000.

Downtown Anchor Projects funds to establish or expand
cultural, residential or business anchors that are key to lo-
cal downtown revitalization efforts. Funding availability:
Projects between $100,000 and $500,000, not to exceed
75% of total project cost.

Downtown Stabilization for environmental remediation
and other innovative approaches to stabilizing and devel-
oping downtown mixed use buildings. Funding availabil-
ity: Between $50,000 and $500,000 not to exceed 75% of
total project cost.

3. Empire State Development Strate-
gic Planning and Feasibility Studies
Program:

Program funding is available to municipalities for work-
ing capital grants of up to $100,000 each to support 1)
strategic development plans for a city, county, or mu-
nicipality or a significant part thereof and 2) feasibility
studies for site(s) or facility(ies) assessment and planning.
Projects should focus on economic development purpos-
es, and preference shall be given to projects located in
highly distressed communities. Any economic develop-
ment purpose other than residential, though mixed-use
facilities with a residential component is allowed.

4. Local Waterfront Revitalization

The Town of East Hampton has a successful track record
for obtaining funding from the NYS Department of State
Local Waterfront Division Program competitive grant
program available to Towns and Villages having an ap-
proved Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan (LWRP).

Geographic areas eligible for funding include the entire
hamlet of Montauk; Three Mile Harbor Accabonac Har-
bor, Georgica Pond, Wainscott Pond and a portion of
their watersheds. Funding is available through the fol-
lowing grant categories:

. Preparing or Implementing a Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program (LWRP)

. Updating an LWRP to Mitigate Future Physical
Climate Risks

. Redeveloping Hamlets, Downtowns and Urban
Waterfronts

. Planning or Constructing Land and Water-based
Trails Preparing or Implementing a Lakewide or Water-
shed Management Plan

. Implementing a Community Resilience Strategy

Funding availability: $15.2 million total for State- no in-
dividual project cap; 25% matching funds required

5. Environmental Improvements

New York State DEC/EFC Wastewater Infrastructure En-
gineering Planning Grant Program

The NYS Department of Conservation in conjunction
with the NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation of-
fers grants to municipalities to help pay for the initial
planning of eligible Clean Water State Revolving Fund
water quality projects. Municipalities on Long Island
with a population less than 50,000 and having a Mean
Household Income of $85,000 or less are eligible for up
to $30,000 to finance engineering and planning services
for the production of an engineering report (East Hamp-
ton Town complies with MHI criteria). 20% local match
is required.

Additional Resources

http://www.dec.ny.gov/pubs/81196.html or www.efc.
ny.gov/epg

6. New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation Water
Quality Improvement Project Pro-
gram (WQIP)

The Water Quality Improvement Project (WQIP) pro-
gram is a competitive grant program open to local
governments and not-for-profit corporations for imple-
mentation projects that directly address documented
water quality impairments or protect a drinking water
source.

The Department anticipates having up to $87 million
available for WQIP projects, including up to
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$1 million available for projects to abate nitrogen loading
in Long Island.

The Department may potentially receive additional fund-
ing for qualifying projects (e.g., wastewater treatment,
nonpoint source abatement and control, aquatic habi-
tat restoration) located in Nassau and Suffolk counties.
Should such funding become available, the Department
reserves the right to award funding for scored and ranked
projects, consistent with the method of award described
in this grant opportunity. In addition, the Department
may potentially receive additional funding for qualifying
beach restoration projects. Should such funding become
available, the Department reserves the right to award
funding for scored and ranked projects, consistent with
the method of award described in this grant opportunity.

Eligible Types of Projects
» Wastewater Treatment Improvement —

« Non-agricultural Nonpoint Source Abatement and
Control

« Land Acquisition Projects for Source Water Protection
« Salt Storage

« Aquatic Habitat Restoration

 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)

Wastewater Treatment Improvement - 15% lo-
cal match required

Projects to construct systems to serve communities with
inadequate on-site septic systems. Communities with
Inadequate On-Site Septic Systems projects listed in the
PWL as a source of impairment, having a completed san-
itary survey conducted by the Department of Health, or
listed in the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater
Plan will be given highest

priority. Applicants will be required to submit an engi-

neering report for the project with their application.
Maximum grant available per system is $5 million.

A-2  Town of East Hampton, New York

Projects to purchase and install equipment necessary to
meet Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements,
such as chemical addition and other techniques to remove
phosphorous or nitrogen before the water is discharged
from the plant. TMDL . Maximum grant available per fa-
cility is $1,000,000.

Contact
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Water, Koon Tang, (518) 402-8238

Non-Agricultural Non-point Source Abatement and
Control 25% local match

Non-Agricultural Nonpoint Source Priorities

o Decentralized Wastewater Treatment Facilities for Fail-
ing On-Site Treatment Systems-funding for construction

Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Ken Kosinski, (518) 402-8086

» Green Infrastructure Practice/Stormwater Retrofits- In-
stallation of stormwater retrofits designed to capture and
remove the pollutant of concern (POC) causing a water
quality impairment.

Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Ryan Waldron, (518) 402-8244

« In-Waterbody Controls for Nutrients-projects that re-
duce internal loading of nutrients (mainly phosphorus)
within waterbodies. For waterbodies experiencing inter-
nal nutrient cycling leading to excessive algae and plant
growth, low water clarity, and other water quality impair-
ments. Eligible

practices to address these issues include but are not
limited to: hypolimnetic aeration, hypolimnetic
withdrawal, and dredging.

Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Lauren Townley, (518) 402-8283
« Beach Restoration

The Department may potentially receive additional fund-
ing for qualifying beach restoration projects. Projects
may include, but are not limited to, porous pavement, bi-
oinfiltration/bioretention, rain gardens, stormwater tree
trenches, greenways, beach re-naturalization, beach sand
enrichment/nourishment, beach sloping/grading, con-
structed wetlands, or trumpeter swan or coyote decoys.

Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Karen Stainbrook, (518) 402-8095
o Other NPS Projects

All other nonpoint source projects that do not fall into
the above best management

practices will be considered under this section.
Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Jacqueline Lendrum, (518) 402-8086

Land Acquisition Projects for Source Water Protection-
25% match Protection of Groundwater Drinking Water
Supplies — Applicants can apply for funding to purchase
land or conservation easements adjacent to groundwater

wellheads actively used for public drinking water.
Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Jacqueline Lendrum, (518) 402-8086
Aquatic Habitat Restoration- 25% match

Connectivity Projects located in New York State:

Eligible applications must focus on work that improves
aquatic habitat connectivity at road/stream crossings
or dams, with the primary intent to improve the natu-
ral movement of organisms. There is a maximum grant
amount for this category of $250,000.

Contacts

Statewide Connectivity Projects:

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Fish and Wildlife, Josh Thiel, (518) 402-8978

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)- 25%
local match

Development of Retrofit plans for existing unmanaged
and/or inadequately managed

stormwater runoff to MS4s discharging to impaired wa-
tersheds with approved TMDLs

(MS4 General Permit Part IX). There is no maximum
grant amount for this category however typically grants
range from $20,000 to $400,000

Contact

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation

Division of Water, Ethan Sullivan, (518) 402-1382



7. Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF)

CWSRE, jointly managed by Environmental Facilities
Corporation and NYS DEC, provides low-interest rate fi-
nancing to municipalities to construct water quality pro-
tection projects including wastewater treatment facilities
and nonpoint source projects such as stormwater runoff
management. The program distributes over $1 billion an-
nually.

8. Environmental Facilities Corp. -
Green Innovation Grant Program

Funding Available: $15 million
DESCRIPTION:

The Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) provides
grants on a competitive basis to for projects that improve
water quality and demonstrate green stormwater infra-
structure in New York. GIGP is administered by the New
York State Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC).

Municipalities, private entities, state agencies are eligible
for funding of between 40% and 90% of project costs.
Projects selected for funding incorporate unique ideas
for stormwater management, utilizing green infrastruc-
ture design and cutting edge technologies.

Green Infrastructure Practices eligible for funding:

Bioretention, Downspout disconnection, Establishment
or Restoration of, Floodplains, Riparian buffers, Streams
or Wetlands, Green Roofs, Green Walls, Permeable Pave-
ments, Stormwater Harvesting and Reuse, e.g. Rain Bar-
rel and Cistern Projects, Stormwater Street Trees / Urban
Forestry Programs Designed to Manage Stormwater.

Contact
http://www.efc.ny.gov/gigp

9. Sustainability Planning and Imple-
mentation

Climate Smart Communities Grant Program

The Town of East Hampton is a Certified Climate Smart
Community. The Climate Smart Communities grant
program provides 50/50 matching grants to New York
State municipalities for implementation projects related
to flood risk reduction, extreme event preparation, and
reduction of vehicle miles travelled (VMT), reduction of
food waste, reduction of landfill methane leakage, and re-
duction of hydrofluorocarbons emissions from refrigera-
tion and other air conditioning equipment.

Fundable projects related to flood risk reduction include:

Increasing or preserving natural resiliency: Based on as-
sessment of projected future conditions, the construction
of living shorelines and other nature-based landscape fea-
tures for the purpose of decreasing vulnerability to the
impacts of climate change, and/or to improve or facilitate
conservation, management and/or restoration of natural
floodplain areas and/or tidal marsh systems that will need
to migrate as sea level rises.

» Relocation or retrofit of critical facilities or infrastruc-
ture: Based on assessment of projected future conditions,
the strategic relocation of climate-vulnerable critical mu-
nicipal facilities or infrastructure, and/or the retrofit of
critical facilities or infrastructure, for the purpose of re-
ducing future climate risks.

Contact:

Office of Climate Change,

New York State Department of Environmental Conser-
vation,

Office of Climate Change,
625 Broadway, Albany, NY 12233, 518-402-8448,
climatechange@dec.ny.gov.

10. NYS Urban Renewal

The New York State Urban Renewal Law is a program

designed to help municipalities eliminate or prevent
substandard, unsanitary or unsafe areas within a Town.
Using the authority granted by the law, East Hampton
Town has developed a program providing for the rede-
sign, rehabilitation, replanning, and improvement of
areas characterized by insufficient or inadequate roads,
parking drainage, sewage treatment, utilities, fire protec-
tion, drinking water and other public safety and environ-
mental standards. The Town has designated 65 Old Filed
Maps and the Three Mile Harbor Senior Citizens Trail-
er Park for Urban Renewal Treatment and the program
could be expanded to include additional areas such as the
Montauk Train Station

11. NYS Department of
Transportation

Through funds made available from the federal Fixing
America Surface Transportation Act (FAST), NYS DOT
provides funds to municipalities or non-profit organiza-
tions for transportation projects and programs as well as
projects which reduce congestion. To be eligible for fund-
ing, projects must be included in the State Transportation
Improvement Plan (TIP) and the New York Metropolitan
Transportation Council (NYMTC) Transportation Im-
provement Plan.

Programs with potential applicability to East Hampton
include:

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improve-
ment (CMAQ) - funding is available to support bi-
cycle, pedestrian, multi-use path, safe routes to schools,
streetscape improvements, scenic trails, and projects
which by reducing congestion, help to meet the Clean
Air Act standards. All of Long Island is an non-attain-
ment area with respect to ozone emissions, which renders
East Hampton projects which can reduce vehicle emis-
sions eligible for CMAQ funding. The program provides
up to 80% of project costs with a 20% project sponsor
match required.

National Highway Performance Program - pro-
vides funds to reconstruct, resurface, rehabilitate the
National Highway System, which includes Montauk
Highway.

Surface Transportation Block Grant Program-
provides funds for the Transportation Alternatives
Program, which supports bicycle and pedestrian im-
provement projects.
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LAKE MONTAUK WATERSHED

AHR

Continue to fund and expand the Town’s shellfish hatchery and seeding program. including eel grass protection and
restoration

Facilitate the protection and restoration of the eelgrass population

Expand shellfish seeding areas and install oyster reefs to protect and enhance the shellfish population in the watershed

Initiation of a leasing program allowing growers to farm shellfish and other marine organisms (clams. scallops. kelp)

Establish additional seagrass and seaweed grow out areas

Utilize existing public information documents available through Long Island Invasive Species Management Area
(LIISMA) group and Cornell Cooperative Extension to provide public information regarding the harmful effects of
invasive species

Provide wetland restoration and water quality improvements within the Lake by reconstructing the wetlands in Ditch
Plains to engineered wetlands planted with native species to provide for vegetative pathogen removal of waters seeping
from the Ditch Plains area

Consider the use of aeration systems in the lower portion of the Lake to promote growth of aerobic bacteria and
stunt/reduce growth of anaerobic bacteria (most pathogens are anaerobic).

PPP

Develop signage to inform the public regarding laws. public safety and human impacts to the bay

Develop a public outreach program to educate the public on the resources and importance of the Lake. organize
volunteer activities. and provide the public with “good housekeeping” tools

Seek local partners to fund the development of public education materials

Project Type Legend

WWT= Wastewater Treatment Project; NPS= Non Point Source Abatement and Control Project;
AHR=Aquatic Habitat Restoration Project; PPP= Pollution Prevention Project

Project Type Legend

WWT= Wastewater Treatment Project; NPS= Non Point Source Abatement and Control Project;

AHR=Aquatic Habitat Restoration Project; PPP= Pollution Prevention Project
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Project Type Legend

WWT= Wastewater Treatment Projects; NPS= Nonpoint Source Abatement and Control Projects; AHR=
Aguatic Habitat Restoration Projects; PPP= Pollution Prevention Projects
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1. Shared Parking: Definition

Shared parking may be applied when land uses have different parking demand patterns
and are able to use the same parking spaces/areasthroughout the day. Shared parking
is most effective when these land uses have significantly different peak parking
characteristics that vary by time of day, day of week, and/or season of the year. In these
situations, shared parking strategies will result in fewer total parking spaces needed
when compared to the total number of spaces needed for each land use or business
separately. Land uses often used in specific shared parking arrangements include
office, restaurants, retail, colleges, churches, cinemas, and special event situations.
Shared parkingis often inherent in mixed-use developments, which include one or more
businesses that are complementary, ancillary, or support other activities. General parking
lots and/or on-street parking that is available for patrons of nearby
businesses/commercial districts is another form of shared parking.

2. Intent of Ordinance

This section explains the regulatory background of federal, state and regional initiatives
for reducing parking. This ordinance is designed to help cities and counties meet these
objectives.

