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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The 1999 Comprehensive Plan completes a two-
year planning project. This document was written in
response to the community’s concerns about the
nature of recent development and the attendant
changes to the village's historic qualities and its nat-
ural environment. Since 1970, the date of the last
comprehensive plan, the village population has
risen only slightly, but the number of houses within
the village has risen nearly 25 percent. The greatest
population change has been the large increase in
tourists and seasonal residents. Farmland has dwin-
dled from 900 acres to fewer than 200 acres, There
has been a reversal in the village’s character: it is no
longer a small farming and fishing community with
only a minor role as a summer recreation locale for
New York City residents. The village’s old and new
roles, as a hometown, a resort community, and a
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second-home community, are sometimes in con-
flict. Village residents see that they have more of
what they do not want - traffic, parking congestion,
inordinately large new homes, and unattractive
commercial development along CR 39 -- and less of
what is held dear -- farmland, narrow and quiet
roads, contextual housing, and a soft edge to the
beaches.

Beginning in 1983, the village began to address its
problems. Areas zoned for a minimum lot size of
80,000 square feet (2 acres) were upgraded to a
minimum of 120,000 square feet. This action
remains in accord with the goals of this comprehen-
sive plan. It was followed in 1989 when a Village
Wetlands Law was enacted. This in turn was fol-
lowed in subsequent years by various zoning studies
and then in 1996 a series of public meetings on
issues to be taken up by a new comprehensive plan.
In 1997, Southampton hired Buckhurst Fish & Jacg-
uemart as its planning consultant. The charge to the
consultants, the Planning Board, and the citizen
advisory committee was to find a new balance for
the village, dependent on achievable recommenda-
tions that would help village government shape the
development and conservation decisions made by
individual propety owners. This plan is the outcome.

Issues

The first two chapters of the plan describe the exist-
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ing conditions to be found now in the village and its
immediate environs. The sections analyze demo-
graphics, land use, zoning, transportation, traffic cir-
culation, commercial development, and communi-
ty facilities and services. The analysis yielded a con-
stellation of physical issues. Most of the issues were
related in some way, and could be grouped into vil-
lage-wide or downtown concerns.

The major issues for Southampton to resolve are:
Village-Wide

Development

e Appearance and density of new residential  and
commercial construction

e Appearance of important roads and land uses serv-
ing as gateways to the village

° Impacts created by specific undesireable land uses

Traffic Circulation and Parking
 Congestion on CR 39 and North Sea Road

e Truck traffic and noise and traffic congestion on
other local roads

e Congestion and parking difficulty in the down-
town

e Lack of bicycle routes

Environment, Open Space, and Recreation

s Loss of farmland to residential subdivisions

° Erosion and lack of parking at village beaches
¢ Inadequate children’s play areas
e Insufficient and unconnected open space

Downtown

e Impacts created by summer traffic and through
traffic

s Poorly designed and managed parking lots
* Inadequate pedestrian connections and crosswalk

e Unattractive streetscape elements within sections
of downtown

¢ Unattractive commercial frontage on certain roads

Planning Goals

Each single issue was part of an overall concern for
preserving  Southampton’s quality of life.
Understanding  the attributes  that make
Southampton a special place and designing recom-
mended actions to preserve these became the
engine driving the plan. The characteristics that
Southampton residents most love and most dislike
are, taken together, a description of a wonderfully
unique place, under threat. Southamptonites expe-
rience the village as a small town with safety,
charming ambiance, and good quality of life. The
village combines beauty of landscape, beaches, and
ocean with interesting local history, friendly neigh-
bors, proximity to other key places, and high quali-
ty community facilities. These beloved qualities are
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damaged by summer-time and year-round popula-
tion changes. In effect, Southampton’s charm is all
too well known. Extraordinary traffic, expensive
retailers, and excessive summertime crowding are
peak irritants during the high season.

In response, Southampton seeks a new balance, not
a closed door. The village recognizes that it now has
a role as a resort community serving three different
transient populations - daytrippers, weekenders, and
summer home visitors. Their needs and expectations
must be balanced against those of the year round
residents, some of whom are drawn from the visi-
tors. The goal for the community, and thus for the
plan, is to protect the cherished quality of life while
accommodating and shaping the forces of develop-
ment.  Southampton should remain a small scale,
attractive community in which the pattern and qual-
ity of land uses, and the quality of life, reflect the
needs of the residents, institutions, and other inter-
ested village groups. Development and land utiliza-
tion must fit with the existing pattern of develop-
ment. Existing open space, beaches, and natural

landscape must be protected. All actions must attain
a balance between preserving Southampton’s char-
acter and economic development. In the down-
town, the village must enhance the role of pedestri-
ans, and assure a human scale to the buildings,
streets, and open spaces.

Recemmendations

With enactment of this plan’s recommendations,
Southampton will focus its land use planning deci-
sions on the wise management of private and public
development. The village will have the tools to mod-
ulate the growth and intensity of housing and com-
mecial construction, to conserve dwindling open
space and marine resources, and to plan for the con-
struction and expansion of community facilities.
The plan groups the recommendations into first pri-
ority actions, that should be accomplished in a short
term of two years to five years, and long-range
actions, which should take no more than ten years.
Many of the recommendations concern physical
improvements. The summary of proposals illustrates
where the recommendations’ effects will be felt.
The clustering of some of the recommendations
indicates the interrelationship of many of the ideas.

First priority actions focus on particular sites and
land uses, new programs, planning studies to be
undertaken or completed, funding mechanisms to
be established, and improvements in the downtown.
The long-range actions concern improvements to
the appearance and aesthetics of existing and new
land uses, enhancement of open space including
recreation areas and the shoreline, improvement or
expansion of community facilities, and improve-
ments to conditions along CR 39.
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Among the first priority actions, the following are
the most important:

° Large open space and/or farm parcels should be
identified as potential sites for land preservation
measures. The Village should join with the Peconic
Land Trust and similar organizations to devise
options that are agreeable to property owners that
address both the property owners’ rights and- the
Village Resident’s desire to preserve open space and
farmland.

e The municipal parking fields in the village center
should be improved. These parking lots provide a
substantial amount of parking and very few ameni-
ties to walkers. The plan presents a system of pedes-
trian connections and crosswalks, and landscaping
ideas. The system would link community and cul-
tural facilities in the core of the downtown with out-
lying ones, such as the new library, Lola Prentice
Park, the proposed police headquarters and nearly
invisible ones, such as the Historical Museum.
(Section 4.4).

e The village should take steps to ensure that the
open space area at the northeast corner of the
Windmill Lane-Nugent Street Intersection is pre-
served and landscaped. A park at this location will
provide an attractive setting for the new library
building on the west side of Windmill Lane.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

e New zoning regulations should be considered in
order to reduce building sizes within residential
zones. (Section 4.6).

e Traffic calming measures are needed for a number
of streets where'through traffic occurs. David Whites
Lane should be a priority in order to reduce or elim-
inate the amount of truck traffic on the street.
(Section 4.3).




1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 THE 1999 PLAN
Background

In New York State, municipalities are neither
required to prepare comprehensive plans, nor to
update any existing local plans. Therefore, if a
municipality agrees to expend the effort and funds
on a plan, and on enacting the plan’s recommenda-
tions, there is surely driving the planning process a
sense that a critical moment has arrived. This is
where the Village of Southampton now stands.

Since 1970, over 580 new homes have been con-
structed, an increase of nearly 25% over the twenty
years between the 1970 and 1990 censuses. And
while the resident population has increased only
slightly, the seasonal population change has been
dramatic. The present Southampton is perhaps not
what many residents would have chosen. Farmland
has been relentlessly consumed by overly large
housing. The downtown has lost many of its conve-
niences, replaced with expensive stores frequented
in the summer by out-of-towners, but closed in the
winter months. Traffic congestion threatens the
once-peaceful quality of life on local streets.
Southampton todya functions as a resort communi-
ty, as a second-home community, and, increasingly,
as the hometown for commuters to New York City.
These new roles are sometimes in conflict with the
traditional role and character of the village. Ata

Parrish  Art  Museum centennial panel on
Southampton’s future, panelists agreed that the vil-
lage is “diminished and different” from its pre-1980s
character. But organizations such as the Peconic
Land Trust were cited as a reason for hope: preser-
vation and environmental organizations dedicated
to conserving open space and farmland using tech-
niques amenable to the local property owners. A
remedy was also seen in enacting and enforcing
comprehensive plans, design guidelines, and legis-
lation.

The decision to update the 1970 Master Plan was
discussed for some time. The Village Board of
Trustees and Planning Board initially updated por-
tions of the 1970 plan. In 1989 the Village Board
commissioned a Wetlands Protection Program, and
subsequently adopted a Village Wetlands Law to
regulate freshwater and tidal wetlands. In 1991, the
Planning Board studied-the issue of motel zoning. In
1992, the village analyzed zoning around
Southampton Hospital. In 1995, the Planning Board
requested that the Village Board begin the process of
formally updating the 1970 plan. The planning firm
of Buckhurst Fish & Jacquemart Inc. was hired in
1997 to prepare the plan, working collaboratively
with the Village’s planning consultant and the
Planning Board.
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“There are a Jot, for example, a lot of
nice houses going up along Coopers
Farm Road... but | wish they weren’t
there because it just means more peo-
ple, more automobiles, more crowding.
How do we control that kind of prolifer-
ation and how do we - what can we do
fo keep more open space?”




The 1999 Plan

The purpose of the 1999 comprehensive plan is to
balance the traditional and evolving roles of the
community, with an emphasis on guiding new
development and conserving natural resources so
that the shape and function of the traditional
Southampton village remains dominant. The vision
for the village’s future that guided the planning
process was rooted in traditional qualities of
Southampton as a small-scale, attractive community
where the pattern and quality of land uses and the
quality of life reflect the needs of the residents, insti-
tutions, and other interested village groups.

A set of related planning goals resulted from the
overarching vision and the details of the analyses of
existing conditions. These goals, in turn, informed
the decisions on recommendations and implemen-
tation. The goals are:

o Jo preserve and enhance the village’s quality
of life elements: open space, small town nature,
historic character and small-scale buildings in
the neighborhoods and commercial areas, and
the marine environments.

e To focus on the needs and communal aspirations
of village residents, rather than on the needs of
out-of-town visitors and tourists, particularly in
the downtown area where the economic deve-

lopment should accomodate the human scale of

buildings, streets, and open spaces.

o To protect the remaining open space, beaches,
natural landscape, and farmland as elements
integral to the Southampton character.

o Toseek a balance between the needs of pedes-
trians and automobile users in the downtown
and throughout the village.

A comprehensive plan is a municipality’s policy
guide to land use, development, and conservation
decisions for the next ten to fifteen years. With a
new plan superceding the 1970 one, Southampton
will be better able to promote the wise use of private
and publicly owned land, modulate the growth and
intensity of development, conserve dwindling open
space and marine resources, plan for the construc-
tion and expansion of community facilities, and
improve the village as a desirable place to live,
work, and relax.

Continuous planning is an important component of
the process of preparing a Comprehensive Plan for
the village. The Village Trustees, Planning Board
members and other officials should actively use this
document in the review of future develpment pro-
posals and changes. It should serve as a ready refer-
ence for decisions concerning land use and zoning,
and for the provision of improved public facilities
and services.

At the same time the Comprehensive Plan should be
considered a living document. It should be
reviewed and revised as appropriate. To this end the
Planning Board intends to hold a Public Hearing,
once a year, for the purpose of updating the Plan. In
this way the Plan will remain a vital and useful tool
in providing an agreed upon framework for future
development within the Village of Southampton.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Citizen-Based Planning

A cornerstone of the planning process was citizen
involvement. The process was inaugurated with a
series of special meetings on the comprehensive
plan, sponsored by the Planning Board, held in
March, April, May, and June of 1996. These open
fora for discussion on issues and initial recommen-
dations led to the creation of a citizen advisory com-
mittee and the designation of a trustee liaison with
the Planning Board for the planning process. In
addition, Southampton residents were surveyed in
writing for opinions and ideas. Once the consul-
tants were hired, all meetings with the Planning
Board to review work were open to the public; the
public present constituted the citizen advisory com-
milttee. A public workshop was held at the Civic
Center in May 1998 to discuss preliminary recom-
mendations, followed by a public hearing in
October 1998 prior to the adoption of the plan. The
thoroughness of public involvement enabled
Southampton residents and property owners to
voice their concerns and ideas for community goals,
and to advocate recommendations at critical points
in the planning process.