The State’s Transportation Planning Rule requires reducing vehicle miles of travel and
parking spaces per capita throughout the metropolitan area. Itis a means as a means
of responding to transportation and land use impacts of growth and providing other
alternatives to auto oriented trips. The Metro Growth Concept calls for more compact
development to encourage more efficientuse of land, promote non-auto trips, and protect
air quality by reducing vehicle trips per capita and parking spaces. Title 2 of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan, which is the mechanism for early implementation
of the Growth Concept, mandates new minimum and maximum parking ratios region
wide. In addition, the Department of Environmental Quality’s federally mandated Ozone
Maintenance Plan contains the Employee Commute Options rule requiring a 10%
reduction in employee vehicle trips for all employers with fifty or more employees at a
worksite

One of the strategies to achieve these objectives is to have more compact urban
development. This requires thateach use of land be carefully reviewed for more efficient
and complementary forms of development. Dedicated parking areas for individual uses,
especially when provided in new developments, can result in less efficient land usage,
lower floor to site area ratios. and more environmental/water aualitv impacts.

Excessive parking also has implications for other transportation modes. In areas where
transit is provided or other non-auto modes (i.e. walking and biking) are convenient, less
space devoted to parking allows better accessibility and mobility for all modes. Shared
parking is a strategy that can significantly reduce the amount of land devoted to parking
while providing a sufficient number of spaces and encouraging compact land
development.

3. Application of Shared Parking

This section defines when shared parking requirements would apply. Specific criteria are
proposed, which appear in bold, and it is infended that each jurisdiction consider what
values would be appropriate..

A. Applicants for new developments or significant redevelopment® of site(s) shall
examine the feasibility of using shared parking arrangements . (Significant
redevelopment could be defined as increasing building size or land uses so that the
site’s trip generation and/or parking demand would increase by a certain percentage
similar to (2) below.)

B. Shared parking arrangements shall be considered when the number of parking
spaces requested by the developer/applicantis more than 10* percenthigher or more
than 10* spaces higher than the minimum number of parking spaces required by
Code for a site, whichever is more.

Overall, jurisdictions may wish to consider the following:

1) In Central City, Town Centers, Regional Centers, Station Communities, and Main
Streets, particularly in areas designated Zone “A” in Metro’s Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan, the requirements for shared parking should be
more stringent* The intentis to maximizeefficient and complimentary land uses
in these zones.

2) In some situations, new land uses or redevelopment of sites could provide less
than the minimum code requirements of dedicated parking. This should be
allowed with the director’'s approval if they occur in business districts with
adequate parking supply and/or when the development is an ancillary use to an
adjacent major use where the patrons or users will be the same.

Factors evaluated to establish shared parking arrangements should include operating
hours, seasonal/daily peaks in parking demand, the site’s orientation, location of access
driveways, transit service, accessibility to other nearby parking areas, pedestrian
connections, distance to parking area, availability of parking spaces, cooperation of
adjacent owners).

* Terms, values, and criteria that need to be defined by the jurisdiction are marked
with an asterisk and are in bold text.
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4. Calculation of Parking Spaces Required with Shared Parking

This section presents a general descriptbn of determining the number of parking spaces
required with shared parking as well as a detailed sample calculation. A jurisdictionmay
want to include the example in their ordinance or as a reference handout.

The minimum number of parking spaces for a mixed use development or where shared
parking strategies are proposed shall be determined by a study prepared by the
applicant following the procedures of the Urban Land Institute Shared Parking Report,
ITE Shared Parking Guidelines, or other approved procedures. A formal parking study
may be waived for small developments where there is established experience with the
land use mix and its impact is expected to be minimal. The actual number of parking
spaces required shall be based well-recognized sources of parking data such as the ULI
or ITE reports. If standardrates are not available or limited, the applicant may collect data
at similar sites to establish local parking demand rates. If the shared parking plan
assumes use of an existing parking facility, then field surveys shall be conducted to
determine actual parking accumulation. If possible, these surveys should consider the
seasonal peak period for the combination of land uses involved.

The applicant shall determine the minimum number of parking spaces required for
shared parking arrangements or mixed use developments by the following the following
example procedures:

An example will follow each step based on a mixed-use development containing
a 40,000 GSF Office Building and a 5,000 GSF Restaurant. For all base code
requirements, Metro’s adopted Minimum Parking Requirements, from Table 2 of
the Growth Management Functional Plan are used. This example also relies on
the hourly parking demand rates for these two uses published in the ULI
Dimension of Parking Report.

Step 1. Determine the number of parking spaces that should be provided for each land
use separately in parking codes by multiplying the park code requirements by the
Gross Square Feet (GSF) of each individual use and then sum the results. That
is, parking required = parking rate x GSF of development.

Example: Referring to Metro’s rates, minimum parking requirement for offices is
2.7 spaces per 1,000 GSF, and for restaurants is 15.3 per 1,000 GSF.

Parking for offices = 2.7 x 40,000/1,000 = 108 spaces

Parking for restaurant = 15.3 x 5,000/1,000 = 77 spaces
Combined 108 + 77 = 185 spaces

C-2 Town of East Hampton, New York

Step 2. Based on the hourly variation in parking demand, determine the peak parking
demand for the combined demand of all the uses in the development.
Standardized data such as from the ULI Parking Report or the Study of Peak
Parking Space Demand performed in the metro Portland area for the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality should be used to estimate hourly
variations. Field studies can also be performed on similar land uses within the
jurisdiction to establish the hourly variation patterns. This analysis may be
needed for both weekdays and weekends, depending on the type of uses
involved, and may need to consider seasonal peak periods.

Example: Table 1 shows the various hourly parking demand rates for offices and
restaurants (columns 2 and 4) from ULI data. These rates were multiplied by GSF
of each development to determine the number of parking spaces needed each
hour during a typical weekday. The hourly parking demands for this example are
shown in Figure 1. Below is the combined peak parking demands for several
critical hours during the day:

Combined Demand for Office peak hour at 11AM:
Office= 3.0 spaces/1,000 GSF, Restaurant = 6.0/1,000 GSF
Combined Demand= (3.0 x 40) + (6.0 x 5) = 120 + 30=150 spaces

Combined Demand for Restaurant peak hour at 7PM:
Office= 0.2 spaces/1,000 GSF, Restaurant = 20.0/1,000 GSF
Combined Demand= (0.2 x 40) + (20.0 x 5) = 8+100=108 spaces

Peak Demand for Combined Uses at 1PM:
Office=2.7 spaces/1,000 GSF, Restaurant =14.0/1,000 GSF
Combined Demand= (2.7x40) + (14.0x 5)=108 + 70 = 178 spaces

Peak Hour Parking Demand for Combination of Uses= 178 spaces



Table 1: Weekday Hourly Parking Demand Ratios for Office Buildings

And Restaurants  (Source: ULI, Shared Parking , 1983)

Office Restaurant Total Spaces Needed to|
Parking Parking Meet Combined
Demand per 40,000 GSF Demand per | 5,000 GSF Demand
Hour of Day 1,000 GSF Office 1,000 GSF Restaurant

(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
10 AM 3.0 120 4.0 20 140
11AM 3.0 120 6.0 30 150
12 noon 2.7 108 10.0 50 158
1PM 2.7 108 14.0 70 178
2 PM 2.9 116 12.0 60 176
3 PM 2.3 92 12.0 60 152
4 PM 2.3 92 10.0 50 142
5PM 1.4 56 14.0 70 126
6 PM 0.7 28 18.0 90 118
7 PM 0.2 8 20.0 100 108
8 PM 0.2 8 20.0 100 108

Step 3. Compare the calculations of the two steps above, and the lesser of the two peak

parking demands shall be used as the minimum number of parking spaces that
need to be provided.

Example:
Minimum Parking Required by Metro Title 2 rates from
Independent calculations for two uses 185
spaces
Peak Hour Parking Needs with Shared Parking 178 spaces

Net Savings 7 spaces

Table 2 shows the above comparison as well as comparing the number of spaces
needed with shared parking with the number of spaces are allowed under Metro’s
Functional Plan’s Maximum Parking ratios for Zone A and Zone B. This
comparison reveals that a shared parking arrangement could save as many as
101 parking spaces. The effect of shared parking for this example is also shown
in Figure 1.

Table 2 — Combined Parking Requirements from Metro, Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan (11/96)

Office 40,000 GSF Restaurant 5,000 GSF Total Net
Metro Codes Code Req. Office Code Req. Restaurant | Total Required| Demand Savings |
Minimum 2.7 108 15.3 77 185 178 7
Maximum - Zone A 3.4 136 19.1 96 232 178 54
Maximum - Zone B 4.1 164 23 115 279 178 101

# of Spaces Required

300

275

250

225

200

175+

150

125+

100

75—

50—

25+

Figure 1 - Parking Comparison — Shared Parking Demand versus Code Requirements

Metro Maximum Parking - Zone B - 270

Metro Maximim Parking - Zone A - 232 Spaces

Metro Minimum Parking - 185 Spaces

W 5,000 GSF
Restaurant

m 40,000 GSF
Office

10 AM

11AM 12 noon

5. Distance to Parking Spaces and Pedestrian Connection Requirements

This section describes the maximum distances between land uses and parking spaces
that would make them eligible to be classified as shared parking spaces/areas.*

The closer shared spaces are to the land uses they serve, the more likely the
arrangement will be a success. Shared spaces for residential units must be located
within 300 feet of dwelling unit entrances they serve. Shared spaces at other uses must
be located within 500 feet of the principal building entrances of all sharing uses.
However, up to 20 percent of the spaces may be located greater than 500 feet but less
than 1,000 feet from the principal entrances. Clear, safe pedestrian connections must
be provided. Pedestrian should not be required to cross an arterial street except at a
signalized intersection along the pedestrian pathway. Up to 50 percent of nonresidential
spaces may be provided at greater distances if dedicated shuttle bus or van service is
provided from a remote parking facility.

* While each jurisdiction is responsible for defining and establishing their own criteria, the
following values in bold reflect the values in the majority of the ordinances that were reviewed
during this project.
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6. Captive Market Parking Requirements

This section sets criteria for the special situation where a use is ancillary to an
immediately adjacent larger business and is likely to generate little, if any, vehicle trips
or parking demand on its own during the peak periods.

For uses that are considered ancillary to a larger business, no additional parking may
be required. Examples of this case include a coffee or snack shop within an office or
hotel development, a copy/package store within a business park or redevelopment of
small retail uses in a large business district. Parking requirements for similar ancillary
uses may be reduced to account for the likely cross patronage among the adjacent uses
located within a maximum walking distance of 500* feet. Parking requirements may be
reduced up to 90* percent as appropriate.

7. Agreement Between Sharing Property Owners

For large shared parking arrangements, jurisdictions are encouraged to require formal
shared parking agreements that are recorded with the jurisdiction.

If a privately owned parking facility is to serve two or more separate properties, a legal
agreement between property owners guaranteeing access to, use of, and management
of designated spaces is highly recommended. (See Model Shared Parking Agreement)

8. Shared Parking Plan

A jurisdiction may require that a shared parking plan be submitted. This could be
included in the site plan and landscaping plan information most jurisdictions already
require for parking areas or as a separate document. If so, this shared parking plan
could include one or more of the following:

A. Site plan of parking spaces intended for shared parking and their proximityto land
uses that they will serve.

B. A signage plan that directs drivers to the most convenient parking areas for each
particular use or group of uses (if such distinctions can be made).

C. A pedestrian circulation plan that shows connections and walkways between
parking areas and land uses. These paths should be as direct and short as
possible.

D. A safety and security plan that addresseslighting and maintenance of the parking
areas.

Town of East Hampton, New York

Appendix B: Model - Shared Use Agreement for Parking Facilities

Effective:
This Shared Use Agreement for Parking Facilities, entered into this day of ,
, between , hereinafter called lessor and ,

hereinafter called lessee.

In consideration of the covenants herein, lessor agrees to share with lessee certain parking
facilities, as is situated in the City of , County of and State
of , hereinafter called the facilities, described as:

[Include legal description of location and spaces to be shared here, and as shown
on attachment 1.]

The facilities shall be shared commencing with the day of , , and ending

at 11:59 PM on the day of , , for [insert negotiated compensation

figures, as appropriate]. [The lessee agrees to pay at [insert payment address] to lessor by the
day of each month [or other payment arrangements].]

Lessor hereby represents that it holds legal title to the facilities
The parties agree:
1. USE OF FACILITIES

This section should describe the nature of the shared use (exclusive, joint sections,
time(s) and day(s) of week of usage.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

[Lessee shall have exclusive use of the facilities. The use shall only be between the
hours of 5:30 PM Friday through 5:30 AM Monday and between the hours of 5:30 PM and
5:30 AM Monday through Thursday.]

2. MAINTENANCE

This section should describe responsibility for aspects of maintenance of the facilities.
This could include cleaning, striping, seal coating, asphalt repair and more.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

[Lessor shall provide, as reasonably necessary asphalt repair work. Lessee and
Lessor agree to share striping, seal coating and lot sweeping at a 50%/50% split based
upon mutually accepted maintenance contracts with outside vendors. Lessor shall
maintain lot and landscaping at or above the current condition, at no additional cost to
the lessee.]



UTILITIES and TAXES

This section should describe responsibility for utilities and taxes. This could include
electrical, water, sewage, and more.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-
[Lessor shall pay all taxes and utilities associated with the facilities, including
maintenance of existing facility lighting as directed by standard safety practices.]

SIGNAGE
This section should describe signage allowances and restrictions.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-
[Lessee may provide signage, meeting with the written approval of lessor, designating
usage allowances.]

ENFORCEMENT
This section should describe any facility usage enforcement methods.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

[Lessee may provide a surveillance officer(s) for parking safety and usage only for the
period of its exclusive use. Lessee and lessor reserve the right to tow, at owners
expense, vehicles improperly parked or abandoned. All towing shall be with the
approval of the lessor.]

COOPERATION

This section should describe communication relationship.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

[Lessor and lessee agree to cooperate to the best of their abilities to mutually use the
facilities without disrupting the other party. The parties agree to meet on occasion to
work out any problems that may arise to the shared use.]

INSURANCE

This section should describe insurance requirements for the facilities.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

10.

-NO SAMPLE CLAUSE PROVIDED-

TERMINATION

This section should describe how to or if this agreement can be terminated and post
termination responsibilities.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

[If lessor transfers ownership, or if part of all of the facilities are condemned, or access
to the facilities is changed or limited, lessee may, in its sole discretion terminate this
agreement without further liability by giving Lessor not less than 60 days prior written
notice.

Upon termination of this agreement, Lessee agrees to remove all signage and repair
damage due to excessive use or abuse. Lessor agrees to give lessee the right of first
refusal on subsequent renewal of this agreement.]

SUPPLEMENTAL COVENANTS

This section should contain any additional covenants, rights, responsibilities and/or
agreements.

-NO SAMPLE CLAUSE PROVIDED-

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the Effective Date Set
forth at the outset hereof.

[Signature and notarization as appropriate to a legal document and as appropriate to recording
process negotiated between parties.]
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Model - Shared Use Agreement for Parking Facilities

This Shared Use Agreement for Parking Facilities, entered into this __ day of
: , between , hereinafter called lessor and
, hereinafter called lessee. In consideration of the covenants
herein, lessor agrees to share with lessee certain parking facilities, as is situated in the
City of , County of and State of ,
hereinafter called the facilities, described as: [Include legal description of location and
spaces to be shared here, and as shown on attachment 1.]

The facilities shall be shared commencing withthe _ day of , ,
and ending at 11:59 PM onthe __ day of : , for [insert negotiated
compensation figures, as appropriate]. [The lessee agrees to pay at [insert payment
address] to lessor by the day of each month [or other payment arrangements].]
Lessor hereby represents that it holds legal title to the facilities

C-6 Town of East Hampton, New York

The parties agree:

1. USE OF FACILITIES

This section should describe the nature of the shared use (exclusive, joint sections,
time(s) and day(s) of week of usage.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[Lessee shall have exclusive use of the facilities. The use shall
only be between the hours of 5:30 PM Friday through 5:30 AM Monday and between
the hours of 5:30 PM and 5:30 AM Monday through Thursday.]

2. MAINTENANCE

This section should describe responsibility for aspects of maintenance of the facilities.
This could include cleaning, striping, seal coating, asphalt repair and more.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[Lessor shall provide, as reasonably necessary asphalt repair
work. Lessee and Lessor agree to share striping, seal coating and lot sweeping at a
50%/50% split based upon mutually accepted maintenance contracts with outside
vendors. Lessor shall maintain lot and landscaping at or above the current condition, at
no additional cost to the lessee.]

3. UTILITIES and TAXES

This section should describe responsibility for utilities and taxes. This could include
electrical, water, sewage, and more.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[Lessor shall pay all taxes and utilities associated with the facilities,
including maintenance of existing facility lighting as directed by standard safety
practices.]

4. SIGNAGE

This section should describe signage allowances and restrictions.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-

[Lessee may provide signage, meeting with the written approval of lessor, designating
usage allowances.]



5. ENFORCEMENT

This section should describe any facility usage enforcement methods.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[Lessee may provide a surveillance officer(s) for parking safety and
usage only for the period of its exclusive use. Lessee and lessor reserve the right to
tow, at owners expense, vehicles improperly parked or abandoned. All towing shall be
with the

approval of the lessor.]

6. COOPERATION

This section should describe communication relationship.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[Lessor and lessee agree to cooperate to the best of their abilities
to mutually use the facilities without disrupting the other party. The parties agree to
meet on occasion to work out any problems that may arise to the shared use.]

7. INSURANCE

This section should describe insurance requirements for the facilities.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[At their own expense, lessor and lessee agree to maintain liability
insurance for the facilities as is standard for their own business usage.]

8. INDEMNIFICATION

This section should describe indemnification as applicable and negotiated. This is a
very technical section and legal counsel should be consulted for appropriate language
to each and every agreement.

-NO SAMPLE CLAUSE PROVIDED-

9. TERMINATION

This section should describe how to or if this agreement can be terminated and post
termination responsibilities.

-SAMPLE CLAUSE-[If lessor transfers ownership, or if part of all of the facilities are
condemned, or access to the facilities is changed or limited, lessee may, in its sole
discretion terminate this agreement without further liability by giving Lessor not less than
60 days prior written notice. Upon termination of this agreement, Lessee agrees to
remove all signage and repair damage due to excessive use or abuse. Lessor agrees
to give lessee the right of first refusal on subsequent renewal of this agreement.]

10. SUPPLEMENTAL COVENANTS

This section should contain any additional covenants, rights, responsibilities and/or
agreements.

-NO SAMPLE CLAUSE PROVIDED-

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the Effective
Date Set forth at the outset hereof.

[Signature and notarization as appropriate to a legal document and as appropriate to
recording process neqgotiated between parties.]

Please return to: Administrative Staff, Cary Planning Department, P.O. Box 2008, Cary, NC 27512-8005

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF WAKE

SAMPLE
Shared Parking Agreement

This Shared Parking Agreement (‘Agreement’) entered into this
200 __ by and between
and Parcel Identification Number (PIN) is
whose address is
(‘Lessee’).

day of ,

, whose address is :
(‘Lessor’) and :
, and Parcel Identification Number (PIN) is

1. To relieve traffic congestion in the streets, to minimize any detrimental effects of off-
street parking areas on adjacent properties, and to ensure the proper and uniform
development of parking areas throughout the Town, the Town of Cary Land
Development Ordinance (‘LDQO”) establishes minimum number of off-street parking and
loading spaces necessary for the various land uses in the Town of Cary; and

2. Lessee owns property at , Cary, N.C. (“Lessee Property’)
which property does not have the number of off-street parking spaces required under the
LDO for the use to which Lessee Property is put; and

3. Lessor owns property at , Cary, N.C. (“Lessor Property”)
which is zoned with the same or more intensive zoning classification than Lessee
Property and which is put to a use with different operating hours or different peak
business periods than the use on Lessee Property; and

4. Lessee desires to use some of the off-street parking spaces on Lessor Property to satisfy
Lessee Property off-street parking requirements, such shared parking being permitted by
the Town of Cary LDO, Section 7.8.3; and

5. Town LDO requires that such shared use of parking spaces be done by written
agreement.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the information stated above, the
parties agree as follows:
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1. SHARED USE OF OFF STREET PARKING FACILITIES

Per Section 7.8.2, Town of Cary Land Development Ordinance (Off-Street Parking Space

Requirements), Lessor is required off-street parking spaces and has existing
off-street parking spaces, which results in an excess of off-street parking spaces. Lessee
is required off-street parking spaces and has existing off-street parking spaces.
Lessor hereby agrees to share with Lessee a maximum of off-street parking spaces

associated with Lessor’s Property, which is described in more detail on Attachment 1, attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference (‘Shared Spaces’).

Lessee’s interest in such parking spaces is non-exclusive. The Lessee’s shared use of parking
shall be subject to the following:

[describe the time, days etc of the use and the nature of the shared use, limits on time
vehicles may be parked, etc.]
2. TERM
This Agreement shall be effective upon execution by both parties and shall be accepted by the
Planning Director and shall not be amended and/or terminated without written consent of both
parties and the Cary Planning Director, or his/her designee.
3. SIGNAGE
Directional signage in accordance with Chapter 9, Town of Cary Land Development Ordinance
and the written approval of Lessor may be added to direct the public to the shared parking
spaces.
4, COOPERATION
The parties agree to cooperate and work together in good faith to effectuate the purpose of this
Agreement.

5. SUPPLEMENTAL COVENANTS

No private agreement shall be entered into that overrides this agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the Effective Date Set

forth at the outset hereof.

C-8 Town of East Hampton, New York

(Lessor) (Date)
(Lessee) (Date)
(Planning Director) (Date)
COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me this day of , 20

(Official Seal)

Signature of Notary Public

COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me this

My Commission Expires

day of , 20

(Official Seal)

Signature of Notary Public

My Commission Expires



RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

(THIS SPACE IS FOR RECORDER’S USE ONLY)

Page 2 of 2 City of San Diego * Development Services Department « Shared Parking Agreement

SHARED PARKING AGREEMENT

This SHARED PARKING AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is entered into and effective 20 by and
between and the City of San Diego.

RECITALS
WHEREAS, pursuant to sections 142.0535 and 142.0545 of the Land Development Code, the City of San Diego specifies
criteria which must be met in order to utilize off-site shared parking agreements to satisfy on-site parking requirements.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the recitals and mutual obligations of the parties as herein expressed,
and the City of San Diego agree as follows:

1. the owner of the property located at agrees
to provide the owner of the property located at with
the right to the use of ( ) parking spaces from as shown on Exhibit A to this

Agreement on property located at

1.1 Applicant: Co-Applicant:
Assessor Parcel No: Assessor Parcel No:
Legal Description: Legal Description:

2. The parking spaces referred to in this Agreement have been determined to conform to current City of San Diego
standards for parking spaces, and the parties agree to maintain the parking spaces to meet those standards.

3. The Parties understand and agree that if for any reason the off-site parking spaces are no longer available for use by
will be in violation of the City of San Diego Land
Development Code requirements. If the off-site parking spaces are no longer available, Applicant will be required to
reduce or cease operation and use of the property at Applicant’s address to an intensity approved by the City in order to
bring the property into conformance with the Land Development Code requirements for required change for required
parking. Applicant agrees to waive any right to contest enforcement of the City’s Land Development Code in this man-
ner should this circumstance arise.

Although the Applicant may have recourse against the Party supplying off-site parking spaces for breach of this Agree-
ment, in no circumstance shall the City be obligated by this agreement to remedy such breach. The Parties acknowl-
edge that the sole recourse for the City if this Agreement is breached is against the Applicant in a manner as specified
in this paragraph, and the City may invoke any remedy provided for in the Land Development Code to enforce such
violation against the Applicant.

Continued on Page 2

4. The provisions and conditions of this Agreement shall run with the land for those properties referenced in paragraph 1
of this document and be enforceable against successors in interest and assigns of the signing parties.

5. Title to and the right to use the lots upon which the parking is to be provided will be subservient to the title to the prop-
erty where the primary use it serves is situated.

6. The property or portion thereof on which the parking spaces are located will not be made subject to any other covenant
or contract for use which interferes with the parking use, without prior written consent of the City.

7. This Agreement is in perpetuity and can only be terminated if replacement parking has been approved by the City’s
Director of the Development Services Department and written notice of termination of this agreement has been provided
to the other party at least sixty (60) days prior to the termination date.

8. This Agreement shall be kept on file in the Development Services Department of the City of San Diego in Project Track-

ing System (PTS) Project Number: and shall be recorded on the titles of those properties referenced
in paragraph 1 of this document.

In Witness whereof, the undersigned have executed this Agreement.

Printed on recycled paper. Visit our web site at www.sandiego.gov/development-services.
Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities.

Reset Button Page 1

DS-267 (03-09)

Applicant Deputy Director
Date: Business and Process Management, Development Services
Date:

Party/Parties Supplying Spaces

Date:

NOTE: ALL SIGNATURES MUST INCLUDE NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENTS PER CIVIL CODE SEC. 1180 ET.SEQ.

Reset Button Page 2
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Date Commenter |Subject/Summary [Comment Consultant Comment
12/6/2018 |Laura Tooman, Pres. |Water Quality and Supports general Vision of Plan. Not an Supports the Plan
CCOM Coastal Planning implementation or a retreat plan but a guide
for the future. Next step will be time
consuming & will require all players at the
table and more resources. Need to protect Date Commenter |Subject/Summary [Comment Consultant Comment
water quality and dune system in the mean 12/6/2018 [Kevin McAllister, Coastal Erosion Applauds Board for being on forefront of Generally supportive of the Plan.
time. Defend H20 climate change issue. Past 40 yrs. There was a
4" rise but next 40 will have an 11in. To 30 in
rise in sea level. Supports recommendation
12/6/2018 |Alison Branco, TNC [Climate change Commends Board on leadership on climate  |Supports the Plan for a feeder beach for west of Lake Montauk
Director of Coastal change issue. Planning for retreat is the only jetty with sand bypassing as a source of sand.
Programs sensible solution. Many details to work out. Fully supports strategic retreat and
TNC offers their assistance to the Town. adaptation for downtown through CPF and
TDR. Compatible beach sediments and issue
for nourishment. Offshore dredging will
12/6/2018 |Carl Irace, atty for  |Coastal erosion Concerned with Town Plans for public beach. |The Town Board will conduct additional and separate evaluation on an create a 100 acre hole. Increasing density
. . . . . - thru TDR will go well with Sewer District.
Defend H20 Disavows beach nourishment as inconsistent |erosion control district for Downtown Montauk.
with Comp Plan and LWRP. Opposes Erosion
Control District as it will commit public funds
to private interests and isn't good env..
Policy. Retreat is the only solution. 12/6/2018 |Ed Braun, Chairman |Supports plan and Supports the vision: recognizes its not an
CccoM moving forward implementation plan. Look at solutions as a
whole rather than individually.
12/6/2018 |Alan Axelwoods Beach Nourishment As a Coop Owner in Montauk Blue, taking The Plan does not recommend removal of the beach or access to the
away the beach is unacceptable and unfair.  |beach for property owners or the public. 12/6/2018 [Tom Muse Coastal Erosion The ACOE project took away 1/2 the Montauk|The next phases of the Montauk Hamlet Plan and companion studies
ACOE can fix the situation. Wants to stay Beach; unfair to spread out cost of replacing |will provide the detail needed for implementation.
involved. beach over a greater area such as proposed
Erosion Control District. Existing beach
conditions are dangerous with 15 ft. high
12/6/2018 |Glen Hall, Chair of |ADA compliance Expand the goals/tenet of the Hamlet Studies |Town Policy and the Plan are supportive of this goal. cliffs and no dry beach area conditions on a
and EH Disabilities Board to specifically include removal of existing weekly basis. Hamlet Report lacks detail.
12/3/18 barriers for people with disabilities Some of the relocation areas have already
letter throughout the Town as defined by ADA.

Accessibility and equal opportunity for all
should be incorporated into all Town
planning.

been developed residentially. Need to get
started immediately.

Page 1 of 35
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

12/6/2018

Chris Carillo,
representing
Surfside Estates

Coastal Erosion

The one deeded beach access for the 90
residential lot subd.. is gone as a result of the
installation of the Downtown Montauk
revetment and boardwalk. Dangerous
situation. Don't have time to wait to address
the erosion concerns, need to act now.

Generally supportive of the Hamlet Plan.

11

12/6/2018

Paul Fiondella

Climate Change

4th National Climate Assessment Report
reports climate change occurring faster than
previously projected. NE coast of US is a
experiencing some of highest rates of global
warming impacts. Nature report indicated sea
level is rising 8.2 ft. universally but 11 feet in
our area. Temp increase 1.5 deg. by 2030; 2
deg. by 2040. 1.5billion people will be
affected. can't just retreat, will need to go up.
Hamlet Study needs to incorporate more
updated Climate Change Science.

The best available science on climate change impacts were assessed at
the time of preparation of the Plan. Adjustments can be made as
further science and predictions are made.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

10

12/6/2018

Andrew Brosman,
Chairman Surfrider
Assoc.

Coastal Erosion

Commends Hamlet Study; encouraged by
concept of Managed Retreat. ACOE geotextile
bags exacerbated the erosion problems.
Existing conditions: There's no beach 6-8
months of the year until sand is trucked in
during Springtime. Creating tax district should
be limited to the oceanfront property owners
who will directly benefit. Shore hardening
structures exacerbate erosion. Need to act
quickly. Sea level is rising, seas are warming,
increase frequency of storms, greater erosion
occurring.