Public Opinion Survey

A three-page survey was mailed to 3,000
Southampton residents and businesses. The primary
objectives of the survey were to gain the communi-
ty’s perspective on all aspects of the physical devel-
opment and character of the village, their views on
the issues and problems that needed to be addressed
by the comprehensive plan, and how to prioritize
them for the purposes of the plan. The response rate

was a high 18 percent. The survey had open-ended
and closed-ended questions. Appendix A provides
a copy of the survey instrument and analysis.

Citizen involvement in the planning process was not
restricted to adults.  Students at Southampton
Elementary School and Our Lady of the Hamptons
Roman Catholic School were invited to draw their
response to “what | like best about where I live.”
Some of these drawings are included in the plan to
illustrate children’s and adults’ love of the village.

1.2 PREVIOUS PLANS: 1970 - 1997

Over the past generation, Southampton has com-
missioned long-term planning studies for the village
as a whole and for specific areas. The following
highlights the major findings of these planning
efforts.

1970 Master Plan Report

The overall purpose of the first master plan, pre-
pared by McCrosky-Reuter, was to provide the com-
munity with “a well thought out set of future devel-
opment objectives, and an orderly and consistent
method of implementing them” in response to
development pressures and speculation. Much of
the plan focused on the preservation of natural
resources, such as the water bodies, shoreline, bar-
rier beach, water supply, wetlands, and agricultural
lands. However, the built-up areas of the village
were also a cause for concern. The plan foresaw a
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“It is 2 way of getting together and real-
izing that the problems we have are
everybody’s problems whether you live
here year-round or you come here on
the weekends.”
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SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE

“desirable ultimate population potential” of 12,500
persons. To accommodate this within an attractive
community, the plan envisioned “a strong central
business center which will continue to support the
greater community in both day-to-day and specialty
goods and services.” Moderate density single family
and multi-family housing were envisioned in the
north of the village, adjacent to the center, and along
the center’s approach roads. The southern part of the
village would be developed with low density subur-
ban and “open beach-type” housing.

Included within the master plan was a Village Center
Plan. This proposed: closing Jobs Lane to traffic, the
elimination of through traffic, and the expansion of
specialty retail up Windmill Lane. Important future
steps to be taken for the Village as a whole were the
adoption of a new zoning ordinance and map, capi-
tal improvement program, and a joint program with
other Eastern Long Island municipalities to protect
“essential resources, natural features and historic cul-
ture.”

A Master Plan Amendment was prepared in 1982,
also by McCrosky-Reuter. This study outlined a num-
ber of proposals for the Village in response to surveys
and analyses completed in connection with the
update of the 1970 Master Plan. The proposals includ-
ed recommendations for clustering housing develop-
ment in the R20 and R40 Districts, and for the encour-
agement of senior citizen housing in office business
areas at a maximum density of eight units per acre.
The Amendment also recommended that Village busi-
ness area be expanded to the west side of Windmill
Lane, a proposal that was not implemented by the
Village.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Figure 1. Workshop Session at Village
Cultural and Civic Center




1993 Tuckahoe Corridor Study (Draft)

The Town of Southampton Department of Planning
and Natural Resources studied a 170-acre area sur-
rounding a 1.7 mile length of County Road 39 (NYS
27), roughly bounded by Tuckahoe Lane and North
Sea Road. Known as the Tuckahoe Corridor, this
area is subject to competing development pressures,
increasing high season traffic and year-round com-
muter traffic, and a generally unatiractive appear-
ance. The study described the public interest in see-
ing these issues resolved and presented a series of
general policy statements and “concept objectives”
for traffic efficiency and safety, visual improvements,
quality neighborhoods and environments, utiliza-
tion of large parcels, improved community-based
recreation, and specific zoning improvements. The
study has not been adopted and there has not been
a formal village response to the recommendations.

1991 Motel District Zoning (Draft)

Szepatowski Associates analyzed creating a motel
district to recognize the presence of three neighbor-
ing pre-existing non-conforming hotels and motels.
The study determined the best location for a motel
district, and proposed text amendments. No action
was taken at that time. This plan offers recommen-
dations.

1997-98 Town of Southampton Comprehensive
Plan: Southampiton Tomorrow

In a massive, multi-year study, the Town of
Southampion updated its comprehensive plan, issu-
ing four volumes of technical reports: demograph-
ics, economics, surveys on visual preferences and
attitudes, community facilities, affordable housing,

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Figure 2. Workshop Session at Village
Cultural and Civic Center




historic resources, natural resources inventory, and
transportation. These were followed by interrelated
implementation strategies and a draft generic envi-
ronmental impact statement. Certain issues and
recommendations involve the village, especially
with regard to transportation access, economic
development, and community facilities. The traffic
calming, gateway, zoning, landscaping, and design
issues related to the Route 39 corridor need to be
discussed jointly between the village and the Town,
preferable via a formal task force initiated by the vil-
lage. Along Country Road 39 are specific parcels,

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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such as the Rambo site and Leecon Court, whose
present condition and future use must also be
addressed jointly. Farmland that may be available in
the village for public purchase is of interest to the
town as part of an overall open space preservation
goal. With regards to community facilities, there are
concerns regarding school district expansion needs
and the town’s municipal offices. These offices are
located in the village and have outgrown the build-
ing. The Town’s plan raises the possibility that Town
Hall may join the courts in leaving the village for
new sites in the town.

Figure 3. Children’s Drawings: What i
Like About Southampton




1.3 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Founded in 1640 by settlers from Lynn,
Massachusetts, Southampton is the oldest English-
speaking settlement in the State of New York. Much
of the Village’s current character derives from its
350-year history. Street patterns date from colonial
times and many examples of colonial architecture
remain. In its early years, Southampton was a farm-
ing and fishing community. In the mid-19th Century
with the coming of the railroad, a small but soon
rapidly growing summer colony developed. Many
consider the period from about 1890 through the
1920s to be the “golden years” of the village, a time
of civic accomplishments and new institutions. The
Depression and World War Il took their toll, as they
did on many communities.

Nevertheless, the 1950s saw a reflowering of
Southampton, and a rediscovery of it by people
seeking a special summer place. As did the railroad
one hundred years before, the extension of regional
highways caused an explosion of growth both in the
Town and Village of Southampton. Coupled with
acdequate finances and the desire to move east from
New York City and Nassau County, a steady stream
of visitors, weekenders, summer residents, and
retirees have now made Southampton their home.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“[Tlhe public works really started
Southampton. That was why
Southampton was greal. You had
these great philanthropists who donat-
ed a /ot of their time, effort, money to
make the village great.”

“I remember Gary Cooper walking
down the street. We all wenf to Henry
Ford’s wedding in 1938 - we didn’t go
the wedding party but we were outside

the church.”

Figure 4. 1900 View of Main Street




SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1 REGIONAL AND LOCAL CONTEXT

Location

The Village of Southampton is located near the east-
ern end of Long Island, approximately 95 miles from
New York City. (See Figure 5). The village lies with-
in the Town of Southampton; surrounding towns are
Brookhaven to the west, East Hampton to the east,
and Riverhead, Southold, and Shelter Island to the
north, across the Peconic Bays. Nearby communi-
ties include Hampton Bays (seven miles to the west),
Bridgehampton (six miles east), East Hampton (12
miles east) and Sag Harbor (11 miles north and east),
the Village covers less than 4% of the total Town
land area. The village’s role as a center, however, is
illustrated by the fact that it contains almost 9% of
the town’s year-round population.

Regional road access occurs via Sunrise Highway,
leading to County Road 39. In addition, Montauk
Highway is an important east-west highway that
provides the main road connection eastward on the
South Fork. Regional transit access is provided by
the LIRR, allowing direct rail access to New York
City, and private jitney service.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
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Land Use Context

Figure 6 illustrates the existing land use pattern for
the area within an approximate five mile radius of
the village boundary. Surrounding land uses are pri-
marily low density residential areas and, to the north
and east of the village, scattered farmlands in addi-
tion to housing. West of the village is the
Shinnecock Indian Reservation. Uses on the north
side of the village include a broader mix of activities
including commercial and light industrial sites
located in the vicinity of County Road 39 and the
LIRR. The arbitrary location of the Village’s north
boundary [between Tuckahoe Lane and David
Whites Lane] underlies the difficulty in establishing
a unified land use strategy in this section of the
Village. The Mariner Drive Industrial Park and
numerous commercial and residential lots fall with-
in both the town and village. In addition, County
Road 39 intermittently travels within both jurisdic-
tions, complicating the control and design of
frontage uses.

In 1993, as part of their Tuckahoe Corridor Study,
the Town studied a portion of the road corridor
extending from North Sea Road westward to
Tuckahoe Lane, a 1.7 mile length. The study area
includes a mix of strip commercial and auto-related
uses, housing, institutional uses including two
churches, a golf range, a cemetery, and a number of
vacant parcels and abandoned buildings. This
broad mix of uses and the poor appearance of many
of the site areas create a negative image for visitors
and residents of the village. Recent commercial
infill uses and strip business development with its
many curb cuts also contribute to the heavy traffic

congestion along County Road 39.

The Town's study recommended zoning changes to
reduce commercial growth potential, and the devel-
opment of off-street road links to reduce the number
of service access points along the highway.
Landscape, signage and building design objectives
were also noted in order to upgrade the visual image
of the corridor.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Figure 6. Land Use Context
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2.2 DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
Population Trends, 1980-1990

In 1990, the village's population had decreased to
3,980 persons from 4,000 persons in the census of
1980, a decrease of 0.5 percent. However, the
annual estimate released by LILCO (Long Island
Lighting Company) for January 1, 1997 showed an
increase from 1990 of 60 persons, to 4,040. This
represents a gain of 1.0% over the past seventeen
years. In the same period, the town of Southampton
gained 9.3% and Suffolk County overall gained 5.2
percent.  The village’s proportionally slower
increase is likely due to a combination of national
and local trends. The most salient national trend is
the decreasing size of American families, despite the
“echo boom” in births created by the baby boom
generation (1946-1966) and the increasing numbers
of non-traditional households. These include single
parent households, divorced and single persons,
and couples without children. Relevant local trends
include the ever-decreasing amount of land avail-
able for development, the location of this vacant
land in the most restrictive (large lot) zones, and the
presence of large numbers of summer homes. To a

great extent, the Village of Southampton is
approaching a fully built-out condition, but without
all the homes being occupied year-round.

The village should also consider the ramifications of
becoming a community occupied by many more
year-round residents. According to the 1990 cen-
sus, 1,057 houses (or 35.5% of the total) were in
seasonal use. This is more than double since 1970
when 387 homes (or 16% of all housing units) were
in seasonal use. If, for example, half of the 1,057
houses became permanently occupied, these 529
new households would yield an additional 1,328
persons. This population increase of nearly one-
third (over the 1997 count) would naturally have a
significant effect on the demand for municipal and
school services. With the next census in 2000, there
will be stronger evidence of the growth of this
trend. At present, there is the apparent increase
from 1970 to 1990 and anecdotal evidence from
local realtors and officials that some number of sum-
mer residents are choosing the village as their year-
round home.

Village of Southampton 4,000 3,980 4,040 1.0%
Town of Southampton 43,146 43,351 47,171 9.3%
Suffolk County 1,284,231 1,321,864 1,350,747 51%

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“Thanks to the summer communily,
we have culture. We live in a wonder-
ful rural community where there is a
feeling of community spirit and safety
and we are blessed with culture
because of the summer community..
It’s kind of a nice blend and balance.”

Table 1. Population Growth, 1990-1997

LILCO fanuary 1, 1997
Source: 1980 and 1990 Census of the United
States LILCO Media Department
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Age

The median age in the Village matured to 43.3 years
in 1990 from 42.8 years in 1980. Median age can
be expected to continue increasing due to the over-
all aging of the American population and to high
local housing costs. If the housing values remain
high in the village, low- and middle-income young
families who may want to move in, or who grew up
here and wish to stay to raise their own families, will
be unable to reside in the village.

In 1980, the difference in median age between white
and black residents was nearly 16 years: 46.8 years
old for whites and 30.9 years old for blacks. In the
intervening ten years, the gap has closed somewhat
to 12.3 years (45.3 for whites and 33.0 for blacks).