Generally supportive of the Plan.

12

12/6/2018

Bonnie Brady

Need more input from
year round people and
multiple issues

ACOE destroyed the beach. Montauk sick of
being a guinea pig. ADA requirement for
buildings important. NYSDEC must sign off on
sand procurement for beaches. Public
charrettes didn't get input from business
owners, moms, PTA, senior citizens,
yr.rounders. Montauk traffic can't be handled
by roundabouts except maybe at West Lake
Drive. Fire trucks can't maneuver
roundabouts. Pause study and get more
input.

See detailed response to letter from Bonnie Brady ( comment #22).

D-2
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

13

12/6/2018

Krae Van Sickle

Coastal Resiliency

Resilience Plan is needed. Sewage treatment
and beach replenishment are a waste of time
because of rapidity of change. According to
National Climate Assessment Report, this
region is susceptible to storms year round. It's
foolish to spend money on infrastructure and
sand for an area that will be wiped out.
Instead, use money to relocate businesses
and critical facilities to Firehouse area. Create
a microgrid for Firehouse area and locate
critical facilities in microgrid.

The best available science on Climate Change was used to prepare the
Hamlet Plan.

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

17

1/5/2019

Lisa Grenci

Opposes adoption of
Plan

a. Town Board should hold another hearing
not 2 weeks before Christmas and during
Yom Kippur

The Montauk Plan was first presented in June 2017, revised and
presented in February 2018. Public hearings on all 5 hamlet plans
were conducted between Oct 4, 2018 and Dec. 6, 2018 with
comments accepted on every hamlet during each of the hearings.
None of the hearings were conducted on Yom Kippur. The hearing
record was kept open for 30 days after the close of the Dec. 6, 2018

14

12/6/2018

Arden Gardell

Need to act now

Beach is eroding, change is happening, sewer
and sand districts are needed to pay for
solutions. Need conduct public education and
to work together.

Generally supportive of the Plan.

b.There are already 2 private sewage
treatment plants in Montauk that don't
receive sufficient effluent to operate
properly. Why should the 898 year round
families in Montauk pay for sewage
treatment for the downtown and Harbor area
establishments to operate for 4 months of
the year?

b.The Montauk Manor and Rough Riders sewage treatment plants are
seasonal, but according to the Suffolk County Department of Health
Services records, their average nitrogen discharges, biological oxygen
demand and suspended solids are lower than the state and standards.
These facilities achieve efficiency necessary to consistently operate at
the desired performance level. The need for sewage treatment for
downtown Montauk and the Harbor area exists independent of the
designs set forth in the Hamlet Plans. Further review, evaluation and
public participation of various funding mechanisms and designs for

15

12/6/2018

Katie Casey

Keep record open

Requested Board keep record open for
additional 30 days for comments on all
Hamlets.

Board agreed to keep record open for 30 days.

14

12/6/2018

Zach Cohen

Feeder Beach

Look up Sand Engine at University of
Delftland

Multiple coastal maintenance strategies will be evaluated in the next
phase of the Montauk Hamlet and CARP studies.

15

12/6/2018

Michael McDonald

Climate change

Town has come a long way in a short time but
Hamlet Studies need to have more emphasis
on resilience and better base in science. We'll
face sea level rise, king tides, big storms,
collapse of oil economy. Need to consider
economic realities. Look at gaps/solutions
with community input. Conduct simulations
for 5, 10, 15 years in future. Will have errors
of omission and commission. Town is on right
track.

The Hamlet Plan incorporated and the Climate Change data and
science available and promulgated by New York State, FEMA and
other agencies and organizations.

c.Regarding the three phase relocation of the
oceanfront hotels, co-ops and condominiums
the plan call for, not only is the price of
moving all of them into and around Main
Street and Essex Street astronomical (in the
Billions), they wouldn't fit , there is not
enough parking and the congestion in that
five block radius would be overwhelming.
Please provide a cost estimate in the Plan.

c.The Plan for downtown Montauk depicts a potential mechanism for
property owners to voluntarily relocate their businesses out of flood
and erosion zones. The Plan does not envision buying all the
properties along the ocean, but instead, offers a TDR Plan providing
business owners an option to re-establish their lodging facility
landward. Acquisition is proposed for the few businesses in the
"breach area" and several funding options, including federal, state and
local sources, are identified. Parking to accommodate the existing and
proposed relocated businesses is identified in the concept plan. As the
relocation plans are voluntary, no set cost estimate is provided.

d. | request that the Board or Consultants
provide the residents of Montauk with the
actual number of establishments that need a
treatment plans and who are in favor of
paying for it.

d. According to the Downtown Montauk Wastewater Management
Plan, approximately 155 (90%) of the existing 172 developed
properties have wastewater needs. Of these, approximately 113
properties are commercial properties that only have cesspools.
Federal law prohibited the use of cesspools, as of 2005, for properties
serving 20 or more people per day. Approximately 146 of the 172
developed properties have insufficient area on their property for
installing a code compliant wastewater system that protects public
health and environmental quality and complies with State and County
regulations, an off-site community solution is required for the

16

12/6/2018

Henry Uhlein

More time

Requested additional time to review report
and learn what's going on.

Hearing record was left open for an additional 30 days

e. In addition, there area already businesses
and/or residential houses located on the
properties being identified as relocation
spots!

e. The Concept Plan for Downtown Montauk recognizes and
incorporates the existing businesses and other land uses in the areas
proposed for relocation.

Page 5 of 35
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

h. In addition, the Plan calls for a major
transportation hub focusing on “multi-modal
service” to be located by the train station,
acquiring land from Rough Riders Condos, the
Arbor Restaurant as well as parts of
Flamingo/Edgemere Street. Ironically, the
Plan incorrectly identifies Fort Pond Road (in
front of the train station and Rough Riders
Condos) as Tuthill Road and Edgemere Street
as Manor Road. That is totally incorrect.

h. The road name will be corrected in the Plan.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Date Commenter [Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment

Lisa Grenci con't f. Are we to agree that the resorts are going  |f. The Concept Plan does not displace all the year round businesses
to move onto Main Street and into our with resorts. Instead, the Concept Plan depicts accommodating all the
existing downtown? What will happen to the |year round and seasonal development into a more concentrated core
establishments we rely on for year round area within the downtown. In this way, all of Montauk would be
necessities and that are already there? What |afforded greater protection from sea level rise and storms and the
if these properties don’t agree to sell to the |vitality of downtown Montauk would remain.
town? And where is the money coming from
if they do?
g. The Plan also proposes that all the g. Sea level rise and coastal models depict the area between Fort
establishments fronting on Fort Pond, from [Pond and the Atlantic Ocean as highly vulnerable to erosion and storm
Second House Road to the Harvest surge. The Concept Plan recommends the existing land uses within the
Restaurant be purchased and then removed |"breach" be acquired and relocated within the core area of Downtown
and turned into “Green Space” (the 7-11, Puff|Montauk. Depending on the funding mechanism, the remaining land
n Putt, the Gas Station, etc....all the can be used for parking or open space. The plan is consistent with
establishments on the north side of the sound planning principles.
pond). On the south side, everything from
the existing IGA, then east on South ElImwood
is also recommended to be purchased and
removed and those business’s relocated to
the “Mixed Use Infill” which is the already
existing downtown buildings. These
purchased properties will then be destroyed
and turned into “Green Space” and possible
parking areas. All of this is just absurd! And
the thought of the town buying all these
properties and then shoving their uses into
the existing Main Street area is surely poor
planning.

Page 7 of 35
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Lisa Grenci con't

i. The Plan also recommends erecting two
roundabouts on Flamingo/Edgemere Road:
One directly at the entrance and leading to
the Montauk Fire House and Play House entry
and the other one at the entrance to the
Train Station next to The Arbor Restaurant
(both within 100 feet of each other!). Just
imagine the chaos that would cause when the
train arrives and the Fire Department has an
emergency call! The entirety of the above
mentioned land for the transportation hub is
located below sea level and in a 100 year
Flood Plain and no increased development
should ever occur there. The train station
property is owned by the MTA and they
should be responsible for providing a
systematic entry and exit way as well as
parking for their buses and for taxis, not the
taxpayers of East Hampton.

i. While roundabouts can improve safety and efficiency in this area,
further study will be required to determine the best solution to the

multiple traffic issues in this area.
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

j.Regarding the Harbor area, | agree that a
roundabout would improve the traffic flow in
front of O’Murphy’s/Tipperary. | also agree
that that the Harbor should have a walkway
around the Lake that connects and runs from
Gosman'’s to Darenberg’s.

j. Supports the Plan.

k. 1 do not agree that the West Lake loop road
should be closed from the town owned
parking area aside Gosman'’s leading to the
old Blue Haven Motel. .

k. Further traffic analysis and coordination with County will be
required.

I I also have a big problem with the proposed
“Shared Parking”. The proposed Shared
Parking allows establishments that can’t
handle their existing parking needs to be able
to lease out other parking lots within
Montauk (i.e. late night bars and restaurants),
located away from their overcrowded
property for their benefit to provide parking
for their overflow of customers. Current
zoning laws require onsite parking for patrons
and that should not be changed unless the
objective is to allow overcrowding.

|. The shared parking options include safeguards to prevent
overcrowding and excessive development. Accordingly, shared
parking may not be suitable for all businesses and sites.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Lisa Grenci con't

m. In my opinion, all the objectives that the
Town Board is trying to achieve by retreating
the existing structures can be accomplish, and
| agree that we have to retreat. | just don’t
agree that it is my problem or that of anyone
else except the property owners in peril. But
the reconfiguration of our existing hamlet is
not acceptable. We all love what we have
and if Mother Nature works her hand, so be
it.

m.So noted

n. In closing, | do believe that the Town can
accomplish a plan that encompasses the
relocation of the imperiled waterfront
establishments. The Town owns the 30 acre
landfill on Montauk Highway. This land can
be reclaimed and re-used to establish a brand
new planned community (it should have been
reclaimed when Cathy Lester was Supervisor,
as she lobbied for but lost, for future town
use). Itis over 90 feet above sea level, offers
panoramic views of Fort Pond Bay, the
Atlantic Ocean and Downtown Montauk, can
accommodate a transportation hub with a rail
road spur, can provide investment
opportunities for multiple dwellings,
affordable housing, a supermarket, hotels,
restaurants, a walk able downtown, a sewage
treatment plan for the development and
much more. The Town can also offer the
transfer of development rights to the
retreating properties. Even if it cost a million
dollars an acre to reclaim the 30 acres, the
town with proper and new zoning
classifications for that area would more than
recoup its investment. Its way cheaper than
the proposed Plan currently presented to us,
and we can get rid of Dirt Bag Beach once and
forever

n. So noted

Page 9 of 35

18 |Date Commenter |Subject/Summary [Comment Consultant Comment
1/6/2019 |Ed Braun Supports Plan Hamlet study provides a future vision of an  [Supports Plan.
Economically, Environmentally Sustainable
Montauk critical to our well being. Objections
raised by a minority of citizens can be
addressed in next phases of process.
19 1/6/19 Jessica James Supports Plan a. Endorses moving forward with next steps |a. Supports study
email as suggested by the Hamlet Study

Page 10 of 35
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

b. Hopes that some day the shore hardening
structures along Soundview Ave. will be gone
either by sand replenishment, and/or jetty
replacement to allow sand bypassing

b. Supports concept set forth in Plan.

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

c. Supports mixed-use on Essex St. and other
areas close to business district. Supports
coastal retreat.

c. Supports recommendations of the Plan

d. Would like to see better designed, more
attractive motels. Recommends architectural
review supportive of the 5 or 6 existing
vernacular designs in Montauk.

d. The Plan recommends developing guidelines for architectural
review.

recommends burying power lines.

e. Supports recommendations of the Plan.

f.Supports traffic circles- they work!

f. Supports recommendations of the Plan.

g. Happy that the plan includes the Train
Station Area. There's a lot of potential for
improvement and redevelopment in this
area.

g. Supports recommendations of the Plan.

h. Recommends consideration of a new
vehicular transportation corridor along the rr
tracks.

h. This issue is beyond the scope of the Hamlet Plans.

22

1/4/2019
letter

Bonnie Brady

Don't move forward with
this Plan- get input from
year-round Montauk
residents

a. Due to the time of year the charrette
process was scheduled for in Montauk, the
public input provided a slanted view of the
needs of Montauk. Year-round residents
were working and couldn't participate.

a. It is difficult to find the perfect time for public meetings in Montauk
in particular, due to the heavy and seasonal work schedule of many of
the residents and business owners. The summer is extremely busy,
but during the winter, some seasonal business owners and residents
leave the are. Spring is busy with preparations for the season and the
fall is still busy. Two -day charrettes for Wainscott, East Hampton,
Springs and Amagansett were conducted in 2016 during the months
of May and June. Acknowledging the busy summer season, the
charrettes for Montauk were scheduled for September 14-17 2016.
They were not conducted during Labor Day weekend ( Sept. 2,3,5) or
Labor Day week. Four days of charrettes rather than 2 were devoted
to Montauk and meetings were held during the daytime, evenings
and on a Saturday. The meetings were covered by the local media.
There were continuous and multiple avenues to provide input and
obtain updates about the hamlet studies in addition to the charrette
process beginning with the March 15, 2016 kickoff meeting. The first
draft of the Plan was presented in Montauk in June 2017. The draft
report and presentation were made available on the Town's website
and the record was kept through the end of 2017. Extensive written
public comments were received from the Montauk CAC, the Montauk
Chamber of Commerce and other individuals. The comments were
reviewed, summarized and addressed in the next version of the Plan
which was presented and reviewed by the Town Board in May 2018.
Additional comments were received and reviewed by the Town

20 [1/6/19 Andrew Harris Plan preparation Supports Montauk Hamlet Plan and outlined |Supports adoption of the Plan. Board. Public comments on any of the 5 hamlet studies were accepted
email included extensive public |the 2.5 year public engagement process for b. No attempt was made to solicit input from: [b. See response to (a) above. There were multiple public meetings and
engagement process the plan. Montauk's Senior Citizens comprising 30% of |hearings conducted during the day, evening and on Saturday over a 3

Montauk's year-round pop.; the PTA or year period to maximize the public input opportunities from all
parents; the Fire Dept., or businesses. members of the public.