Children and teenagers (ages 0 to 19) represent 19%
of the village’s population. At the other end of the
lifespan, persons aged 65 and older constitute 23%
and are expected to take an increasing share of the
population in the future, assuming that the village
remains an attractive place for the retired and elder-
ly to “age in place.” The 65+ group is largely com-
prised of those already living in the village, but
could grow more quickly if senior citizen housing,
such as a continuing care retirement community,
were built. Persons aged from 20 to 39 make up
25.5% of the population, and those aged 40 to 64,
32 percent. The age groups which are expected to
increase the fastest are those aged 75 and older, and
those aged 35 to 44 (the peak of the baby boom gen-
eration).

0-4 years 194 4.9%
5-19 years 578 14.5%
20-39 years 1,015 25.5%
40-64 years 1,260 31.7%
65 and older 933 23.4%
Total 3,980 100.00%

The Southampton Union Free School District cov-
ers an area about three times the size of the village.
The system has already felt the impact of increased
birth rates, increased population, the development
of new housing, and the conversion of seasonal
housing to year-round housing. The school district
reported a 1996 enrollment of 1,572 students in
grades K through 12. A 1997 report stated that “[the]
District has shown continued K-12 enrollment
growth beginning in 1990. A total of 272 K-12 stu-
dents were added between 1989 and 1996, with 30
more students within the preschool program that
was initiated as a District program in 1996. The
greatest historical growth occurred in the elementary
grades, K through 4. The enrollment growth is
expected to continue throughout the projection peri-
od, reaching [a peak of] 1,878 PK-12 students in
2006."  (Southampton Union Free School District,
February 1997, Long Range Planning Study.)

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Table 2. Village Population by Age,

1990

“1 have raised almost three children
here -- one’s not quite finished ye -
has been a marvelous place to raise
children,”

it
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Race and Hispanic Origin

In 1990, 81% of Southampton residents were white,
with black residents comprising 17% of the popula-
tion. These proportions were largely unchanged
from 1980, when whites were 80% and blacks were
19% of the population. The most significant change
was in the proportion of Asian residents, which
increased more than six times from 0.2% (seven
persons) to 1% (45 persons). The second change
was the increase in residents of Hispanic origin to
3% (126 persons) from 1% (45 persons). More than
three-quarters (78.5%) of this group classify them-
selves as white Hispanics. Compared to the Town
of Southampton, the village is slightly more inte-
grated: in both decennial censuses, the town’s
white population was around 90 percent and the
black population was 9 percent. The town has also
seen increases, albeit smaller than the village’s, in
the percentages of Asians and persons of Hispanic
origin.

Households

Despite the small decrease in the population
between 1980 and 1990, the household count
increased by 106 households or 6.5% from 1,618 to
1,724 in 1990. This is a common trend regionally
and nationally indicating a number of factors:
decreasing numbers of families and increasing
numbers of non-family households as proportion of
all households, and decreasing household (family
and non-family) size. In turn, these three trends are
the result of high divorce rates, late marriages, long
periods of single status, and decreasing fertility

rates. Family size in the village has decreased to
2.92 persons from 3.02 persons in 1980.

Unless large numbers of minority, immigrant, and
young families move in, this trend can be expected
to continue. Between the decennials, married cou-
ple families decreased by 4% or 36 families. Non-
family households grew by a substantial 16% or 92
households. Within this category, female-headed
households increased 118%, from 186 to 406,
while male-headed households decreased 33%
from 386 to 258. It is possible that this reflects the
growing number of elderly persons with the
increase created by widows with no children at
home.

Income and Employment

in 1990, the median household income was
$38,770, while the median family income was
$47,568. Family income typically is higher due to
the presence in the group of dual earner couples
and the generally more stable finances of families
over households. There is a racial disparity in mean
household incomes: white households stood at
$57,622, black households at $32,191, Hispanic
origin households at $35,079, and Asian/Pacific
Islander households at the top of list with $85,940
in mean income.

The census found 205 white persons living below
the poverty level, 48 black persons, and 15 persons
who were in the American Indian / Eskimo / Aleut
category. '

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Between 1980 and 1990, there was little change in
industries and professional fields employing village
residents. There was a slight decrease (2%) in the
number of employed persons aged 16 years and
older, from 1,945 to 1,913, probably caused by the
increasing numbers of retired persons rather than by
a dip in the local economy. In 1980, 1,945 village
residents (aged 16 and older) were employed, pri-
marily in retail trade (363 persons), health (231 per-
sons), finance, insurance or real estate (229 per-
sons), and construction (200 persons). Significant
decreases in sources of employment between 1980
and 1990 were seen in retail trade, a decrease of
19.5%, and in manufacturing, a decrease of 20 per-
cent. Significant growth was seen in finance, insur-
ance, and real estate (169%), education (77%), agri-
culture (64%), public administration (53%), and
wholesale trade (36%).

Aside from the ten areas listed above, there were
two other significant changes in the employment of
Southampton residents. The increase in self-
employed persons was 33% (to 359 from 270), indi-
cating that the growth in local employment was dri-
ven largely by local corporate strength and the abil-
ity to telecommute to remote central offices, not by
workers “dropping out” of the corporate employ-
ment world. Second, the proportion of government
employment (local, state, and federal) rose slightly
from 8.6% (168) of all employed persons in 1980 to
10.2% (196) in 1990.

The local economy is surprisingly important to
understanding resident employment. According to

the 1990 census, a high proportion of residents
work in the village: 1,073 persons or 56% of the
1,913 total reported that they worked in the village.
The local employment findings are underscored by
the short journey to work time reported in the 1990
census. A commute of less than fifteen minutes was
reported by over half (55%) and a commute of less
than 35 minutes was reported by 86% of the
employed total.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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2.3 LAND USE AND ZONING

This section describes the existing pattern of land
uses within the village. More detailed descriptions
of uses within the village center, community facili-
ties, and open space resources are provided in later
sections of this report.

The village covers an area of 3,840 acres of land,
most of it developed for residential use. The major
non-residential areas are the central business district
located in the core of the village, a light industrial
park to the north of the center, hospital and medical
uses to the east, and the remaining active farmland
tracts that lie within the southeast section of the vil-
lage.

The distribution of land uses is shown in Figure 7
and is summarized under the following categories:

Residential Use

The village illustrates the historical land use pattern
where higher density housing neighborhoods are in
close proximity to the services and stores in the vil-
lage center. Outlying areas have been developed to
a much lower density. In 1990, the census reported
that the village held 2,980 housing units, an
increase of nearly one-quarter since the 1970 total
of 2,398 units. Most of the residential land has been
developed as single family housing. At least half of
this area incorporates large or estate homes, with
lots that range in size from a minimum of three acres
to over ten acres. These are generally located in the
southern half of the village and along Shinnecock
Bay. Smaller lots (of one acre or less) are concen-
trated to the north of a line defined by Hill Street,

Toylsome Lane, and Hampton Road. The higher
density housing within this area, involving lots of
between 7,500 and 12,500 square feet (or approxi-
mately one-fifth to one-third acre), is sited east of the
village center and in an area adjacent to the North
Sea Road office district. Some small multi-family
districts are also located within this general area.

The approximate 3,550 acres in residential use with-
in Southampton are controlled by single-family zon-
ing as categorized in the following table. (See
Figures 4a and 4b for representalive photos) Out of
2,980 housing units, as categorized, at least 2,300
are single-family and 500 are units in multi-family
structures.

R 120 1,550
R 80 500
R 40 and R 20 810
R12.5and7.5 550
Totals 3,140*

Table 3. Single Family Acreage, 1997

¢ Does not include multi-family acreage.
Source: Estimates are based on aerial phatographs with
zoning map overlay.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“The neighborhoods are all intercon-
nected. It’s like Internet, It's made up
of sites all over the village so that the
neighborhoods are all intimately refated
more or less within the village although
each has its own characteristics.”
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Southampton has experienced a significant amount
of new housing construction since 1970, the date of
the previous Master Plan. Census figures show that
582 new units were added between 1970 and 1990,
primarily as a result of subdivision of farmland or
larger vacant properties. Over the past fifteen years,
at least nine new subdivisions of about 230 units
have been built, are under construction, or have
received planning approval. Most of these develop-
ments are located in the eastern section of the vil-
lage, and include Pheasant Close (53 homes),
Cobblefield (25 homes), Settlers’ Meadow (47
homes), Hamptons Club (12 homes) and the recent-
ly approved 26-unit subdivisions of the two Halsey
properties. Two new subdivisions are located near
the village center: Coopers Farm, now partially built
out, and the planned White Street subdivision.
Figure 9 illustrates the distribution of new subdivi-
sion activity within the Village of Southampton
between 1980 and 1998.

Commercial and Retail Uses

Commercial and retail uses fall under three zoning
categories:  the Village Business District which
defines the village retail center; the Office Districts
centered on North Sea Road and Hampton Road;
and the two Highway Business zones located along
County Road 39.

The village center, discussed in more detail in
Section 2.5, is the most important commercial area
within the Town of Southampton, and from a retail-
ing point of view is one of the most prestigious busi-
ness districts within Suffolk County. The downtown
contains over 650,000 square feet of retail floor
area, with stores clustered along Main Street,

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Nugent Street, Jobs Lane, Jagger Lane, and portions
of Hill Street and Hampton Road. (See Figure 10.) A
number of important public and institutional uses
are also located here. These are the Village Hall and
Police Station, the Parrish Art Museum, the Rogers
Memorial Library and the Southampton Historical
Museum.

The Office District extends eastward from the village
center along Hampton Road, and northward (toward
County Road 39) along North Sea Road.

Figure 8. Recent Residential
Development - Coopers Farm
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Hampton Road

Existing uses are a mix of retail, office, institutional,
and residential buildings. The Highway Business
zones occur in two areas adjacent to County Road
39, at its intersection with North Sea Road and at
Hampton Road extending northward to the LIRR
tracks.

Other  commercial  activity includes the
Southampton Inn development and, to the west, a
number of smaller motel and bed and breakfast
businesses along Hill Street. In addition, there is a
mixed commercial-light industrial use at the James
Rambo Inc. site at the northwest edge of the village.
Five acres of this 13-acre property are within the vil-
lage, with the remaining in the town. Once a sand
mining operation, the site is now used primarily for
outdoor storage of mechanical equipment and
building supplies.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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jobs Lane

Light Industrial Use

The one light industrial park in the village is located
on Mariner Drive, between David Whites Lane and
North Main Street, near County Road 39. The park
is bisected by the LIRR tracks. The light industrial
park has developed over the past 20 years, and is
now almost fully built out. Previously, most of this
area was farmed, as noted in the 1970 Master Plan
Existing Land Use map. Approximately 30 busi-
nesses now occupy the park, with 20 firms located
on Mariner Drive. The remaining businesses use
Powell Lane and David Whites Lane for access. The
light industrial district generally presents a modern
and well-maintained appearance, and buildings are
in most cases modestly scaled and attractively land-
scaped.  Businesses include building suppliers,
building contractors, landscape service contractors
and auto service outlets.

Figure 10. Commercial Land Uses




Community Facilities

Community facilities provide a wide range of public
and institutional services that serve both local needs
and a broader regionally-based community. Most of
the more important facilities are located within or
adjacent to the downtown, except for Southampton
Hospital and its associated medical facilities. These
are grouped in the eastern section of the village.

The major community facilities are:

Municipal Buildings. The Village Hall, located on
Main Street, occupies a central location in the
downtown. The Town of Southampton offices
occupy a vacated school site on Hampton Road.

Fire and Police Services. The police department
occupies outmoded and cramped quarterswithin the
Village Hall. Two fire stations are located within the
village, one on Windmill Lane and the other on
Hampton Road.

Southampton Hospital. This is the major medical
facility in the Town of Southampton. The hospital
provides extensive out-patient care and has 120
beds. Expanded clinic facilities and doctors’ offices,
combined with parking areas, have created a signif-
icant medical services center in the vicinity of
Meeting House Lane and Old Town Road.

Public Schools. There are three public schools and
eight private or parochial schools.

Cultural Facilities

Southampton hosts major attractions that serve local
residents and tourists. These include the Parrish Art
Museum, the Cultural and Civic Museum, and the
Southampton Historical Museum. Of these three
institutions, the Parrish Art Museum is by far the
most prominent, drawing up to 60,000 visitors
annually. Another important local resource is the
Rogers Memorial Library. Currently located adja-
cent to the Parrish Art Museum, the library is plan-
ning to move to a new site on Windmill Lane in
1999-2000. i

Figure 11 shows the distribution of community
facilities and services within Southampton.