21 1/6/2019 |David Freudenthal [Supports plan and urges |Believes East Hampton has engaged in an Supports adoption of the Plan. - — -

adoption effective and extensive public review process. c. None of my comments about traffic made |c. Opposition to roundabouts has been noted and other traffic
during the charrettes were written down or  |measures are incorporated in writing in the Hamlet Plan.
incorporated.
d.Despite claims to the contrary from the d.Some Town Board projects, including the installation of the
Town Board, some implementation measures |crosswalk warning system were initiated before the Hamlet Studies
have already occurred, such as the began and were included as part of the Montauk Hamlet Plan. In
installation of the crosswalk warning systems. |addition to the hamlet study review and public comment period, the
There was not adequate opportunity for crosswalk warning system installations benefited from additional
public input on this project, a good example |agency review, separate funding and review. It would be difficult, if
of why the process must be paused. not impossible, for the Town Board to put all improvements for
Montauk on hold for the 3 year Hamlet study timeframe.
Date Commenter Subject/Summary [Comment Consultant Comment
Page 11 of 35 Page 12 of 35
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Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

e. Process needs to be more transparent.
CCOM was joint grant partner for the CARP
study and therefore their objectivity on this
study is questionable.

e. The process was completely transparent. Every individual, agency,
organization and group have been provided the same opportunities to
participate and provide comments.

k. Both the Downtown and Harbor area plans
must be approved by the Chamber of
Commerce and the Montauk Harbor
Association prior to any implementation to
retreat, relocate or relinquish.

k. The Town Board is conducting extensive public engagement and
outreach for the Hamlet Studies.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Bonnie Brady con't

f.The Montauk Study should not be accepted
or approved until further review and broad
acceptance by a majority of Montauk's year-
round residents.

f. The Town Board will make the decision on accepting the Plan if and
when they find it acceptable.

|. For example, the walking Tour and Visioning
workshop discussed making a continuous
boardwalk on the dock area without taking
into account that boats need to be hauled
out, something that can't be done with a
contiguous boardwalk.

i. The concept for a continuous boardwalk along the dock area is
already part of the Town Waterfront Revitalization Plan
recommendations. Future design of any such boardwalks would need
to accommodate the existing and future uses for boat hauling, fishing
operations and other uses.

g. All traffic items listed in the study should
not go forward without further review and
approval from the Montauk Fire Department
and Commissioners.

g. There will be additional review of all the recommendations,
including those pertaining to traffic by multiple agencies,
organizations and individuals. The concept plans are a starting point
for further discussion and analysis.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

h. Traffic circles have no place in any of the
locations suggested except for West Lake Dr.
& Flamingo Ave. In general, roundabouts
create more backups and headaches for year
round residents. The consultants did not fully
develop or research year round conditions
but only spent Memorial Day weekend in
Montauk and used that as the basis for their
decision making.

h.As stated in g above, there will be further review and evaluation of
all the recommendations in the report, including the roundabouts and
traffic recommendations. The consulting team has many decades of
professional planning, traffic and engineering experience in Montauk
and East Hampton in general. The traffic recommendations were not
based solely on one year's Memorial Day weekend conditions.

i. A 3rd crosswalk sensor is listed in the Plan
as to be installed on South Elder ST. between
the 7-11 and the IGA. Is this another traffic
decision that has been made without input
from Montauk's year round residents?

i. As mentioned, the Town Board commenced study and
implementation on the downtown Montauk crosswalks as a safety
measure separate from the Hamlet Study.

Bonnie Brady con't

m. Prior to any future retreat, relocate or
relinquish in Downtown Montauk, the Town
of East Hampton must fix the downtown
Atlantic Ocean beach first, through the
removal of the ACOE project and the geobags
and their construction grade sand, which
helped to perpetuate scouring of the beach,
and be replaced with appropriately matched
sand sediment grain size, and then through
offshore dredging and beach replenishment.

m. The ACOE FIMP project, the Montauk Beach Renourishment
Feasibility Study and other actions are being evaluated by the Town
Board concurrently with the Hamlet Plan. It is important to note that a
good deal more work, public input and evaluation is required before
any beachfront implementation, retreat, relocation or other actions
will be undertaken.

j. The recently installed street lamps lighting
Main St. from the entrance of the hamlet
near second house on the west to Martell's
and the Catholic Church on the east have
turned Montauk's downtown at night into a
stadium, contrary to the Town's night sky
policies.

j. The comment supports the need for the Town's Dark Sky Lighting
Policy to be applied to all projects and street lights.
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n. Portable seasonal housing, with dry toilets,
such as the “Kondo” that was hailed as a
workable solution for Montauk at the dock
area, is ridiculous. Montauk does not need to
be the guinea pig for bad ideas within the
Town of East Hampton. Seasonal housing
could be far better done in some sort of large
scale condominium type of complex similar to
those at the Montauk golf course, that could
be located in and near the landfill, with
shuttle buses taking employees to work. We
don’t need to create a portable Pottersville
within our hamlet. They could either be
closed in the winter or, If need be, the area at
the landfill could be then offered as seasonal
winter housing to those who chose to spend
only the winter in Montauk.

n. Many options are being considered to meet the year round and
seasonal housing needs of Montauk.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

0. Page 22 of the hamlet study takes a bit of
creative license in describing our
“Commercial and Industrial uses: The
major(?) commercial centers include the
Montauk Downtown and the Montauk Dock
Area. Montauk Downtown is one of the
highest-density commercial areas in the
town, with high rise buildings (we have one,
the Montauk Tower) and oceanfront motels
alongside one story and two story beach-
oriented retail stores and restaurants (We
have no two-story restaurants, and less than
a dozen two-story retail shops, most with
retail on the ground floor and apartments
above them.) Montauk Dock includes
restaurants and shops along with a working
waterfront.”

o. The statement that Downtown Montauk is the most densely
developed business area in East Hampton is true and does not rely on
creative license.

p. The desire to raise the train station and its
platform and turn the area into a “regional
transit hub” is ludicrous.

First, the train platform was already raised in
a major renovation several years back. There
has been no flooding in the area in the last 30
years. Even when Hurricane Bob came
thought in 1990, Navy Road was flooded for a
day, but the water did not reach the train
station. | know, | and John Mulligan of the
MFD were placed in charge of 3000 tourists
at the Manor. Secondly, due to its
configuration, any attempt to build up
commercially that area loses sight of the fact
that a traffic plan must be put in place first. A
roundabout will not work in the area because
of the fact that there is no through road so
eventually all will become gridlocked.
Working with the police department and local
taxi companies would be the best way to
facilitate how to best get in and out of the
area, and create a workable plan would work
best for all.

p. As mentioned, additional evaluation, public and agency input is
needed and anticipated before implementation. The train station area
in particular has multiple concerns which need to be further
evaluated. Future flooding of the Montauk Train Station area is
predicted by the FEMA maps and several sea level rise scenarios.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment
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Bonnie Brady con't

g.Year-round affordable, housing, both
rental, and affordable homes, must take
priority in Montauk. Small density, duplexes
and triplexes, two and three bedrooms,
placed in many small town owned 1/4-1/8
acre lots could be an easy solution to the
short term problem. Montauk has been
waiting 30 years for more housing. The
working year-round residents of Montauk
deserve a real solution, not empty promises.

g. Whereas business owners expressed the critical need for seasonal
worker housing, many residents opined that year round affordable
housing should be the priority. The Hamlet Plan provided
opportunities for both year round and seasonal affordable housing,
although noted that much more work, with the Town Housing and
Community Development Office is underway and will be required.

The Town Board should have a better feel for
what the people of Montauk need. The first
approach is to look into building an offshore
reef and when needed, dredging offshore to
supply sand as had been done for many years
in the past. There are parts of the dismantled
Tappan Zee Bridge that might be available.

The ACOE FIMP study evaluated multiple alternatives including hard
structures. The Hamlet Plan builds on the consensus reached in the
FIMP Study and the adopted policies of the Local Waterfront
Revitalization Plan.

r. There are probably about another 100
comments that could be offered if | had more
time, but the most important thing | can offer
is the request to stop moving forward with
the Hamlet study until a majority of year
round residents from Montauk can have the
opportunity to weigh in, whether it is through
some sort of interactive online survey,
smaller group meetings with the
demographic groups I've already discussed,
and more public meetings during the winter
during school periods, when the local year
round residents have the time in between the
busy summer seasons. The more eyes and
input on this study, the better.

r. The Town Board continues to accept comments on this plan and all
projects.

The idea of trying to push this on us at a
meeting in East Hampton rather than in
Montauk and at a time when both Christians
and Jews are having their holidays is short
sighted.

The Hamlet Plans have been under development for approximately 3
years.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

24

1/8/2019

Joe Dryer

Lack of Communication

Nobody knew the name of the report. There's
been a lack of communication between the
town Board and Montauk about this
important project.

The Hamlet Study is not a catchy title but the study has been
underway, with multiple opportunities for public involvement for
about 3 years. Extensive efforts have been made to publicize the
public meetings and hearings about the plans and additional efforts
will be made to broaden involvement. Meetings have been publicized
in the East Hampton Star, the Town website, the CAC meetings, the
Local TV station and by flyers posted on public buildings. In Montauk,
a Kick-off meeting was conducted in March 2016; public workshops
called charrettes were conducted between Sept. 14 & 17 2016.; a
draft report was presented in June 2017. The Town Board conducted
public hearings on the 5 hamlet reports during five public hearings
conducted between October 4 and December 6, 2018. The public

23

1/5/2019

Marshall Prado Moving motels is overkill

Opposes plan to move the motels off the
beach to S. Essex St.or some other area. It's
overkill and entirely undoable. The Motels are
the backbone of survival for most of Montauk
during summer months.

The draft Concept Plan offers a voluntary program enabling ocean-

fronting motel owners to relocate to the block immediately landward.

In the long term, after more sea level rise, additional room to
accommodate motel relocation is provided on S. Essex St. Motel
owners will not be required to relocate.

Page 17 of 35

Crosswalks & lights are
blinding and dangerous

Montauk experiences controlled chaos for 2
months each year. Without community
involvement, bright yellow signs have been
installed leading to the Downtown area and
lit crosswalks, which are blinding to drivers
have been installed. These are gaudy and East
Hampton wouldn't accept them, so why
should Montauk? Crosswalks for uneducated
pedestrians are more dangerous than no
crosswalks at all. The Citizens of Montauk
should have had something to say about this
project.

The lighted crosswalks in Montauk and Amagansett were installed
pursuant to a NY State grant, not as a result of the Hamlet Study.
Some of the signage will be removed once the project is fully installed.
The project was brought before the Montauk CAC and multiple Town
meetings for public review.
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Are these comments
being registered?

How are these comments being registered?
Will the public record be re-opened?

All comments including those submitted during the 1/8/19 Town
Board work session have been recorded and will be considered by the
Town Board. The process for re-opening the public hearing takes an
unanimous vote of the Town Board. Or re-noticing of the public

28 1/8/2019 |Lisa Grenci Read letter into the The multiple points raised in the letter are
record identified and summarized in the Montauk
Hamlet public hearing comment spreadsheet
Not her Vision for Worked on the 2005 Comprehensive Plan as [The Vision and lllustrative Plan does not depict more development
Montauk the Chairwoman on the Montauk CAC. The  |than already allowed by zoning, current laws and plans.
Vision put forth in this Hamlet Report is not
her Vision for Montauk. It calls for too much
development.
Requests another Another public hearing should be conducted |The Board will consider whether to conduct an additional public
hearing in May or June  [when Montauk citizens can attend- such as in |hearing.
May or June
29 1/8/2019 |Michael Nicolls Coastal erosion Speaker has a PhD in hydrogeology and grew |Jetties are hard structures built on either side of navigational
alternative up in Long Beach. Suggests jetties or groins  [channels. Groins, or hard shoreline structures built perpendicular to
be installed in downtown Montauk rather the beach contribute to down drift erosion and are contrary to the
than relocate motels. Installing groins/jetties |East Hampton's coastal policy as set forth in the East Hampton Local
will allow the sand to build up rather than get |Waterfront Revitalization Program.
transported down drift (west) along the LI
coastline. If placed correctly, won't need to
pump-in more sand on the beaches.
Date Commenter |Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment

Michael Nicholls
con't

A study conducted in the early 2000's by a
University of Florida group found that sea
level rise is nothing new, that it occurs every
couple thousand years and that CO2 levels
have increased a negligible amount. The way
to rebuild our beaches is to build jetties.

The report relied on information and data specific to New York, East
Hampton and Montauk. The ACOE 2014 Downtown Montauk
Stabilization Project reported there has been 44 feet of beach erosion
between 2000-2012 or 3 feet per year. According to the NY State
ClimAID 2014 report, Eastern Long Island can expect between 8" and
30" of sea level rise by 2050 and between 15" and 72" of sea level rise
by 2100.

Firehouse roundabout is [Firemen need to get out of the firehouse Studies show that roundabouts can reduce congestion and improve
abadidea quickly and any congestions could cost lives. |traffic flow for emergency vehicles. Never-the-less, the illustration
Why wasn't the fire district or fire chief depicting roundabouts in front of the Montauk firehouse have not
notified about this proposal? Roundabouts been well received by the public or the Town Board. More planning,
are inconsistent with the character of engineering and input from fire commissioners and the public will be
Montauk. conducted to further evaluation and improve traffic flow and safety in
this area.

25 1/8/2019 |Dick Monahan Poor Communications Serves as a member of the Montauk CAC but |The draft Hamlet Plan for Montauk, including the illustrations for
never saw the detail in the report. Was just  [roundabouts have been posted on the Town website since June 2017.
told last night about the roundabouts. Who is |The Town Board has not adopted any Hamlet Plans and no portion of
responsible for maintaining the Town the Plan has been finalized at this time. The Town Board is still
website? considering new comments submitted even though the public hearing
| was required to send notice to my neighbors|The Town Board has notified the public about the Hamlet Plan in
before | added onto my house. Isn't the Town |multiple venues: Town website, public hearing notices, East Hampton
morally if not legally responsible to inform Star, LTV, and CAC meetings. That being said, the Town Board will
the public before a project is implemented? |continue to seek and incorporate public comments on the Plans.