Recreation, Open Space, and Farmland

Recreation and open space areas present a mix of
significant natural resource areas, active farmland,
parks, and a variety of active and passive recreation
facilities.

Southampton’s reputation as a prime resort commu-
nity rests in part on the quality and scale of its south
coast beach area and the barrier beach along the
western reach of the village. Other important natur-
al areas include Taylors and Heady Creeks,
Shinnecock Bay, Lake Agawam, and the series of
freshwater ponds near the South Shore. Historically,
the village’s natural resources have been comple-
mented by significant areas of active farmland which
helped maintain Southampton’s rural character
despite residential growth. However, extensive sub-
division activity has resulted in a loss of consider-
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able areas of farmland. In 1970, an estimated 900
acres of farmland existed in the village. Today fewer
than 200 acres remain, mostly located in the south-
ern and eastern parts of Southampton. (See Figure
7).

Community park and recreational facilities are dis-
tributed throughout Southampton. These range from
large sanctuary areas to neighborhood .parks.
Important facilities include the Wildlife Sanctuary
overlooking Taylors Creek, Agawam Park, Lola
Prentice Memorial Park, and the school recreational
fields located on the east side of the village.

Zoning and Land Use Controls

Figure 12 illustrates the current zoning for the vil-
lage. The village’s zoning districts are summarized
below. Planning issues related to zoning and other
land use controls are also presented.

Residential Districts. The largest amount of land is
zoned for residential use. The village has eight sin-
gle family districts and two multi-family districts.
The overall purpose of the residential districts is to
promote and protect the high quality of
Southampton’s various neighborhoods and to pro-
tect the property value inherent in the zones. The
zones are listed below, followed by the minimum
square footage for a lot in that zone.

R-120 120,000

R-80 80,000 R-12.5 12,500
R-60 60,000 R-7.5 7,500
R-40 40,000 MF-20 20,000
R-20 20,000 MF-25 25,000

All residential districts allow agriculture and parks,
playgrounds, and recreational areas as-of-right.
Other community facility and business uses are
allowed in certain districts by special exception per-
mit.

The largest amount of vacant or underutilized land
in the village lies in the areas zoned for low density.
In the past fifteen years, the houses built in this
southern portion of Southampton have grown in
size, and in the number of accessory structures and
recreation facilities, such as swimming pools and
tennis courts. A second major issue is the steady
loss of an open, rural sense to the village’s landscape
as farms and large lots are developed into housing
estates. Increasingly, the green and unspoiled nat-
ural quality of the village depends on the landscap-
ing of private lots. Open vistas that once ended in a
shimmer of trees or shoreline are now cramped by
lines of large houses.

The disappearance of agriculture from Southampton
is a result of several strong factors; at least one of
which, estate taxes, the village has no control over.
The farmland is typically replaced with houses on
standard large lots, leaving no remnant of rural vis-
tas or landscapes. This replacement is encouraged
by the existing village residential zoning and subdi-
vision codes. In recent subdivison applications
involving farmland, the Planning Board has request-
ed a cluster subdivision of the land so that open
space is created. As explained further in Section
4.0, this trend should be encouraged.

The residential districts are in conformance with this
comprehensive plan. The plan does recommend,
however, that the village consider certain modifica-
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“We ought to gef an input of these new
creative ideas on zoning and how other
communities are preserving their open
space. I think we have been really
backwards in our preservation, partic-
ularly space, land preservation.”
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tions to the scale of construction allowed in certain
zones and consider capping the maximum floor
area that a home and its accessory structures may
contain.

Business Districts. The village has five mapped
zones that allow commercial and retail uses. These
are: Village Business (VB) District which regulates
the downtown, Office District (OD), Highway
Business (HB), Medical (MD) District, and Hospital
Accessory (HA) District. The VB district has not a
minimum lot area but a minimum floor area require-
ment of 800 square feet. The mapped Office District
areas, along North Sea Road, Windmill Lane, and
Hampton Road, require a minimum of 3,000 square
feet of lot area per use. Highway Business is the
smallest of the commercial-retail zones and is
mapped along short stretches of CR 39. Uses in an
HB zone must have a minimum lot size of 10,000
square feet. The minimum lot area in both the MD
and HA districts is 20,000 square feet. The village
zoning code has one additional zone that is
described in the text but is not mapped: The MTL
(Motel) District, which would require a minimum lot
size of 40,000 square feet. Dwellings are allowed in
all business districts except for VB. As with the resi-
dential districts, the overall purpose of the business
districts is to provide a mix of commercial, retail,
office, and medical uses serving local and regional
markets in the appropriate locations around the vil-
lage. However, the downtown and CR 39 present
planning issues, focused on congestion, appear-
ance, and appropriate economic development.

The business districts are in conformance with this
comprehensive plan. The plan recommends two
changes for the village's eventual study. The first is

an analysis of the OD zone. While the plan makes
no specific recommendations, the following con-
cerns should be addressed in a future study: 1) how
well OD functions as a mixed-use zone allowing
commercial and residential properties; 2) tech-
niques for better protecting the residential properties
from impacts created by commercial uses; 3) limit-
ing the district to the arterials and replacing the zon-
ing on the side streets with residential zoning, pos-
sibly R-20; 4) allowing residences as-of-right and
businesses by special exception permit; 5) design
controls requiring the commercial conversion of a
residential property to maintain the house-like char-
acter of the structure and lot; and 6) determining
whether allowed uses should be restricted on the
side streets and broadened on the arterials.

The second is to map the MTL zone on a small por-
tion of Hill Street to encompass the Southampton
Inn property and the Village Latch Inn property,
thereby recognizing the presence, longevity, and
isolation of these two significant uses on the out-
skirts of the downtown, where they are now sur-
rounded by high-density residential uses due to sub-
sequent rezonings in this area. This is the original
recommendation made in 1991 motel district study,
and this plan reiterates it.

Industrial District. The village has one such district,
located off CR 39 and surrounding Mariner Drive.
The LI (light industrial district) encompasses
Southampton’s well-maintained industrial park and
has a minimum lot area of 40,000 square feet per
use. Dwelling units are not permitted, unless they
pre-existed the current designation. However other
community facilities and business uses are allowed
as-of-right or by special exception permit.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Yl think you need to re-analyze
zoning in the village to keep

the
the

integrity of neighborhoods we already

have, preserve it and keep it as is.”

24




vt

Non-Conforming Uses

The site known as the James H. Rambo, Inc. proper-
ty has at present a controversial group of uses,
which include composting and the storage of con-
struction debris and other solid waste. These create
noxious odors. The site is located on Bishop’s Lane
in the village, but is also located within the town.
The village has created a Rambo Task Force to
understand the history of the dump operations on
the site, to determine what actions should be taken
to clean up the site, and to plan for a new use. The
Current community preference is to assemble the
Rambo site with a vacant adjoining one, creating an
attractive land development package. Southampton
would prefer a recreational use, such as a public
golf course. The Task Force should complete its
work expeditiously and clear the way for effective
enforcement of zoning and land use controls. Part
of the Task Force’s mandate should be an examina-
tion of the existing zoning on the site to determine if
it is compatible with the preferred future use of the
site.

A complementary approach could be the use of the
village’s portion of the Town of Southampton
Community Preservation Project Plan. The recent
passing of the real estate transfer tax means that the
village will be able to acquire privately owned land
for community purposes. The Rambo site is listed in
the plan, identifying it as a parcel that the village is
interested in purchasing with funds created by the
transfer tax for recreation purposes.

In general, the current land uses reflects
Southampton’s zoning code, as outlined in the sec-
tion above. However, notable exceptions occur.

West and South of Village Center. The areas west
and south of the village center are zoned exclusive-
ly residential and are mostly consistent with current
uses, with three exceptions. A sizable commercial
parcel, known as the Rambo site, sits in an R-20
zone between Magee Street and Bishops's Lane
along the village’s north border, and a sparse cluster
of commercially defined bed-and-breakfast estab-
lishments line Hill Street between Tuckahoe Lane
and Moses Lane, an area that is zoned R-40. One
small cluster of commercial uses lies immediately
south of the village business center, across Culver
Hill, in an area zoned R-20. )

North and Northeast of Village Center. The OD
(Office District) zone straddling North Sea road to
the south is converting from residential use on the
east side to office type uses, from County Road 39 to
the LIRR. Continuing south from the LIRR to the vil-
lage business district, residential use continues to be
significant, interspersed with commercial. The west
side of North Sea Road has seen commercial con-
version of residential properties and will be the site
of the new Post Office.

The lots defined by North Main Street, Jenning's
Avenue, Hildreth Street, and Layton Avenue contain
a number of inconsistencies. The whole area is
zoned as a mix of R-20, R-7.5 and MF-20, but two
sizeable parcels with entrances off North Main sup-
port commercial and industrial uses. To the west, the
area north of Bowden Square defined by North Sea,
North Main and the LIRR is zoned OD (Office

District) except for a swath of R-20 that runs along

North Main. In fact though, residences are more
prevalent in the zoned office clistrict, and significant,
commercial lots sit in the R-20 zone along North

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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2.4 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
CIRCULATION

Introduction

Existing transportation conditions within the village
are largely determined by the regional traffic pattern
serving the Town of Southampton and eastern Long
Island. Figure 13 illustrates the major regional road
links to the village as well as the LIRR right-of-way.
The major road network serving land uses within the
Southampton is shown in Figure 14. The increasing
congestion along the key east-west routes of Sunrise
Highway (Route 27), County Road 39, and Route
27A/Montauk Highway, has in turn had a major
impact on traffic conditions in the village center and
on residential streets. These problems stem primar-
ily from the conditions on County Road 39, where
the two lane road absorbs the same traffic levels as
Sunrise Highway. Official traffic counts also show
that traffic problems are largely seasonal: for exam-
ple, daily traffic volumes in August are double those
of February.

Not surprisingly, traffic congestion during summer
months and for most weekends, together with other
problems such as speeding, were mentioned as sig-
nificant issues in the residents survey. Forty-seven
percent of surveyed residents indicated that traffic
conditions within the village center were poor, and
one fifth of the respondents felt that a long-range
traffic and parking plan should be a village priority.
Over the past few years congested traffic conditions
have occurred more frequently and over a longer
summer season. Traffic congestion has also
involved most weekends of the year. This in turn

has led to increased traffic volumes on local streets,

particularly those that act as unofficial routes for
bypass traffic.

GREAT
PECONIC BAY

ATLANTIC OCEAN

Figure 13. Regional Access

: Village of Southampton
@ Long Island Rail Road
E Major Highways

FE o 25

5.0 miles
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Northeast of the village center, in the area of the rail-
road station, are a number of inconsistencies. South
of the railroad between Plant Street and David
White's Lane there is a mix of uses conflicting with
the current industrial designation. Two institutional
lots and one residential lot front Plant Street, while
a sizeable commercial parcel fronts David White's
Lane.

Across Powell Avenue to the south, an industrial
parcel reflects the industrial uses north of Powell but
lies in a district that has been zoned R-7.5. One
small commercial parcel fronts Railroad Plaza to the
west, in a district zoned R-12.5.

East of Village Center. Hampton Road, running east
from the village center, displays inconsistencies sim-
ilar to those found on the North Sea corridor.
Though zoned OD (Office District), Hampton Road
is heavily interspersed with residential use east to
the intersection with Old Town Road.

Two small commercial lots sit in a block southeast
of the Old Town/Leland Lane intersection which is
zoned R 12.5. A cluster of commercial uses sils near
the intersection of Hampton Road and Potato Field
Lane, which is zoned MF-20, multi-family housing.
A small commercial cluster of three sites is located
in the MF-20 zoned district between Meeting House
Lane and Walnut Street, which abuts the Village
Business district to the west. Two of these parcels
front Meeting House, the third fronts Pine.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
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Viilage Street Network

The 1970 Master Plan identified three highway clas-
sifications that were applicable to the village street
network: secondary highways, collector streets and
focal streets. The secondary highways generally
allow for heavier traffic volumes, and should be
designed to connect efficiently to the regional high-
way network. For the village, the secondary high-
way system includes the Hill Street - Windmill Lane
- Nugent Street - Hampton Road route which acts as
a continuation of Montauk Highway Route (27A).
In addition, North Sea Road and North Main Street
provide north-south connections to County Road
39. The 1970 Master Plan proposed a new link (the
Nugent Street Extension) between Hill Street and
Windmill Lane, but this proposal was not imple-
mented.

The secondary highways accommodate a significant
amount of through traffic as well as providing access
to shopping areas and civic and institutional build-
ings within downtown. Traffic congestion is a major
issue at several key intersection points, particularly
on weekends and during the summer. (See Figure
15.) These intersections are:

North Sea Road and County Road 39

North Main Street and County Road 39

Hill Street and Windmill Lane

Main Street - Nugent Street - Hampton Road

o © 6 ©

The build-up of summer and weekend traffic is par-
ticularly evident along Hill Street due to its function
as a bypass for County Road 39.

A number of roads function as collectors, important
local streets which collect traffic and distribute it to

the secondary highway system. Several of these col-
lector streets radiate from the business center, such
as South Main Street, Meeting House Lane, and First
Neck Lane. Other collector streets include Meadow
Lane, Gin Lane, and Wickapogue Road, which par-
allel and support land use functions along the
beachfront areas. In addition, Bishops Lane and
David Whites Lane act as collectors for traffic con-
necting to County Road 39. A 1970 proposal to
construct a collector road link between Bowden
Square and the proposed Nugent Street Extension
(mentioned above) was not carried out.

The traffic congestion on County Road 39 and on
the Hill Street - Windmill Lane - Hampton Road
route through the center of the village has resulted
in increased traffic flow on a number of roads that
act as collector streets. Meeting House Lane and
Wickapogue Road, for example, function as a south
bypass for east-west traffic. Some roads such as
Bishops Lane and Moses Lane, also help to funnel
through-traffic to Hill Street. In addition, the
increased traffic generated by the Southampton
Hospital has contributed to heavier traffic flows on
Meeting House Lane, Old Town Road, and
Wickapogue Road.

Many local streets have the physical and [and use
characteristics of residential streets, yet have to func-
tion as collector streets because of their layout and
connections to the roadway system. First Neck Lane
is an obvious example of a road which functions
both as a collector and residential street. In gener-
al, the volume and congestion pressures and piece-
meal roadway development have resulted in a less-
than-clear street hierarchy or functional classifica-
tion of collectors and residential streets.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“The highway should certainly be
cleaned up. Some sort of a natural bar-
rier along both sides with lofs of vege-
tation. Tall trees, tall shrubs, pines. Rip
up the concrete sidewalks., They are not
walked on anyway and plant over that
whole corridor. It’s the gateway to the
Hamptons.... It looks like laGuardia
Airport.”
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County Road 39 and North Sea Road Intersection.

Parking

Significant areas of the village are devoted to car
parking provision, particularly within the commer-
cial core and at major institutional sites. The center
contains over 2,500 off-street parking spaces involv-
ing an area of approximately 20 acres. Over 40% of
this parking is provided in the five municipal lots.
Other large parking areas occur adjacent to
Southampton Hospital and associated medical facil-
ities, where approximately 675 spaces utilize over
five and a half acres of land, and at the Town Hall
where there are 130 spaces. Parking along the
beach also generates significant traffic, albeit limit-
ed to the summer season and weekends. Nine
beach parking areas occur between Fowler Street at
the east boundary and Halsey Neck Lane to the
west.

Hampton Road - Main Street Intersection.

Public Transit

Train service is provided by the LIRR, giving
Southampton direct rail access to New York City as
well as to areas on the South Fork. Southampton’s
station is located one-half mile from the downtown.
(See Figure 16.) The number of daily trains fluctu-
ates by season with service averaging about five
trains per day in each direction, increasing to eight
to ten trains on weekends over the summer.
Upgrading of the station to include raised platforms
and new railings and signs is planned for 1998-99.

The primary market for rail service continues to be
vacationers and travelers to Southampton on week-
ends, a fact reflected in the varying schedules for
winter and summer seasons. As noted in the Town
of Southampton’s Comprehensive Plan, this empha-
sis is unlikely to change in the near future. With
over 90% of Southampton’s year-round work force
employed in Suffolk County, coupled with about
50% of the work force working in Southampton,

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Figure 15. Major Road Intersections

“Now, if we provide a laige area foi
parking and then it’s going Vo be fillea
and then more pegple will come oul
and more developed area will be over-
crowded. When you leave a ficle ana
then something goes in to iake ifs place,
50 now you need another hole and it's
growing to spread out and grow.”

“The day trippers, they reaily should ah
be pairking in one pailing place ana
getting on a shutile bus into town.”
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there is little likelihood of the LIRR expanding its
service for commuter use, given the lack of need for
long distance commuter runs, and the dispersed
nature of trip destinations and origins.

Existing bus service includes long distance service
to New York City as well as more local service with-
in the town and eastern Long Island. The Hampton
Jitney Transportation Company provides daily coach
service between New York City and Southamipton,
including service to LaGuardia and John F. Kennedy
Airports. Local services are provided by Hampton
Jitney and Sunrise Coach and include the $-92 (East
Hampton to Riverhead), the $-94 via Montauk
Highway and the Route 10A service connecting
Southampton College to Sag Harbor via
Southampton Village.

Bicycie and Pedestrian Circulation

Traditionally biking and walking are viewed as

recreational pursuits rather than as alternative travel
modes that could displace significant amount of
auto travel. Walking trips are convenient for short
(Va-V2 mile) journeys, particularly where pedestrian
networks serve an activity center such as the vil-
lage’s business district. The main retail streets pro-
vide a convenient and generally attractive network
of sidewalks, encouraging shoppers and visitors to
walk to stores and services, rather than use autos to
move within the center. Cyclists also make use of a
number of local streets to reach local beaches,
parks, and schools. These activities help to reduce
car parking provision and contribute to the village’s
image as a resort and recreation area. However,
Southampton lacks a broad and continuous network
of convenient, safe routes for pedestrians and
cyclists, and hybrids such as in-line skaters. In addi-
tion, cycling is prohibited within the business dis-
trict for safety reasons. Only very limited provision
is made for bicycle racks in the downtown, and no
racks are provided at the public beaches.

892 TO EAST HAMPTON
/8AG HARBOR

10A TO SAG HArsos 1]
JNORTH HaEN

Bus Stop: Nugent Street

Long Island Rail Road Station

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“{ think it would be wonderful te have
bicycle paths in the village that could
be shared by pedestrians. You can’t
walk from the village to the ocean. It’s
probably one of the most beautiful
walks in all the world to walk around
the village from Main Street, down to
the ocean, and, around Lake Agawam.
We are nol taking advantage of that at
all. »

“I would like to see some way of taking
the streets back fo pedestrians so that
we can walk more peacefully, bicycle
more peacefully. ”

Figure 16. Public Transit Facilities
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2.5 COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

This section describes the three major retail and
commercial areas that exist in the village:

e The village center, defined by the Village
Business (VB) zone;

e The two office zones designated office district
(OD), along North Sea Road, Windmill Lane,
and Hampton and -

e The two Highway Business (HB) zones located
on the north edge of Southampton.

Village Center

Land Uses.  Most of retail and commercial uses
are located in the central business district, which
covers approximately 60 acres. Retail uses provide
almost continuous frontage on five streets within
this district: Main Street, Jobs Lane, Nugent Street,
Jagger Lane, and the western portion of Hampton
Road. Additional retail uses are found on Windmill
Lane and Hill Street.

The downtown is compact, with major stores con-
tained within an area of less than one-half square
mile. The success of businesses in the center has led
to a gradual increase in the number of stores, often
through the division of buildings into smaller retail
units-and the development of mini-malls and small
paved plazas giving access to clusters of boutique-
style shops.

The stores in the center essentially serve three types
of market. These markets are permanent (year-
round) residents, seasonal (summer) residents, and
tourists who visit for a day or a weekend primarily
in the summer months. The seasonal nature of two

of the three markets has led to many stores closing
during the winter months, when demand for retail
business and services drops off.

Figures 17 and 18 illustrate the distribution of uses
within the center. Retail uses are divided into three
broad categories:

o Comparison goods (sometimes called shopper
goods) include such items as apparel, shoes, fur-
niture, appliances, jewelry, electronics, cam-
eras, art, and other durable or semi-durable
goods. Cost and quality are factors in decision-
making, along with brand identification, retailer
image, and shopping area ambiance.
Customers often compare or shop around before
they buy. These purchases are made less often
as they expected to last longer.

e Convenience goods are typically food, liquor,
hardware, and drugstore purchases. Customers
usually purchase these goods close to home,
basing their product decision more on location-
al convenience than on the price or quality.

o Retail services include personal and specialized
services. These can be dry cleaners, shoe repair,
restaurants, salons, and other establishments
offering services as opposed to goods. Personal
services are purchased more frequently than
specialized services, usually based on the con-
venience of the location, and typically are pro-
vided by laundries, dry cleaners, cobblers, and
barber and beauty salons. Specialized services
are typically chosen following a comparison by
the consumer. These include banks and invest-
ment services, travel agencies, insurance com-
panies, real estate agencies, and restaurants.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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The larger convenience stores are located in the
north section of the downtown, and include the
A&P Store on Jagger Lane and the IGA Store and a
discount drug store on Nugent Street. Other impor-
tant commercial uses include several banks, a
NYNEX office building on Windmill Lane, and a
movie theater on Hill Street. Auto service and sales
outlets are concentrated in the block between Hill
Street and Culver Street. .

Almost two-thirds of stores in the center are aimed
at the comparison shopping market, and are located
primarily along Main Street and Jobs Lane. This
concentration of comparison stores has in fact
increased over the past years. A previous survey
carried out in 1983 (Southampton Village: Planning
for Preservation; June 1983) noted that convenience
stores accounted for slightly more than 50 percent
of all stores in the center. The table below summa-
rizes the current distribution of retail space by store
type and sub area, and compares this with the 1983
percentages.

The current high concentration of comparison goods
in the store mix gives the downtown a resort-style
atmosphere in which tourists’ leisure time is spent
on shopping as well as dining and drinking, and in
cultural institutions.

The center contains a significant number of restau-
rants and food service businesses. As of November
1998, the downtown area included 25 full-service
restaurants, 14 deli style / take-out stores and 8 ice
cream, bakery or other food specialty places.

In general, the business district is viewed favorably
by residents. Over three-quarters of the residents
participating in the 1997 survey were positive about
the overall quality and character of the village cen-
ter. However, the survey also revealed that a num-
ber of residents felt that the retail mix was poor,
reflecting the preponderance of comparison stores
over convenience shops.

1983 1997 1983 1983 1997 1983 1997

Comparison 75% 86% 70% 28% 45% 51%  64%
Convenience 9% 1% 10% 47 % 21% 27%  13%
Service 16% 3% 20% 25% 34% 22%  23%
Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“We want fo re-establish the kind of
old-fashioned type village this used to
be. The most successful stores still in
the village are the stores that have been
around for years. Arrow Laundry,
Herrick Hardware, Lillywhite’s. They
own their property.”

“We see sfores that come, stores that
go. Last summer next to Moon’s place,
Arrow laundry, there was a little store
selling men’s summer clothing. Golf
shirts. I happen to go in. The cheapest
golf shirt was $90. Most of them were
about $130. There was no one in the
store. [said to the people in there, are
you doing much business? They said
no, we are hardly doing anything and a
month later they closed.”

Table 4. Retail Type Distribution in the
Village Center, 1983-1997
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In the 1970 plan, the land use acreage count in the
village center was 59 acres in business, institutional
(e.g., Village Hall), and cultural use. This was felt to
be adequate to serve the dual markets of a local, vil-
lage-based one and a larger market drawn from the
Town of Southampton and seasonal visitors. The
emphasis in the 1970 plan was on the expansion of
the existing center and greater efficiency for park-
ing, walking, and truck loading, rather than the cre-
ation of new business centers within the village.
Convenience shopping was to remain concentrated
in the northern end of the center, with specialty
shops to be steered towards Jobs Lane and its inter-
section with Main Street, and Hill Street. The only
expansion foreseen in the center was the replace-
ment of the movie theater and car dealerships on
Hill Street with specialty shops, should these exist-
ing uses move to more spacious sites in Highway
Business zones.