Implementation of any particular project is not contemplated at this
time. Before any projects move forward, additional public input,
involved organizations including the Fire Department and others will

26 1/8/2019 |Cathy Weiss No comments at this

time
Date Commenter |Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment
27 1/8/2019 |Bonnie Brady Submitted written see Public Hearing Comments matrix for
comments 11:52 PM on |[summary of written comments and brief
Friday- hopes they have |[responses
been read
What does RD input In the Action Plan Matrix for Montauk, RD The speaker identified an error in the matrix. Raising Montauk
mean input is written in the time framed for the Highway is likely to be a long-term project. Potential funding sources
recommendation to raise Montauk Hwy. would include: (18) Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
What does that mean? Improvement Program; (22) National Highway Performance Program;
Timing of the Charrettes [The public charrettes in Montauk were The 2-day charrettes for Amagansett, East Hampton, Amagansett and
offered the day after Labor Day, a busy week |Springs were conducted in May and June 2017.Rather than continue
for local business people. More year round the process into the busy summer season and the September 6, 2016
people should have input in the report. | Labor Day Holiday, the Montauk charrettes were conducted between
suggested to Lisa Liquori that she should go  |Sept. 14-17. Four days including weekdays, week day evenings, and a
to the PTA meetings, Fire Department Saturday morning were developed to Montauk due to the large area
meetings, senior citizens meetings. and amount of business development ( charrettes were 2 days for
each of the other Hamlets). During the preparation of the draft
Montauk Hamlet Plan, some of the meetings were conducted in the
Montauk Firehouse and others were in the Montauk Community
Page 19 of 35
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Speaker offered to contribute $100,000 as a
deposit for a study that would evaluate
installation of jetties/groins in downtown
Montauk.

ACOE in their FIMP study already evaluated installation of a groin field
in downtown Montauk. The Town has not looked favorably on the
installation of new groin fields for a variety of reasons.

Montauk Hamlet Plan Public Hearing and Follow up Comments Summary (prepared 2/22/19)

Groins would provide an economic benefit to
the community and would contribute to the
attractiveness of the area for surfing.

ACOE in their FIMP study already evaluated installation of a groin field
in downtown Montauk. The Town has not looked favorably on the
installation of new groin fields for a variety of reasons.

32 1/8/2019 |lim Grimes Need to combine broad |Broad brush planning techniques should be  |The Hamlet Study depicts one potential means to contend with
brush planning with applied to the immediate needs of Montauk. |coastal planning for downtown Montauk. The concept does not call
immediate needs There is the potential to loose downtown for the wholesale relocation of the motels out of the downtown area,

Montauk in any given year. Speaker doesn't |but instead, offers a plan to allow the ocean fronting motels to
agree with wholesale relocation of downtown |relocate landward and remain the most seaward development along
Montauk. This is not Connecticut. Sea level the ocean. Extensive additional planning and evaluation would be
rise has been going on for 20,000 years and  |required to move forward with this concept or any plans for coastal
will continue until next ice age. Doesn't agree |planning in Montauk. In the interim, the Town Board has
with jetty plan- Montauk is not Long Beach. |commissioned a Beach Re-nourishment Feasibility Study for
"Dirt bags " were just a band-aid, as indicated |[downtown Montauk to help investigate potential funding for a sand
by ACOE Much more sand is needed. only response. At the same time, the ACOE FIMP is now finalized and
calls for 450,000 cubic yards of sand to be pumped onto the local
beach initially and 400,000 cubic yards of sand every four years
thereafter. The ACOE sand plus the local match of additional sand
could help provide a short term response, to "stop the bleeding".
While these interim steps are being implemented, the Town has the
opportunity to plan a strategy for how to respond if the motels get
Townwide mailing It would take about $.05 per tax bill to add a [The Town Board is not legally allowed to include a flyer in the tax bills
should be undertaken flyer about the Hamlet Plans. Two additional |about other matters such as the Hamlet Plan. A separate Townwide
weeks for public comment at this point is not |mailing could cost approximately $10,000-$12,000 . The Town Board
enough. There should be an additional 60 - 90|will decide whether to reopen the hearing and/or conduct a
days. Townwide mailing.
33 1/8/2019 |Marshall Prado Montauk community Montauk is unique, and the community needs| There has been extensive public participation during the 3year

needs to be involved

to be involved with the Board. The
community has the answers. The Town Board
should have better feel for what the people
of Montauk need. The report contains a lot of
suggestions. Can't understand the report- you
need a PhD to read it. Montauk needs the
motels. Consider building an offshore reef.
Gov. Cuomo has pieces of the old Tappan Zee
bridge that might serve the purpose. Don't
force this on Montauk. Need an open dialog.

preparation of the Hamlet Plan for Montauk. The Town Board
welcomes the additional public engagement and participation offered
at this time and will consider all comments. Extensive written
comments have been submitted by the Montauk CAC, Chamber of
Commerce and members of the public. In addition to the written
version of the Plan, power point presentations of the Plan are
available on the Town website for the public to review.

30 1/8/2019 |Laraine Creegan, Is a done deal that the |Speaker questioned Councilman Bragman's  |Councilman Bragman clarified that in his opinion, the Hamlet Study
Montauk Chamber [Hamlet Study will be early statement will be adopted, but that first, the study will go through additional
of Commerce approved? review from the Planning Board and others. The comments will be
incorporated into the record and will be considered by the Board in
their deliberations about whether to approve, approve with
modifications or delay approval of the reports. Councilman Bragman
clarified that he was speaking for himself and not the Board as a
Will the comments be It would be helpful if the comments were The comments are organized according to speaker and Hamlet.
organized by topic? organized by topic.
31 1/8/2019 |Dan Stavola Just heard about the Speaker has lived in Montauk over 40yers. The Town Board and consulting team are appreciative that the public
study 6 weeks ago Received 12 copies of tax bills. How come he |is interested in participating in the study. All comments are being
didn't get notification about this study? Who [considered, regardless of when they are submitted.
watches LVV? Doesn't feel he should be
required to buy the EH Star to know what is
happening.
Cost of Study How much does the Hamlet Study cost? What|The Hamlet Study is ongoing. It is expected to cost the approximately
happened to the Horne Rose Study? $300,000 in outside consulting fees. The Horne Rose Study was
conducted in 2003. It was never adopted.
Why doesn't the Town Board get 5 or 6 The Town Board and consulting team are interested in hearing from
people from Montauk to give their input? all members of the public and the business community. It would be
very difficult to choose just 5 or 6 people to represent all the views of
Date Commenter |Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment
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34 |1/8/2019 |lessica James Supports the Plan Speaker is a year-round resident and Supports the Plan. 36 |1/8/2019 |John Murray Requirement for raising |Will the Plan require to raise the bulkheads in [The Harbor Area Plan identifies the Docks and fishing support
participated in the 3 yr. preparation of the bulkheads the Harbor Area ? If so, will it be considered [structures as Critical Infrastructure. Overtime, as improvements are
Hamlet Plan. Supports the process which new construction? made, it is anticipated that property owners will need to raise their
included word of mouth, attending CAC bulkheads to protect their property from storm surges. The Town has
meetings, reading the newspaper. The Plan is not developed legislation to implement the regulatory aspect of this
the continuation of a vision statement
articulated may years ago. 37 1/31/2010 |Paul Monte, Town of|Don't rush into adopting |Ask for public comment period to be re- The Town Board continues to accept and consider all public

East Hampton all or part or opened for additional 30 days, based on comments.
Business Committee [recommendations. recent increased interest by many Montauk
Chairman residents as expressed in 1/8/19 Town Board
Work session
Two top priority action |Recommends reinforcing and confirming in  |These recommendations will be considered; priority action items have
Date Commenter Su bject/Summary Comment Consultant Comment items the Study and Comp Plan that the 2 top not yet been established. However, both beach re-nourishment and
35 1/8/2019 |[Henry Uhlein Requests additional time |Lifelong Montauk resident; got an education |Board continues to consider all comments submitted. priority action items for Downtown Montauk |wastewater treatment are the topics of separate and on-going studies
today listening to the other speakers. are:1) Beach Replenishment and 2) which continue in a parallel with the Hamlet study.
Requests Board give the community an Wastewater Treatment.
additional 90 days to comment.
Speaker has no agenda, no love of the ocean- |The Hamlet Study depicts one potential means to contend with
fronting motels but believes they are an asset |coastal planning for downtown Montauk. The concept does not call
to the community. Don't blame the motel for the wholesale relocation of the motels out of the downtown area,
owners for the erosion. If we retreat, where |but instead, offers a plan to allow the ocean fronting motels to
does it end? Conducted a web search and relocate landward and remain the most seaward development along Date Commenter Subject/Summary Comment Consultant Comment
found no communities that had retreated but [the ocean. Extensive additional planning and evaluation would be Don't adopt downtown | Do not adopt a downtown Funding and implementation for beach re-nourishment is continuing
many that had employed sand required to move forward with this cancept or any plans for coastal reconfiguration or reconfiguration/retreat strategy for downtown Montauk through 2 on-going efforts: the ACOE FIMP
replenishment. Sand won't stop the tide but  |planning in Montauk. In the interim, the Town Board has managed retreat recommendation into the Comprehensive project and the Beach Re-nourishment Study. Before a strategic
will help. commissioned a Beach Re-nourishment Feasibility Study for Plan! The Board must undertake a much retreat plan can move forward, extensive additional research and
downtown Montauk to help investigate potential funding for a sand more vigorous examination of the overall evaluation is required.
only response. At the same time, the ACOE FIMP is now finalized and economic, legal, and community impacts that
calls for 400,000 cubic yards of sand to be pumped onto the local this strategy will have if adopted. The
beach. Thfe ACOE sand plus the local m::tch of additionlal s‘?nd cc.)uld immediate impact of accepting this strategy
help provide a short term response, to "stop the bleeding". While as part of the Town's vision, prior to
these interim steps are being implemented, the Town has the understanding it's effects, can be catastrophic
opportunity to plan a strategy for how to respond if the motels get to the Montauk community and the Town.
The Harbor Area Plan calls for the taking of ~ [The Plan does not propose the taking of private property. The
private property- this is not fair and speaker |lllustrative Plan for the Harbor Area depicts a Vision for
not willing to give up his motel property. How |redevelopment including new and relocated roads, workforce
will you put a road in the proposed location |housing, resort development, a feeder beach, commercial fishing - - - - — — -
without taking his property? Doesn't make support development, marinas and boatyards and more. The Plan is 38 1/21/2019 |Thomas V. Walsh Plan for Downtown a.The Planis uto@an and can lonly be realized f’a. While thg Plan is intended t(? be asplratlionAaI rather than a blueprint,
sense. Smells a rat. Never judge a man by his |not a blueprint dictating what will get built, but a concept showing through.ex-traordmary aggressive it does not involve an"‘aggresswe approprlatlf)n of Qroperty by Fh?
actions but by his motives. what could be possible if the area is planned together. appropriation of property by the Town. Town". The Plan provides property owners with option to remain in
downtown Montauk and relocated to less flood prone locations.
Page 23 of 35 Page 24 of 35
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b. This new downtown will have far fewer
hotel rooms, restaurants, bars, stores, and
the other pillars of our tourist economy- thus
will be less commercially viable.

b. The Plan does not eliminate or reduce the number of existing
businesses but provides an option for business owners to relocate
and remain in downtown Montauk.

c. We already have a comparatively modest-
and workable- plan in place, but its
implementation has been delayed again and
again.

c. It seems the writer is referring to coastal erosion and the plan for
beach nourishment. By way of comparison, the lllustrative Plan for
Downtown Montauk and the Hamlet Plan in general address a
multitude of planning concerns raised by the public including traffic,
affordable housing, streetscape, parking, lighting as well as coastal

k.Moreover, the Report still calls for ongoing

beach nourishment at South Essex, to "feed" |of an overall strategy to address coastal erosion in downtown

the beach to the west, using the physics of
littoral drift. But that won't start until the
hotels have been removed.

k. As stated above, the plan recommends beach nourishment as part

Montauk.

Coastal Erosion Plan

d. The coastal erosion proposal requires
forced relocation. There is simply no way for
the market itself to arrive at this result.

d. The coastal erosion plan is proposed as a voluntary option for
business owners to relocate and remain in downtown Montauk. A
proposed TDR zoning program and a voluntary buyout program are
potential implementation tools offered in the plan.

e.The report doesn't mention what happens
to the current owners of the designated
destination areas.

e. The current owners of the designated destination areas or receiving
zones will have the opportunity to redevelop their properties at a
higher density that zoning allows by incorporating the development

f.You can't "relocate" beachfront hotel to an
inland location.

f. By removing the oceanfront motel after the development rights
have been transferred, the more landward properties will in fact
become the beachfront properties.

I. Isn’t it obvious that the beach nourishment
plan would be worthwhile now? Without

the disruption, construction, and extensive  |erosion as well as transportation, housing, streetscape, parking and
litigation that will follow implementation of |other planning concerns.

this plan? Beach nourishment on a level
acknowledged by all to be necessary is
continually being put on the back burner... is
that in the hopes that the condition of the
beach becomes too far gone to save, and thus
forcing a ‘retreat’ by landowners?

I. As stated, beach nourishment is recommended. The Hamlet Plan
provides concepts and tools for additional consideration for coastal

g. The "relocated resort use" areas are
inadequate in size to accept these businesses.
Furthermore, they include the least desirable
areas of town.

g. The lllustrative Plan depicts and increase in density in a smaller core
area of downtown Montauk which is capable of accepting all the
existing development from the sending zones. As the existing
beachfront motels are removed, the new hotels built inland will
become beachfront property. The development opportunities shown
along the northern side of Montauk Highway are on high ground with

h. Businesses will be displaced for affordable
housing.

h. The lllustrative Plan accommodates affordable housing in addition
to existing businesses through an increase in density in the core

i. It appears there will also be less beach
parking as well- another critical tourism
feature.

i. The plan does not call for less beach parking.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Thomas V. Walsh
Con't

j. | can understand the criticism of beach
nourishment if it is only for a few oceanfront
hotels. But that's not the case. The proximity
of the hospitality industry and the beach here
in downtown is an iconic part of the Montauk
experience- it benefits all.

j.The plan recommends beach nourishment as part of an overall
strategy to address coastal erosion.

m. If indeed, the hotels along the beach
become untenable, won’t they simply leave
of their own accord? If the Atlantic makes this
decision for them (and we do not know that it
will happen or when it will happen), we won’t
need the strong arm of the government
moving people and businesses around like
Rubik’s Cube. Alternatively, if the hotels
become a public risk, they can be condemned
through due process, similar to what has
happened to several beachfront homes on
Fire Island, post-Sandy. If that extreme action
becomes necessary, it can

be done without disrupting the whole hamlet.

m. As stated, the Illustrative Master Plan is not a plan for forced
managed retreat. The Plan puts forward options for existing
businesses to relocate and remain in downtown Montauk.
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Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Thomas V Walsh
con't

n. By the way, the progression of the maps on
pages 66-68 of the report appear to accept
that Montauk Highway will be virtually
breached from the north by Fort Pond, and
Kirk Park will apparently become an ocean
inlet from the south. Long Island has been
eroding since the glaciers left their moraines.
The Fort Pond corridor is a gap in the hills,
and will eventually be breached, making
Montauk an island. But when? The beach at
Kirk Park is quite stable. Are we supposed to
disrupt our lives now to accommodate a
geologic event that may not occur for a
hundred years? A thousand years?

n. The Plan relies on the best scientific data and predictions available.
According to the New

York State ClimAID 2014 report, Eastern Long Island can expect
between 8” and 30” of sea level rise by 2050 and between 15” and
72" of sea level rise by 2100.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Plan for the Harbor Area

0. The continuous boardwalk from Gosman's
to Flamingo Ave. could be beneficial. The
continuous boardwalk from Gosman'’s to
Flamingo Avenue could be beneficial. It could
create new commercial opportunities — if the
added pedestrian traffic, maintenance, and
security concerns are acceptable to the
property owners. To the extent it brings the
public into a commercial fishing area, it might
be counterproductive. The business operators
should make this determination, not the
Town.