Main Street

Access and Parking, The major road approaches
to the commercial core are North Sea Road, North
Main Street, and Hampton Road (all of which pro-
vide access to County Route 39 to the north), and
Hill Street which gives direct access to Montauk
Highway to the west. The road network serving the
village center (Jagger Lane, Nugent Street, Main
Street, Windmill Lane, jobs Lane, and Hill Street)
allows two-way traffic and on-street parking on both
sides of the road. Main Street provides diagonal
parking.

Downtown parking accommodates approximately
3,125 spaces, including almost 300 spaces that are
located in lots immediately adjacent to, but outside,
the village business zone. Twenty percent of all
parking spaces are on-street. Five municipal lots
provide space for 1,065 cars, representing approxi-
mately 43 percent of the total parking count.

Windmill Lane

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“I wish that Southampton Main Streef
would stay the way it is. | wish that
Herrick’s, Hildreth’s will always be
there. And the walk around the library
where the children have all walked and
held their mother’s hand. 1 wish that
stores fike where they sell ice cream on
Hampton Road would always stay
there. And I wish that we could pre-
serve some of the hometown charac-
ter.”

Figure 18, Views of Village Center
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Figure 19 shows the distribution of private and
municipal lots in the center. The table below pro-
vides a summary of all parking provision.

Although large areas of the center are devoted to
surface parking lots, the influx of summer residents
and tourists causes the parking areas to be congest-
ed during the peak months.

Pedestrians are generally well served by a network
of attractively landscaped sidewalks along the major
streets.in the center. Main Street in particular pro-
vides generous and well-designed amenities for

pedestrian use. (See Figures 20 and 21.) However,
pedestrian links to the interior parking lots vary in
quality. (See Figure 22.) A number of pathways are
poorly defined and lack signage and landscape
treatment. Important crosswalk areas, especially the
crossing at Main Street-Nugent Street-Hampton
Road, are also in need of improvement given their
heavy use during the summer months. In addition,
the major parking areas fail to provide defined
pedestrian pathways within the lots themselves.

West of Windmill Lane Private 271 347 181 528
‘ Public 76

Main St-Windmill Lane Private 269 1,041 209 1,250
Public 772

Main St - Pine Street Private 57 277 130 407
Public 220

North of Nugent St/ Private 557 557 95 652
Hampton Road Public 0

Total Private 1,154 2,222 615 2,837
Public 1,068

Major Adjoining Lots Private 288 288 0 288
{Qutside VB Zone) Public 0

Total Private 1,442 2,510 615 3,125
Public 1,068

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“I'm not sure what the real solution is
for the local people here, If you want as
many summer people on the street dur-
ing the summer, or not. It’s a hard thing
to come to terms with.”

“There are a couple of infersections
from hell that are not user-friendly. I'm
talking about the one down by the Pear
Tree and Saks. If you ever try fo cross
that one on foot, it’s kind of a death-
defying experience.”

Table 5. Parking in the Village Center,
1997
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Office Zones

The two Office Districts are located adjacent to the
Village Business zone. The larger zone extends
north along North Sea Road to County Road 39, and
south along the west side of Windmill Lane as far as
Cooper Farm Road. Eastward, the second Office
District is located along Hampton Road to David
Whites Lane.

Both districts are a mix of residential, commercial,
and institutional uses. A number of vacant or under-
utilized parcels exist within these zones, including
two sites on North Sea Road (between Aldrich Lane
and the LIRR tracks). In addition, a village-owned
parcel is vacant on Windmill Lane.

Jobs Lance

Highway Business Zones

These zones form part of the larger highway busi-
ness area along Country Road 39 that falls within
the Town of Southampton and the village. Although
the two zones within the village involve less than 45
acres of land, they are of special importance given
that they represent two of the major gateways into
the village. One zone has extensive frontage on
North Sea Road. Uses include fast food services and
a gas station. To the east, the second zone is locat-
ed between Hampton Road and the LIRR . it has sig-
nificant undeveloped land as well as residential use.
Commercial uses in this zone are limited to parcels
with frontage on Hampton Road. The greatest issues
presented by the highway business area are traffic

Main Street

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Figure 21. Views of Main Street and

Jobs Lane
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congestion, unattractive gateways into the village,
and overall unattractiveness created by the plethora
of utilitarian and uncoordinated strip malls, parking
lots, and signs. The traffic congestion is largely a
function of through traffic, not shoppers visiting CR
39 businesses. However the many curb cuts for dri-
veways into the strip malls and stand-alone business-
es aggravate an already congested traffic flow. A
coordinated effort by the village and the town, with
support from the county Department of
Transportation, can control the proliferation of curb
cuts. The aesthetic issues are largely the result of
zoning and site plan review language in municipal
law, and as such can be amended at the local level.
Requirements and restrictions can be strengthened,
as discussed in Section 4.0.
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“We praise ourselves to the sky and
then you look. You come into
Southampton on the highway and see
probably the worse urban blight on the
Fast End. As you go by the signs and the
gas stations and the motels and things
like that, that’s shocling. [ think num-
ber one we should address that. Visual
- 1 call it suburban blight - admitiediy
some of that is the fown’s responsibility
but a loi, quite a lot, fall onto the vil-
lage’s.”

Figure 22. Municipal Parking Lot,
Village Center
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2.6 COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The Village of Southampton offers a number of com-
munity facilities and amenities to its residents.
Among them are parks and beaches, an excellent
school district, and a variety of cultural activities.
Figure 12 (in Section 2.3) illustrates the various com-
munity facilities located within Southampton,. and
the following discussion describes them in detail.

Schools

The Southampton Union Free School District has
three of its public schools located within the Village
of Southampton: the Southampton High School,
Intermediate School, and Elementary School. The
High School and Intermediate School (Grades 5 -
12) are located adjacent to one another, the
entrance of the former on Narrow Lane, the latter on
Leland Lane. The Elementary School (grades K-4) is
located on Pine Street. The village has one
parochial school, Our Lady of the Hamptons Roman

Catholic School. (See Figure 23.) In 1996, there
were a total of 1,572 public school students enrolled
in grades kindergarten through twelve. Table 6 lists
the 1996/97 enrollment and capacity figures by
school.

According to a planning study completed by BOCES
(Board of Cooperative Educational Services) in
February 1997, the Southampton Schoo! District,
which extends beyond the village boundaries, can
expect an increase of approximately 275 total stu-
dents by the year 2006. This increase would bring
the total number of students to 1,878 from the cur-
rent total of 1,572. According to the study, the
increase in the number of students is due to the
increase in the number of immigrant or minority
families, who statistically tend to have larger fami-
lies, and to the growing number of former second-
home families who use their Southampton homes as
a primary residence.

Elementary School K-4 595 560 106%
Intermediate School 5-8 436 663 66%
High School 9-12 541 927 58%

Source: Southampton Union Free School District, February 1997, Long Range Planning Study (BOCES)
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

“We should be thinking about our
youth and about our aged residents of
the community, our wisdom and our

future.”

Table 6. Public School Enroliment,
1996-97
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The bulk of the student increase will be seen in
grades K-4, where enrollment is projected to rise to
654 students by the year 2000. Already operating
above capacity, the Elementary School will need to
consider adding additional classrooms to its existing
twenty-four. The Intermediate School will see the
biggest increase in students by the year 2004, where
enrollment is projected to rise to 577 students. The
Intermediate School will also need to consider
adding additional classrooms to its current nineteen.
The High School will see the biggest increase in stu-
dents by the year 2006, where enrollment is pro-
jected to rise to 658 students. The current number
of High School classrooms, 25, is projected to be
adequate, according to the BOCES stucly.

The Long-Range Facilities Task Force for the
Southampton School District was recently formed to
begin looking at ways to confront this expected stu-
dent enrollment rise over the next ten years. Some
of the suggested alternatives includle the following:

o Consolidation of Southampton School District
with Tuckahoe Common School District;

o Combining preschool and kindergarten or
kindergarten and first grade in the Tuckahoe
School Building on North Magee Street;

o Leasing a facility, off-site, to provide additional
classroom space; or

o New construction and/or expansion of the
existing school.

According to State Education Department (SED)
guidelines, the minimum usage acreage standard for
a facility is a base of ten acres, plus one acre for
each hundred students. The Elementary School has
limited land (4 acres), and would not meet the
above guidelines without SED exemption for further
facility expansion.

Parks and Beaches

The Village of Southampton has eight parks open for
public use, listed in Table 7. According to the Parks

Southampton Elementary School

Our Lady of the Hamptons Roman Catholic School
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Agawam Park

5 acres

e 0 o & a e

Freshwater lake
Playground
Picnic area

War Memorials
Restrooms
Summer concerts

David Whites Lane Park

1 acre

Lawn

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Flying Point Park

17 acres

Baseball field for Little League
Softball field
Soccer Field

Lola Prentice Park

3 acres

Ice skating rink

Munn Point

n/a

e © & e

Boardwalk

Beach

Clamming, fishing, swimming and boating
Handicapped access

The Nature Trail

9 acres

e e

Trail to Wickapogue Pond
Bass fishing

Railroad Plaza Park

2.5 acres

Land and landscaping
Volleyball

william Dunwell Park

4 acres

Lawn
Old Town Pond (freshwater, 11 acres)

Windward Way Park

1 acre

Lawn
Playground

Table 7. Village Parks
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Department, there is one tennis court at the Rosko
Development and two paddle tennis courts at North
Bishop, a nine acre open space parcel. The village
has approximately seven miles of beaches on the
ocean. Dune Beach is located on Dune Road with
an 800-foot boardwalk with an 800 square foot
wood deck for picnics, and sightseeing. Other
beaches in the village are Cooper’s Beach, Cryder
Lane Beach, Fowler Beach, Little Plains Beach, Old
Town Beach and Wyandanch Beach. Cooper’s
Beach features a  pavilion with a snack bar,
restrooms, and showers.

The Southampton Parks Department has several pro-
jects planned. The Flying Point Park, scheduled to
open in the spring of 1998, will be a 17-acre park
with a baseball field for Little League, a softball
field, and a soccer field. According to the Parks
Department, additional parking space will not be
necessary for the park. A beach parcel near the heli-
pad next to Dune Beach is also now available to the
public. Finally, efforts to improve the Lola Prentice
Park are underway by KidPaC, the Southampton-
based children and youth advocacy group and vil-
lage government KidPaC would like to see the park
cleaned more frequently, a fence installed around
the perimeter so that it is easier to close at night, a
public telephone on the park grounds, and
approved skateboard ramps.

Police Department

The Village of Southampton Police Station is cur-
rently located in the Village Hall. The police force
includes 28 full-time officers, six public safety and
staff, and eight support staff. During the summer

months, 15 to 20 additional staff members are
added to the force. The Police Department consists
of a Uniformed Patrol Division, a Detective Divi-
sion, Community Relations Office, Traffic Enforce-
ment, Drug Awareness Resistance Education,
Director of Operations, and Office of the Chief of
Police.

The village police department currently occupies
outmoded and cramped quarters within Village
Hall. These premises provide less than half the floor
area required to operate efficiently. Moreover,
access to the second and third floor area is severely
restricted. The police department needs a station of
approximately 10,000 square feet so that it can
function more effectively. Consequently, the village
has undertaken several studies related to the need
for new police headquarters. Several potential new
sites were examined, including a site on Hampton
Road and a redevelopment alternative for the cur-
rent fire station on Windmill Lane. An earlier study
also reviewed a possible police headquarters/new
Village Hall joint development. Another option that
has been explored is a joint Police-Fire Department
facility. While relations between the two depart-
ments are good, both have traditionally operated as
independent units. There is no apparent advantage
in planning for a joint development site or shared
building. Also, the Fire Depart- ment has a much
larger service area and would continue to operate
out of a number of substations. The Fire Department
sees no need to relocate its headquarters from the
current Windmill Lane site.

In December 1995, Southampton purchased a 4.2
acre parcel adjacent to Lola Prentice Park on
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“8o in the last fifteen years, 've seen a
huge proliferation of vehicles on beach-
es and that contributes to number one,
pollution, erosion, noise, and danger. 1
can’t let my kids out on the beach alone
anymore the way I used because there
are four-by-fours going 40 miles an
hour tearing down the beach. So my
suggestion is special zones for four-by-
fours where they can’t cross.”

“We should promote [parking] for the
local people...like Coopers Beach, 1t’sa
nice place fo sit for fen minutes and
look at the ocean, have a cup of coffee
or your lunch.”
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Windmill Lane for a new police department station.
The reasons for this strategy are:

Good location in the “heart” of the village;
Site area allows for expansion or additional
uses;

e Secondary access allowed via White Street,
through an easement within the proposed
White Street subdivision; and

e Nearby library site creates a new public/institu-
tion core in this section of the village.

A preliminary sketch plan was prepared at that time
to confirm that the site could accommodate the
required building area and parking need. Parking
for officers, support staff and visitors would require
between 50 to 60 parking spaces. However, this
plan has yet to be implemented.

Fire Department

Fire protection is provided from three existing sta-
tions, located at Windmill Lane, Hampton Road,

and in the Shinnecock area. This distribution
ensures a quick response time, and reflects current
procedures where department facilities are dis-
persed to maintain a three to five mile radius of
operation for each station. The department has
about 140 volunteers (25-50 per “company” or sta-
tion). The department is planning to add a fourth
station at Water Mill, which is currently under-
served. No expansion plans are proposed at the
existing sites, although preliminary discussions have
been held in regard to relocating the Fire
Department Museum to the Windmill Lane site in
order to make it more accessible to visitors and res-
idents. Apart from the need for a Water Mill-based
station, the major issue concerns summer traffic
congestion resulting in travel delays to and from the
Windmill Lane station.

Rogers Memorial Library
The Rogers Memorial Library opened to the public

in March 1896 at the corner of Main Street and Jobs
Lane. Today, the library serves a community of

FIRE DEPARTHE
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Windmill Lane Fire Department Building

Rogers Memorial Library
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Figure 24. Communily Facilities,
Village Center
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nearly 12,000 people. Its collection includes more
than 60,000 adult and 14,000 juvenile books, over
200 current newspapers and periodicals, talking
books, large print books, compact discs, audiocas-
settes, maps, and video cassettes. The library also
serves as a repository for an important collection of
local history books, maps, memorabilia, and whal-
ing logs. Circulating over 184,000 items per year,
the library is the second largest on the east.end of
Long Island. Over 100 years old, the Rogers
Memorial Library has outgrown its current and his-
torical home. (See Figure 24.) As such, the library
plans to relocate to a site on Windmill Avenue in
1998-99. (See Figure 25.)

A concern regarding the new library location
involves the number of parking spaces needed.
Reducing the number from the required amount
would eliminate some of the unattractive surface

parking and allow for additional green space and
landscaping. Strategically placed pedestrian con-
nections {i.e., from the nearby municipal parking
lots to the library), would help to compensate for the
loss of parking spaces.

Cultural Facilities

The Parrish Art Museum. The Parrish Arl Museum
was founded by Samuel Longstreth Parrish in 1898.
The museunm’s collection and the building itself
were bequeathed to the Village of Southampton
when Samuel Parrish died in 1932. During the
ensuing years, the Parrish focused its exhibition and
acquisitions on American painting of the twentieth
century, with special altention directed toward the
generation of artists who have maintained studios
on the East End of Long Island since the 1950s.
Today, the Parrish Art Museum has 1,600 members
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Figure 25.
Proposed Library on Windmill Lane
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and attracts approximately 60,000 visits annually.
The museum also offers several educational pro-
grams to the schools, youth associations, and local
retirement homes of the area. The museum will cel-
ebrate its 100th birthday in 1998, which under-
scores the need to modernize and expand the facil-
ity to meet future demands. The museum has under-

taken a number of studies to examine options for
building expansion and improvement. With only
4,500 square feet of gallery space, the museum is
unable to display much of its permanent collection.
In addition, the existing gallery space, and storage
facilities fail to meet acceptable standards for travel-
ing exhibits and loaned shows.

The Parrish Art Museum recently stepped forward to
buy the Rogers Memorial Library building, adjacent
to the museum, in order to expand its facilities. If
the museum successfully buys the library, it may be
able to create:

o New galleries to display the permanent collec-
tion;

o New loading and service areas and lecture hall
at the lower level, and

o New classrooms, expanded gift shop, and a
small restaurant.

The plans also seek to open up the museum grouncls
to public view, especially from Jobs Lane. The pos-
sible relocation of the police station and police
parking provide an opportunity to create a major
pedestrian connection from Main Street into the new
museum complex through elimination of parking
spaces now used by the library and the police. Southampton Historical Museum

Figure 26. Community Facilities, Village
Center




Halsey House. Located on South Main Street and
built in 1648 by Thomas Halsey, this house is the
oldest English type saltbox house in the State of
New York. The house was restored by the
Southampton Town Colonial Society from 1958-
1962. It contains authentic 17th and 18th Century
furnishings placed by Henry F. DuPont.

Southampton -Historical Museum. This museum is
located on the original farmland granted to William
Rogers in 1643. (See Figure 26.) Among the con-
tents of the museum are colonial relics dating to
1640, an Indian room containing artifacts of
Shinnecock and Montauk tribes, a natural history
room, and the Old School House, one of the oldest
school houses standing in Suffolk County, furnished
with original desks, maps, and school books. The
museum is currently approached from Meeting
House Lane. A proposed pedestrian connection to
Main Street will provide a more direct link to the
museum facilities and to other visitor attractions in
the cdowntown.

American Legion Hall and Cultural Center of
Southampton. Situated next to Agawam Park on
Pond Lane, the American Legion Hall and Cultural
Center provides space for dance performances, con-
certs, and art exhibits and large public gatherings.
The center is also used for veteran activities.

Medical and Health Care Services
The Southampton Hospital. The Southampton

Hospital is a voluntary, not-for-profit acute care
medical facility whose mission is to provide quality

health care to residents and visitors of eastern Long
Island. Since its founding in 1909, the hospital has
grown to meet the needs of area residents and sum-
mer visitors, and has over 6,000 admissions yearly.

After six major expansions, the hospital complex
now consists of a 120-bed medical-surgical facility
with cardiac rehabilitation, New Beginnings mater-
nity program, the surgery center, the emergency
medical program, radiology services, and the labo-
ratory extended services program. The hospital also
expanded its outpatient services. This includes the
laboratory extended services program which has
four out-patient satellite centers in Southampton,
Westhampton Beach and in Hampton Bays for
patient convenience. Recent new programs have
also been developed in response to the community’s
health care needs. These include the Center for
Communily Health Improvement and Wellness and
the Senior Health Center.

Southampton Hospital is the largest employer on the
South Fork of Long Island with more than 600 full-
time equivalent employees, including over 120
physicians, dentists, and allied health professionals
representing over 30 different specialties.

In Southampton Hospital’s plans, long range capital
funds will be needed for capital construction pro-
jects, equipment acquisition, and replacement and
additions to endowments. Although the hospital has
no plans for future physical expansion at its village
site, the need for additional car parking space
remains an issue.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Southampton Village Volunteer Ambulance Service.

Located on Meeting House Lane, the Southampton
Village Volunteer Ambulance Service provides emer-
gency medical transport. The service has four fully
equipped advanced life support service vehicles, and
is staffed by approximately 30 volunteers. According
to the Town of Southampton Plan, the ambulance ser-
vice is adequate to meet the exisling demand; how-
ever, the service is outgrowing its current facility.

Institutional and Municipal Buildings

Highway Department Barn Area. This four acre site
is located on Willow Street in the northerly quadrant
of the village. The building houses the Parks
Department and the Highway Department, as well as
a public works garage where trucks, vehicles, and
snow plows are stored and maintained. There is also
an impoundment lot for stolen or towed vehicles.

Village Hall. The Village Hall is located on Main
Street.  Offices within the Village Hall include the
Village Clerk, the Planning, Zoning, and Architectural
Review Boards and the Building Inspector. As noted
earlier, the Police Department is scheduled to move
to a new location in the near future.

Churches. There are ten places of worship in

Southampton:

1. Church of God in Christ, 57 Hillcrest Terrace

2. Community Baptist Church, 16 Plant Street

3. First Baptist Church, 57 Halsey Avenue

4. First Church of Christ, Scientist, Pine and
Cameron Streets

5. First Preshyterian Church, 2 Main Street

TR

First Preshyterian Church

&

United Mcthodist Church

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Figure 27. Local Churches
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Our Lady of Poland, 35 Maple Street

7. Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary, 168 Hill
Street

8. St. Andrew’s Dune Church, Dune Road

9. St. John's Episcopal Church, 100 South Main
Street

10. United Methodist Church, 160 Main Street

Utilities

The Village of Southampton is served by the Suffolk
County Water Department. Water supply is derived
from aquifers and local wellfields. A few properties
have private wells, primarily used for irrigation pur-
poses.

One of the water supply issues involves Meadow
Lane. During the summer months, there is a short-
age of water pressure to the main line that serves
this dead end street. Where there should be 1,500
pounds of water pressure running through the line,
on hot summer days, the pressure has dropped to as
little as 16 pounds. If there were a fire, there would
not be enough water pressure for firefighting.
Consequently, early in 1998, the current eight inch
line will be replaced with a 12-inch line to allow for
an increase in the water pressure.

There are no public sewer lines in the Village; sep-
tic tanks are used throughout. There are no plans to
build any sewer lines. The Southampton Hospital
has its own sewer plant.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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2.7 SUMMARY OF ISSUES

The following is a summary of the issues presented
in the foregoing sections. They are divided into

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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village-wide issues and village center issues.

A.

VILLAGE-WIDE ISSUES

Development

@

County Road 39 Corridor: Future land use
development and appearance

Appearance of roads and land uses serving as
gateways to the village

Impacts of abutting town land uses

Railroad station area improvements
Residential and commercial development den-
sity and design

Buffers between residential and non-residential
areas

Mix of uses in the Office District zone

Rambo site impacts and redevelopment
Future housing needs, especially of the elderly
and young families

Traffic Circulation and Parking

=4

Summer traffic congestion and parking difficul-
ties for residents

CR 39 and North Sea Road intersection
improvements

Truck traffic on Bishops Lane, David Whites
Lane, and other major streets

Traffic congestion and noise on Hill Street, and
on other major through streets

Traffic and parking impacts created by the
hospital

Lack of bicycle routes

Environment, Open Space, and Recreation

Continued residential subdivision of farmland
Beach erosion, misuse, and lack of amenities;
lack of parking and handicapped access; inap-
propriate construction and hardening ‘
Insufficient and unconnected open space
Need for improved recreational facilities for
children

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

Improved facilities and for pedestrian connec-
tions for Police Department, Library, and mus-
seums

Impacts created by summer traffic and through
traffic

Insufficient parking spaces and poorly designed
lots

Lack of pedestrian amenities, including proper-
ly signalized crosswalks

Improved balance between comparison and
convenience shopping

Need for streetscape improvements

Need for better pedestrian linkages between
main cultural and community facilities

Poor visual quality of Hampton Road
Inadequate provision for bicycles

Poor control over commercial signs and

private parking lot
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3.0 PLANNING GOALS

3.1 QUALITY OF LIFE

Much of what brought Southamptonites to planning
meelings or miotivated them to complete the survey
was a sense that the village is like no other. This real
but mysterious aspect came to be called the village’s
quality of life. Every concern could be categorized
neatly, for example, into traffic or open space or
commercial development problems. But each sin-
gle issue was also part of an overall concern for pre-
serving ~ Southampton’s  quality  of life.
Understanding  the  attributes  that make
Southampton a special place and preserving these
became the overriding issue for the plan.

o ['ve lived here all my life and I've seen the deterio-
ration of the village and the lack of quality of life.
This village has gone downhill over the years and |
think, recently, I've seen the degradation really
occur af a more rapid pace.

e [ think the reason we have fo avoid being compla-
cent is that we, as a resort community, run a
severe danger of falling into a trap of winding up
as another Newport, Rhode Island or Cannes,
France.

o Something that is close to my heart that has an
impact on the dynamics and the quality of life for
everyone involved in this village and it’s extremely
close fto me - when I can go and work in my own
yard, cutling my grass, a nice sporty Porsche pulls
up, “Excuse me, where can 1 buy the drugs?”
That’s a big problem. People want fo know where
you live. | live in Southampton. And [ say that
proudly.

o [ wish that we could preserve some of the home-
town character.

o My wish list is more immediate and it’s basically
for the aesthetics of the village. I don’t think it is
as pretty as it can be.

e [ think the reason we are all here is that yes, we
love Southampton, but I think the reason we are
here is nof fo pat ourselves on the back, but to.roll
up our sleeves and do some serious work.