0. The concept for a boardwalk in this area is already part of the
adopted Town Waterfront Revitalization Plan. Additional public input
and input from property owners will be obtained before
implementation.

Thomas V Walsh
con't

r.Dead-ending the road at the Inlet parking
lot is a very bad idea. The plan calls for
increased usage of the area by residents and
tourists (there’s even mention of a
supermarket in the full Study), but requires a
U-turn at Gosman’s — already the busiest
attraction in town. Eliminating the
Soundfront road will make Wells Avenue a
busy street, and will also make Soundview
Drive a through street to avoid traffic — totally
out of character for Culloden.

r. Comment noted.

p. The roundabout is not necessary. A four-
way stop sign would be inexpensive and
would solve the problem.

p. Many members of the public support the conversion of this
intersection to a roundabout.

g. The designation of areas as a “working
fishing village” and “fishermen’s housing” is
extraordinarily paternalistic. Further, much of
this area now is occupied by restaurants and
other commercial enterprises.

g. Many members of the public were concerned that the fishing village
character of the area is threatened. The need for fishermen's housing
and affordable year round housing was articulated during the public
meetings.

Thomas V Walsh
con't

s. The Hamlet Report is an interesting
exercise, but it suffers from too much
thought. We ave an erosion problem. We
can’t prevent it. We can nourish our beach
repeatedly. Or we can let nature take its
course, and the affected businesses — really
only a few — can deal with it on their own.
Why do we need a program of change that
will disrupt everyone? Some modest
guidance is needed by the public sector, but
with some parameters, the private sector will
self regulate for the most part.

s. Natural forces will shape the future of downtown Montauk
regardless of whether the Town has a Plan in place. The Hamlet Study
gives the community the opportunity to plan its future.

D-14  Town of East Hampton, New York
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39

2/11/2019
letter and

Steve Kalimnios, VP
Royal Atlantic Beach

Don't adopt the study as
written; conduct

a. Economic impact analysis- Conduct an
economic impact analysis examining the

a. The lllustrative plan for downtown Montauk depicts an approach to
allow downtown Montauk to remain a unique ocean fronting resort

f. He ran a few numbers and determined the
plan would mean a $3 to 4 hundred million
annual loss. Jay Fruin says that projection is
low.

f. Further study will be required. It is possible that continued coastal
erosion could cost more than a no action plan.

40

2/19/2019

Pricilla Dunne,
General Manager of
Montauk Blue

Don't adopt the Montauk
Plan yet

Hotels fuel the business economy. Last year
revenues were down 3% overall. Conditions
are challenging. There's no employee
housing. Many potential customers called to
ask if they were open. Organized the Beach
Preservation Committee. Beautiful beaches =
beautiful Montauk. There's no critical need
for the Hamlet Study, like there is for
restoring the beaches. The Town needs to
build community trust before going forward
with any plans.

The Town is committed to continuing to work with property owners,
businesses and the community.

speaker at |Resorts additional studies. impacts of the proposed loss of hotels, and year round business community. During the public charrette
2/19/19 Disappointed the restaurants, residences, supermarkets, gas process, several other alternatives were offered including moving the
Town Board meeting is being held stations, infrastructure, jobs, taxes and downtown to the closed landfill site, or to Camp Hero. In constrast to
work today. revenue that have been deleted from the these more drastic options offered, the Hamlet Plan offers an
session map of Montauk. Aso examine how those alternative to keep downtown Montauk largely in its existing,
losses would impact the remaining oceanfronting location while greatly improving coastal resiliency. The
businesses, services, home valuations and drawings depict how all of the existing and currently allowable density
jobs from charter boats, retail, contractors, |could be accomodated in a central core area within the existing
restaurant staff, administrators, musicians, |downtown. If the community agrees with this concept, extensive
etc. additional analyses will need to be conducted, examinining potential
ecomomic and other impacts.
Steve Kalimnios, VP b. A feasibility study- Conduct a feasibility b. As indicated, if the community decides to move forward with the
Royal Atlantic Beach study to analyze and evaluate whether the concept plan incorporating TDR and buyouts to improve coastal
Resorts con't retreat plan is (1) technically feasible (2) resiliency, additional studies and evaluations will need to be
feasible with the costs associated (3) feasible |conducted.
to the degree of achievability- what statistical
measurement or percentage may be saved
and relocated without impact (100%, 75%,
50%, 25%, 10%).
Date Commenter [Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment

Steve Kalimnious, VP
Royal Atlantic Beach
Resorts con't

d. Communication- The Town should directly
contact the affected property owners to
inform and discuss the potential changes and
explain step by step how the Town has
determined these properties would achieve
this dream or survive.

d. The Plan does not envision forcing any property owners to
participate., but offers alternative tools for property owners to
relocated out predicated potential flooding and erosion areas. Never-
the-less, the Town is committed to involving all affected property
owners and businesses.

e. Inconsistency- The study makes very real
assumptions without the benefit of
supporting data. The Hamlet Study proposes
in Phase 2 to relocated oceanfront hotels
more landward, then in phase 3 shows those
same hotels partially gone or gone
completely. Study also shows 40 unit hotel
combined with 100 unit hotel relocated and
reduced to 75 units (46% loss of density).

e. Phase Ill anticipated continued beach and land erosion, and
provides for the relocation of motels to higher ground. The mechanics
and densities of the potential TDR program have not been developed.
At this point, the Plan offers TDR as a concept.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment
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41

2/19/2019

Ed Braun, Chairman
of CCOM. CAC
member, Montauk
resident

Develop a process to
move forward

Montauk Hamlet Plan is an imperfect
document but it's a starting point. Combine
the report with the right process, the right
issues, and focused committees to get it
adopted. Town has already started this
process with Beach Preservation Committee
and Sewerage Committee. Also need a
downtown Montauk committee. Charge each
committee with the task of further evaluating
one specific issue, give them the necessary
resources, management, staff, engineers, etc.
and a timeline to get it done. For hotel
owners, we need to define a TDR plan now,
not when there's 4 - 6 feet of water in the
lobby. It needs to be a collaborative effort
between the Town Board, Montauk residents,
Business community, environmentalists.
Collaborative efforts are contact sports but
must start today- don't delay.

The Town is committed to continuing to work with committees

c.The Downtown Retreat/Reformulation
recommendation should not be adopted at
this time but should be assigned to a newly
formed committee to analyze the idea and
understand all of the options available to
protect our downtown in the future as well as
the ramifications of each. The committee
should be formed quickly and should
consisted of Town Personnel and downtown
Montauk stakeholders, outside experts to
assist with the economic impact analysis
which has not been done.

c. The Town continues to work with and develop committees.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

42

2/19/2019

Laraine Creegan, Ex.
Director Montauk
Chamber of
Commerce ( letter
and speaker)

Urged consideration of
4 Points regarding
Montauk Hamlet Study.

a. There's no urgency to adopt the Montauk
Hamlet Plan in its current form into the
Comp. Plan

a. The Town Board is reviewing the Plan.

b.If warranted, certain acceptable elements
of the Study can be adopted and moved
toward expeditious implementation, i.e.
Beach Renourishment and Preservation,
Wastewater treatment, creation of a sidewalk
from the Train Station to the Town, etc.

b. It is true that adopting the entire Plan is not a pre-requisite for
moving forward on certain elements. However, adopting a Plan is
helpful in obtaining outside grant funding and coordinating the Town's
viewpoint with outside agencies and the public.

d. Premature adoption of the extreme retreat
strategy will be devastating to Montauk's
economy and the entire local community.
People's jobs, property values and quality of
life are all at stake if we move forward
without a thorough review of the needs of
our community and the viable options
available to address them. A thoughtful and
well-planned strategy of resilience for the
future, starting with the immediate re-
building of our beaches is what's needed to
protect the residents of Montauk and to
ensure Montauk's continued reputation as a
premier oceanfront tourist destination.

d. Further study and evaluation will be conducted before a strategic
retreat plan can be considered for adoption.

D-16
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43 |2/19/2019 |Lou Cortese, Ditch [Adopt the Plan The 2005 Comp Plan and the Hamlet Plan are |Supports adoption of the Plan. Priorities already b. The Town has already Identified priorities [b. The Montauk CAC and others have identified priorities.
Plains Assoc. & not very different, major difference is in the identified and the community has agreed to serve on
Montauk resident amount of development that has occurred. committees. While there is community
Plan states these are only recommendations concern about "formal adoption" certain
but there's still public confusion. Potential elements have already been agreed upon and
remedy would be to include a clear disclaimer committees have been formed to move
in the report- not in the Q & A but in the forward. Additional help will be required for
report itself. Don't search for unanimity but some aspects that are complex.
go forward with this Plan.
c. Can't stop now- need to continue. Need to |c. Supports adoption of the Plan.
adopt a plan and further refine.
44 2/19/2019 |[Bonnie Brady Town should take a It's important for the Town to take a pause. [The Town has conducted a completely open process allowing all
pause The idea of committees is good but if the citizens, businesses, property owners to participate on equal footing. 47 2/19/2019 |[Kirby Marcantonio, |[Study is a substitute for [The study would make radical changes to The Illustrative Master Plan offers a workable concept to improve the
members are hand-picked, that's a problem. [No one group has undue influence. Montauk Life code enforcement Montauk. It takes an academic approach and |walkability, reduce traffic congestion, improve parking conditions,
CCOM doesn't have the same viewpoint as instead of planning views relocating properties as if they were on |improve aesthetics and improve coastal resiliency. It is not a response
Montauk as a whole. Don't rush into a monopoly board. It proposes relocating or |to the overcrowded conditions from a few years ago.
something half baked. removing 500 motels, out of a total of 3,000
which is drastic. SCDHS won't allow the
relocation proposed. There's no vacant land,
45 2/19/2019 |[Paul Monte Supports beach a. Reconfiguring downtown Montauk has a. Additional study and evaluations will be required before moving relocation isn't feasible. Study began? few
. Lo , . . years ago when Montauk was operating at
preservation, series impacts. There's too much at stake &  |forward with a strategic retreat plan. -
. full tilt, and study responds to those
wastewater treatment, [too much unknown for a community as well ! o
. . . X conditions. Code enforcement not planning is
employee housing but  |as a business perspective. Economic and
. - . . needed to handle those problems. This study
rest of plan not ready, its |feasibility studies are important pre- X i R
- is better suited to a master's thesis than a
premature. requisites.
Town Plan.
b. Comp Plan is a blueprint for zoning. Once |b. The Plan is not a blueprint for zoning, but offers a concept for
Plan is adopted, all development applications |allowing downtown Montauk to improve coastal resiliency while
will be reviewed through the lens of the remaining along the ocean.
study. Never heard of something being taken 48 2/19/2019 |Bill Aiken Allissues are negotiable |The study is just a skeleton. All the chapters |Supports adoption of the Plan.
out once its in a Plan. are yet to be written , which should be done
by the residents, Town, businesses,
Date Commenter  |Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment consultants. Some existing parts will remain,
. - - some will be eliminated. The public will be
Paul Monte con't c. Committee work is welcome. §
the editor.
46 2/19/2019 (Laura Tooman, CCOM has no formal a. CCOM has participated in the planning a. No one group or individuals have had special access to the

Cccom

stake or undue influence
in the study

process along with all of Montauk.

consulting team or the process.
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Date Commenter |Subject/Summary |Comment Consultant Comment
49 2/19/2019 |Andy Harris, Montauk CAC has been |The Montauk CAC is the largest of the Town |Supports adoption of the Plan.
Montauk CAC actively involved since CACs and is comprised of a diverse group of
the beginning of the members including local orgs., business
process owners, fire department members, realtors,
Chamber of Commerce, Ditch Plains res. Etc.
The CAC has been actively involved. Urges
Town Board to move forward with the 9 point
rider (FAQs)
50 2/19/2019 |Terry Bergen, Senior Citizen Advocate |Suggests consideration of creating a Senior  |So noted.
representing seniors Citizen advocate.
51 2/19/2019 |Patricia Scott Can parts of the plan be |a. There are some aspects of the Plan that all |a. The Town Board is in the process of reviewing the Plan and deciding
adopted? agree on- i.e. roundabout by the docks ; but |[what should be included.
not downtown Montauk Plan. Need to
conduct an economic impact plan first
Townwide mailer b. Town should send out a Townwide mailer |b. The Town Board will consider various means to obtain public input.
listing point by point the various aspects of
the Plan
Navy Road waterfront c.During the charrettes, she mentioned the |c. The flood zones and flood potential of the Navy Rd. area are
properties problems with waterfront properties on Navy |included in the existing conditions of the report, but the
Rd. but nothing has been addressed. recommendations focus on the business areas. Future assessment of
flooding and erosion will be conducted by the Town in the CARP and
52 2/19/2019 (Lou Cortese ( 2nd Adopt the Plan with a Board is not adopting specific proposals; the |Supports adoption of the Plan with a disclaimer.
time) Disclaimer report contains suggested recommendations.
The recommendations are not set in stone.
Adopt the report with a definitive disclaimer
53 2/19/2019 (Steve Kalimnios (2nd| Not speaking for the a. Andy Harris was not speaking for the entire |a. So noted.
time)* entire CAC CAC
Imperfect Study b. Lou Cortese implies the study is imperfect. |b. The Town Board is reviewing the Plan and all the comments.
Why adopt an imperfect study?
Page 35 of 35
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Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

General Public Hearing Comments on Hamlet Plans (prepared 2/21/19)

12/18/2018

Debra Foster

more specific and
clarified in order to
ensure that board
members consistently
uphold the goals of the
Comprehensive Plan,
Zoning Code and Special
Permit regulations and
their pledge to protect
the health, safety and
quality of life of our
residents and visitors.
The following specific
standards to the Zoning
Code should clarify the
above adopted goals and
be discussed, modified, if
necessary, and adopted
before we lose our
valued community
character.

a. Coverage: Reduce the percentage of
coverage allowed in all zoning districts.
Currently, new construction appears massive
in scale. Setbacks, and the pyramid law are
sorely inadequate. Examples are the large
size and mass of the Home Goods store
(17,000 sq.ft. and 100 car parking lot) that is
50 out - of - scale with surrounding
commercial and residential sites at the
gateway to East Hampton, the under
construction huge two-story Damark's
building that is just 2 INCHES to groundwater,
and proposed cell tower in Springs
surrounded by wetlands and abutting small
residential lots and a wooden church built in
the 1800’s.a.

a. Reducing building coverage on an individual lot may frustrate implementation of
some of the Concept Plans which depict plans for parking, pedestrian paths and
building coverage that crosses lot lines. Evaluating coverage restrictions should be part
of the future implementation component.

Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Debra Foster con't

application has received a preliminary
majority verbal agreement and/or written
conditional or final approval from the Planning
and/or Zoning Board(s) but has not met all the
conditions of approval, or received a building
permit or made any improvements on the
site, and then comes back to a Planning
and/or Zoning Board for a request for change
of use or modification that changes the size,
height, appearance, location and mass of the
proposed structures must submit a new
application, new SEQRA designation, and new
special permit application, if applicable. (Note:
this regulation also applies to the ARB.)

c. These and other policy changes for development approvals should be considered by
the individual review Boards ( Planning, Zoning, etc.)

D. COMIPATABILITY : A SIte plan apprication
that proposes a structure that is over 1000 sq.
ft. and/or more than 20 feet in height, must
submit a scaled representation demonstrating
a cross section of the height and overhead
mass of the proposed structure(s) that include
any structures and tree lines within a 300
radius of the property line on which the

proposed structure is located.

b. These and other building compatibility standards offered in the reports should be
further developed as part of the future implementation component.

T oy
adopted after preliminary conditional
approval is granted to an application. During
that year, if newly adopted zoning regulations
would impact any requirement(s) of the
conditional approval, the applicant must be
notified and a new submission is required in
order to be in compliance with the new
applicable zoning code regulation(s).

STXTTTOTTUT EXTETTSTOTS Ty 0T

d. This and other policy changes for approvals should be considered by the individual
review Boards ( Planning, Zoning, etc.)

€. DESIGNATED AITURICUISTRICTS AND
HISTORIC STRUCTURES: Any structure or unit
used for storage such as fuel or a generator of
power that is proposed within 200 ft. of an
historic home, barn or other historic
structures or a designated historic district
must be buried.

e. This suggestion will require further review and input to assure compliance is feasible
and not cost prohibitive.

f. SITING: The depth to ground water for any
structure cannot be approved if its foundation
is sited less than 4 vertical feet above ground
water at natural grade.

f. While protection of groundwater quality and quantity is a high priority in East
Hampton, the ramifications of this recommendation could be extensive and need
further review.

g. CELL TOWERS: For location of all cell towers
in a residential zone, the distance from the fall
zone radius plus the height of the cell tower
must be met. No cell tower may be
constructed within 300 yards of a designated
historic district, historic home, cemetery, or
within a designated area of scenic
significance.

g. The Town has adopted comprehensive regulations pertaining to cell towers
including: "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. 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." Height of structures are to
be kept to a minimum- no higher than the uppermost height of nearby buildings within
300 feet. To the greatest extent possible, personal wireless service facilities should be
concealed within existing structures or where camouflaged conditions surround them,

or on inconsnicuoiis mounts
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Date

Commenter

Subject/Summary

Comment

Consultant Comment

Debra Foster con't

h. The phrase "These standards are directory,
not mandated” should be removed from the
cell tower section of the zoning code.

h. The ramifications of this suggestion needs further review and consideration.

T. AdjOININg property owners abutting a
proposed cell tower should be notified of the
site plan application as soon as the Planning
Board receives an application.

i. Adjoining property owners are notified when the application is complete and
scheduled for a public hearing.

1. TO complete an application for a cell tower,
a scale model representation must be
submitted showing the surrounding height of
trees/vegetation and any buildings within 300
ft. of the property line.

j. Review suggestion with the Planning Board and Planning Department.

K- A cell tower must not be located where any
variances are required from wetlands,
setbacks, etc.

k. Review suggestions with Planning Board, Planning Department and Planning Board
attorney.

[.Size: The size and square footage of a
commercial structure should not exceed
10,000 square feet.

|. This suggestion may run counter to layouts offered Concept Plans. This type of
recommendation should be reconsidered as part of future implementation plan
development.

12/18/2018

Debra Foster

Excerpt from Nantucket
Code for consideration

Open Areas- (1) except for lots within the CDT
District, a lot containing a commercial
building, structure or use shall have a
minimum of 20% of the land as open space
free from impervious surfaces. (2) Impervious
surfaces here include but are not limited to,
paved and gravelled areas, walkways and
sidewalks, patios, game courts, pools,
buildings and other structures and areas
designated for parking or locaing, provided,
however that in computing the percentage of
open area, brick sidewalks may be counted as
open area up to a maximum of 10% of the lot

orcitn

All recommendations and comments will be considered as part of the future
development of code provisions to implement the Plan.

12/6/2018
and 12/3/18
letter

Glen Hall, Chair of EH
Disabilities Board

ADA compliance

Expand the goals/tenet of the Hamlet Studies
to specifically include removal of existing
barriers for people with disabilities
throughout the Town as defined by ADA.
Accessibility and equal opportunity for all

should be incorporated into all Town planning.

Town Policy and the Plan are supportive of this goal.

D-20
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These comments were submitted during the public comment period in 2017, during which time the draft hamlet report was available for public review and comment.

1 |9/14/2017 Diane M. CAC reports on Code Dear Hamlet Study Committee and Town Board Members,
Hausman, Enforcement Final Correct.
Chairperson, pdf; Coastal Erosion Final. The Montauk Citizens Advisory Committee met on Monday, September 11 and is hereby submitting its final comments as they
Montauk CAC docx; CAC Traffic Final.pdf. relate to your initial presentation. Our understanding is that public comments are being accepted until September 30.

| have attached the reports that | have received from the subcommittees. If any further reports come in before September 30, |
will forward them to you.

We look forward to continued input during this process. If there are any further questions or clarifications, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Coastal Erosion a. We endorse the general principles out lined in the study and await a final report and action plan. We commend the consultant | a. Priorities for implementation to be established by
team for organizing a thorough overview. Our support includes 2 comments: the Town Board. Coordination with the CARP Plan and
1) We urge the inclusion of a comprehensive Implementation Action Plan including priorities and specific resources required, to Advanced Sewage Treatment Plan has been conducted and
include: is essential for Montauk Hamlet Study implementation.

a) implementation time line, and process description
b) this must include a designated Town Coordinator ( a dedicated Project Manager) to direct this effort, and communicate to
the community

b.The final report must further identify all key low lying ,vulnerable infrastructure sites to be protected or relocated as required b. CARP Study is the lead on these issues.
(fuel supply, electrical utilities, communication centers, transportation facilities, roadways,etc.)

Traffic Subcommittee a. We agree with the following “key suggestions” from the Draft Hamlet Study: a. Comment consistent with and supportive of Plan.
e Make Carl Fisher Plaza one way counter-clockwise

* Move pedestrian crossing at the Plaza eastward - NOTE: summer visitors will cross
wherever they like

¢ Create roundabout at entrance to Dock area

e Add sidewalk from LIRR south on County Road 49 to ENE - NOTE: MCAC has already
passed a resolution requesting this

e Make S EImwood one way EB for one block only between S Emery and S Embassy

e Improve signage of all kinds - availability of beach parking at Kirk Park should be
highlighted sooner; permit only parking signs must be visible and prominent
(especially at S Eton)

e Improve lighting both north and south of Highway where there is heavy foot traffic
(e.g., S Euclid and S Emery) - but NOT close to the beach

e Improve local public transportation - the Hopper was a great addition to the Season
and we hope it will continue with an expanded schedule

Hamlet Study - Montauk] Appendix D D-21



b. We disagree with the following: b. Comments provide helpful feedback and will help inform
e Make S EImwood and S Emerson one way between S Emery and S Essex further study and evaluations.

¢ Create roundabouts on County Road 49 at LIRR that would obstruct emergency
vehicle egress from MFD

c. We highlight suggestions and other concerns that require further study and explanation: c. Further study is required.
e Create roundabout at entrance to Montauk (intersection of Old Highway, New
Highway, Second House Road) - there are currently five streets that feed into or out of
the New Highway and this needs to rationalized; during the Season the Highway
traffic can be backed up all the way to Delphi and we are concerned that a roundabout
will make this worse; there should be a second lane EB to permit people to turn off on
S Eton to get to the IGA; what allowances will be made for bicycles entering any
proposed roundabout? WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE SOME OUT OF THE BOX THINKING
FOR A LONG TERM SOLUTION TO BYPASS DOWNTOWN MONTAUK - IS THERE ANY
WAY OF USING TOWN PROPERTY NORTH OF THE NEW HIGHWAY?

¢ LIRR congestion solution

¢ Create roundabout at St Theresa intersection at S Essex ¢ IGA/7/11 intersection - this area is very congested and dangerous
with 7/11 traffic

leaving and entering the Highway, vehicles going into IGA and complying with
pedestrian crosswalk; there is no sightline for traffic exiting 7/11 either EB or WB;
moving the pedestrian crosswalk will likely be ineffective since people will cross
wherever they choose; we ask that the Town replace the ugly (but seemingly
effective) barriers at the IGA with planters

« Surf Lodge congestion and dangerous taxi and pedestrian activities/dangerous
logjam exiting Industrial Road

¢ S Eton traffic - this narrow road is very congested and dangerous with parking and
beach traffic (both vehicle and pedestrian); parking on the east side should be
reduced to improve sight lines of vehicles coming WB from S Emerson; If Hero Beach
resort expands to add a restaurant and required parking, this situation will become
much worse

¢ Create taxi stands - where and how?

d. Remove parking that obstructs intersection sight lines - there are many places in the d. Consistent with plan recommendations
hamlet to which this would apply, for example, at the corner of S Eton and S Emerson
where one parking space at Hero Beach must be removed (especially if this business
is going to expand to include a restaurant/club)

e. Improve street lighting in areas of high pedestrian traffic south of Montauk Highway -better lighting is also needed north of the | e. Helpful site specific input for lighting implementation
Highway, for example, on Euclid plan.

and Emery during the Season due to the popularity of Buddhaberry and John’s Drive
In; we oppose lighting too close to the beach

f. Improve visibility of pedestrian crossings, including South Edison/Montauk Highway - agreed- State funding will highlight f.Consistent with plan recommendations and Town
crossing at IGA and west entrance to Carl Fisher Plaza implementation
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g. Enhance one-way signage at the entrance of the IGA - moving the crosswalk at this
intersection eastward (as suggested at the charrette) would ease congestion at this
intersection - this is a very dangerous area and much is needed to improve it:

g. Helpful site specific input for traffic circulation plan

h.Add signs pointing visitors to parking lots - AGREED - beach parking signs must be

prominently displayed BEFORE entrance to South Eton as visitors are parking before
they reach Kirk Park and the sign there - these signs can be removed after Columbus
Day Weekend

h. Consistent with plan recommendations

i. Create designated taxi stands - AGREED but we recognize that this may not be legal or enforceable; all tax issues will likely have
to be addressed by creation of a Taxi Commission.

i. Consistent with plan recommendations

j. Add stop signs at intersection of Flamingo and Industrial Road on Flamingo - rejected at 8/7
CAC Meeting - we would like to seek a temporary solution to traffic tie up here

j. Further study and alternative solutions will be required.

k. Address dangerous situation at Surf Lodge taxi stand - much discussed at 8/7 CAC
Meeting with no conclusion

k. Further study will be required

Code Enforcement
Subcommittee

2-page memo summarizing police calls for service, code enforcement activities, justice court revenues; noted difficulties in closing
down illegal operations and need for more efforts to investigate and prosecute Code Offenders.

Code enforcement continues to be a priority for the Town.

2 | 8/24/2017

Terri Berger

Supports roundabouts;
safety improvements
needed for pedestrians and
bicycles.

Comment consistent with and supportive of Plan.

3 19/29/2017

Paul Monte,
President,
Montauk
Chamber of
Commerce

General agreement with
the direction of the
recommendations with
following caveats

a) The general economic research and data collection seems sorely lacking and in many cases blatantly incorrect. As examples of
areas that need to be corrected we point to the labor counts, hotel occupancy and related data. We also feel that the Hotel tax
collections should be requested from the Suffolk County Controller and broken out from the other tax collection data.

Based on these observations, we feel any recommendations based on the submitted data are substantively flawed and should not
be utilized as presented.

a. Hotel tax data has been requested, to no avail. Economic
report reflects published data; RKG presented draft data

in Sept 2016 to group including Chamber and requested all
labor and other data the group could provide. Adjustments
to the data have been made accordingly. The consultants
can’t make up data that doesn’t exist. The scope of the
study did not include a survey of every business in every
industry. However, the data analysis demonstrates the
prominence of Montauk’s main industries. The fact

that a single employment category does not appear to
have enough employment over looks the fact that other
employment related to that industry is being tracked and
reported in other related industries. For example, hotel
employees do not include restaurant or retail employees
working on the same properties.

b. While we are in full support of the mentioned beach re-nourishment initiative for downtown Montauk we feel that the idea of
relocation of oceanfront properties needs much more in depth discussion and study before any final recommendations are made.
This discussion must include the parties most affected by this action, namely the oceanfront property owners.

b. More detailed work is required. Input from oceanfront
and all business owners is encouraged.
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c. We suggest the following items in the study be listed as top priority and be the focus of the first round of implemented c. A plan for wastewater treatment for the Downtown area
recommendations. is underway and some progress is being made on the other
1) Wastewater treatment for the Downtown and Harbor categories of implementation.

2) Beach replenishment

3) Affordable housing for both the year round and seasonal workforce

4) Preservation and protection of the Montauk Fishing and Maritime industries
5) Protection and rezoning of Pre-existing Non-conforming commercial uses**
6) Traffic flow, Transportation, Parking and Pedestrian Safety

**This item is conspicuously absent in this preliminary draft of the study.

10/23/2017 | Celine Keating Correction to land use The Beachcomber Motel and the Atlantic Bluffs (which is not a motel but a private co-op) do not have ocean frontage. They are on | Thank you for the corrections; text corrected accordingly .
description the north side of the Old Montauk Highway, fairly elevated, and a fair distance from the water across OMH and through dunes). In

other words, these establishments are not in town among the other facilities you list, and the challenges from storms and erosion

is likely very different, especially as there is extensive dune and vegetation on the other side of the highway from them, in the area
of the Benson Reservation. Additionally, both of those establishments are outside of the maps you use throughout to describe

4 “downtown.”
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