The quality of life concerns aired at the meetings
were later echoed in the public opinion survey (see
Appendix A for more details). The characteristics of
Southampton that survey respondents most loved
and most disliked were, taken together, a descrip-
tion of a wonderfully unique place, under threat.
Southamptonites experience the village as a small
town with safety, charming ambiance and good
quality of life. The village combines beauty of land-
scape, beaches, and ocean with interesting local
history, friendly neighbors, proximity to other key
places, and high quality community facilities. These
beloved qualities are damaged by summertime and
year-round population changes; in effect,
Southampton’s charm is all too well known.
Extraordinary traffic, expensive retailers, and exces-
sive summertime crowding are peak irritants during
the high season.

Year-round the community feels that it must work
hard now to sustain neighborliness and civic-mind-
eclness that make the village a hometown.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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In response, Southampton seeks a new halance, not
a closed door. The village recognizes that it now has
a role as a resort community serving three different
transient populations: daytrippers, weekenders, and
summer home visitors. Their needs and expecta-
tions must be balanced against those of the year
round residents, some of whom are drawn from the
visitors. Many of the aspects comprising the vil-
lage’s appeal are likewise caught up in finding a
new balance. Farmers wish to sell to new-home
buyers, who in turn come to Southampton for its
rural and open landscape. The beaches are porous
barriers protecting houses against the ocean. They
are also fragile organisms heavily used for recreation
and meditation. The beach, the bay, the farms, the
proportion of buildings to landscape - all are living
parts of Southampton’s character. The qualities that
make Southampton special may be shaken but are
not lost to history. At the public meetings during the
planning process, a number of speakers reminisced
about a Southampton childhood and remarked on
finding so little changed when they returned as
home-buying adults. Despite development, the vil-
lage is still recognizably a place that is not only
wonderful to live in but also a place that residents
feel privileged to know.

There is conflict and compromise for each quality of
life issue. The goal for the community in protecting
its quality of life is not solely finding an ac-
ceptable resolution to each separate issue. It must
assure itself that each effort adds up to a greater
community good. The balance for each quality of
life issue must be made on a set of principles. These
principles and the recommendations that flow from
them are presented next.

3.2 LONG-TERM PLANNING GOALS

As one single issue came to stand above others, so
did one goal: the Village of Southampton must be
maintained as a small scale, attractive community in
which the pattern and quality of land uses, and the
quality of life reflect the needs of the residents, insti-
tutions, and other interested village groups.

Following from this primary goal, three guiding prin-
ciples became clear to the involved citizens, offi-
cials, and consultants. These principles shaped the
recommendations, as they constitute the essential
philosophy of the Southampton community toward
the desired physical and social character of the vil-
lage:

® JTo preserve and enhance the village’s quality of life
elements: open space, the natural environment,
historic character, and small-scale buildings. The
special architectural and small-town
character, historic resources, and the appearance
of existing buildings and residential neighborhood
should be reproduced in all new construction.
Development and land utilization must fit with the
existing paltern of development. Existing open
space, beaches, and natural landscape must be
profected.

o To focus on the needs and communal aspirations of
village residents, rather than on the needs of out-
of-town visitors and tourists. All actions must
alfain a balance between preserving Southampton’s
character and quality and promoting economic
development.

° 7o seek a balance between the needs of pedestri-

ans and automobile users in the downtown and
throughout the village. In the center, the village
must refain and enhance a human scale to build-
ings, streels, and open spaces.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“If was almost a reljgious experience
for me to go down to Coapers Beach in
the summer when | wasn’t living here
and swim, out beyond the breakers,
looking up and down the beach saying,
“This place really hasn’t changed. This
Is a nice place and I enjoy it and | am
glad to come back.” I think that is why
f came back fo live here.”
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Realization of these will require the many-year
effort of elected and appointed officials, individual
property owners, and the village’s network of civic
groups and civic-minded institutions. The cumula-
tive effect of private and public land use decisions
will carry the village close to the ideal if the fol-
lowing objectives guide decision-making.

HOUSING

» Preserve the quality and character of existing
single family residential zones and other resi-
dential neighborhoods.

o Enhance the diversity and affordability of hous-
ing types in proper locations.

COMMERCIAL AREAS
Downtown:

¢ Maintain the village-like quality of the down-
town thrdtigh careful control of land uses and
their scale, adequate building maintenance,
and on-going streetscape improvements, to
include street furniture, lighting, signs, litter
and recycling bins, and planting pits.

e Maintain a year-round mix of small-scale, inde-
pendent retail stores, services, and other com-
mercial uses to meet the needs of local resi-
denlts and those residing in-the immediate
adjoining communities.

e Improve the layout and design of parking areas,
the availability of parking spaces, and pedestri-
an connections lo parking areas serving down-
lown.

e Improve pedestrian amenities, (o include open

space, sidewalks, crosswalks, and lighting, and
off-street paths to important amenities, struc-
tures, and parking areas.

e Maintain a balance between commercial uses
and cultural facilities.

County Route 39:

o Create an attractive commercial corridor that-
serves as a pleasant gateway to the village
through proper land use and sign controls, traf-
fic managment, and landscaping.

e Improve traffic flow using techniques such as
road widening, access management, and traffic
calming.

e Coordinate land use, design, landscaping, and
traffic flow management with the town and
county.

o Control development and expansion of land
uses generating high levels of traffic.

OFFICE DISTRICT AREAS

> Improve the function, appearance , and quality
of the office areas.

e Protect the property values of the residentia
land uses and the aesthetics of the overall
areas, while allowing a mix of uses in these
areas.

TRAFFIC, PARKING, and CIRCULATION

o Reduce impacts and congestion resulting from
seasonal traffic and certain individual land uses

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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such as the hospital.
Reduce through traffic on local roads.

Review truck routes vis-a-vis impacts to resi-
dential neighborhoods.

Create on-street routes for bicyclists and
skaters.

Improve transit linkage between the railroad
station and the center to reduce traffic.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

-]

Maintain high quality services and facilities for
village residents, with a special focus on the
library, art museum, and historical museum.

Ensure efficient use and maintenance of public
services provided by the Police and Fire
Departments.

Expand facilities and programs to serve special
target populations and after-school needs, with
a focus on the recreation needs of children and
teenagers.

Improve and expand public beach parking
areas.

ENVIRONMENT, OPEN SPACE, and FARMLAND

L4

Conserve remaining agricultural land as active
farms, or as open space.

Protect wetlands, barrier beach, and mainland
beaches within a context of comprehensive
coastal planning and management.

Preserve and enhance existing open space and
natural featares.

CODE REVISION and ENFORCEMENT, and
OTHER GOVERNMENT ACTIONS

Modify the zoning code to reduce the scale of
residential development to create a seamless-
ness between built-out and developing areas of
the village.

Review effectiveness of local laws governing;

e  Group rentals

e Signs

o Display of wares by businesses

e Sidewalk use by businesses, restaurants,
and cafes _

e Historic preservation and building renova-
tions

e Beach parking

e Pooper scooper requirement
Bicyclists and in-line skaters

Enforce local codes more stringently, with par-
ticular emphasis on local laws affecting the
summertime quality of life (parking, U-turns,
dress code, and noise).

Improve entries and gateway signs into the vil-
lage at:

Route 39 at North Sea Road

Sunrise Highway at Sebonac Road
North Highway

Route 27

Southampton College/North Main Street

2 & 9 © ©°

Collaborate with the LIRR on service and sta-
tion improvements.

Adopt architectural design guidelines for his-
toric resources and changes to other buildings.
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4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The foregoing chapters focused on concerns and
problems arising from existing conditions in the
Village of Southampton. This section now describes
the recommencdations that can resolve these issues.
By the close of the planning process, three guiding
principles had become clear to the involved citi-
zens, officials, and consultants. These principles
shaped the recommendations, as they constitute the
essential philosophy of the Southampton communi-
ty about the desired physical and social character of
the village:

e Jo preserve and enhance the village’s quality of life
elements, seen to be open space, the natural envi-
ronment, and the historic character and small-scale
buildings.

e TJo focus on the needs and communal aspirations of
village residents, rather than on the needs of out-
of-town visitors and tourists.

o Jo seek a balance between the needs of pedestri-
ans and automobile users in the downtown and
throughout the village.

Certain aspects of Southampton’s difficulties cross
nominal boundaries, such as the need for healthy,
architecturally sympathetic community facilities to
he located in the downtown, with sufficient and
altractive pedestrian ways and parking lots. Such
concerns could be better resolved through a frame-
work that gathered logether groups of issues, differ-
ent than the clear divisions used in Section 2.0. A

framework for thinking about resolving the physical
and development issues came about through the
many discussions in the planning process. The rec-
ommendations that follow are thus framed in five
categories: 1) Open Space, Recreation, Shoreline,
and Farmland, 2) Traffic, Parking, and Circulation,
3) Village Center, 4) Community and Cultural
Facilities, and 5) Appearance and Aesthetics. These
represent the major characteristics defining the vil-
lage's uniqueness.

4.2 OPEN SPACE, FARMLAND, RECREATION,
AND SHORELINE

In the survey of residents’ opinions and throughout
the planning process, Southamptonites made it clear
that their love for the village was largely founded on
three intrinsic qualities: the small town ambiance,
the landscape’s physical beauty, and the ocean with
its long beaches. Of course, this affection is shared
by the village’s many visitors and summer residents.
However, these qualities are only apparently intrin-
sic. They do in fact depend on external circum-
stances for their protection, continuation, and
integrity against the most potent external pressure:
the real estate market fueled by the village’s popu-
larity.

The substantial loss of farmland in the village, from
900 acres in 1970 to fewer than 200 acres today,
can be staunched with a series of actions. In some
cases the village needs to initiate the action and in
others the village should join with others who are
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already seeking tools to retain farmland, either as
land under cultivation or as permanently protected
open space.

Land Preservation

For example, large open space and/or farm parcels
should be identified as potential sites for land
preservation measures. The Village should join the
Peconic land Trust and similar organizations to
devise options that are agreeable to property owners
that address both the property owners’ rights and the
Village resident’s desire to preserve open space and
farmland.

The two best options are clustering residential lots
and purchase for open space use. Clustering would
require that a housing subdivision on this property
create meaningful open space and perhaps a green-
belt along the road. The owners and/or builder
would have to be assured that the clustered lots
would remain large enough to absorb large-scale

houses with adequate landscaping.

In the past, clustered housing developments in the
village have yielded open space which tended to
buffer the new residents rather than provide useful
or significant open space to the whole village. For
example, preserved open space created in one
development should link up with that of another
development to provide extensive walking or
wildlife corridors.

A successful example of clustering occured in 1998
with the approval of another farmland tract on
Wickapogue Road, where a 28.7 acre development
included the preservation of seven acres set aside as
permanent open space.

The second and more important option is the out-
right purchase of the land or a purchase of the land’s
development rights, using 2% Real Estate Transfer
Tax proceeds. The major open space areas and farm-
lands witin the village are included in the Town of
Southampton Community Preservation Project Plan.

The other at-risk farm parcels in the village are the
110-acre Halsey/Fowler lands and the 30-acre
Coopers Neck property. The open space protection
measure devised for the Wickapogue Road land
should be used as a model for these remaining
farms.

Aside from the preservation of farmland, the village
should endeavor to create meaningful open space
whenever a clustered housing or commercial subdi-
vision is approved. The unbuilt land would be deed-
ed to a public or non-profit entity as permanently
protected open space. As described later in Section
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4.6, there are desirable characteristics to such open
space, which the village should insist on.

Recreation

During the course of the comprehensive plan pro-
gram, two significant recreation-related issues arose.
These were the safe play needs of village children
and teenagers and the overall need to have a recre-
ation plan for the village’s playgrounds and recre-
ation areas.

Lola Prentice Park. This three-acre park is in the
heart of the village, on the west side of Windmill
Lane. It is the gathering place of choice by some of
the village’s teenagers, especially the skateboarders.
The village has hired a design consultant to work
with officials, teenagers, and'KidPaC, the local chil-
dren’s advocacy group, to identify a location for
skateboarding ramps. Park redesign of Lola Prentice
or another location should meet general standards
for successful parks. These cover such concerns as
a welcoming site layout, lighting, landscaping,
signs, indications of care and maintenance, supervi-
sion, pedestrian flow, healthy relationship among
the various sections of the park and the users, judi-
cious placement of site elements, physical features,
and activities, open sightlines into and across the
park, and avoidance of any place of concealment.

Windward Way Park. A one-acre playground serv-
ing the Hillcrest neighborhood, this playground is
scheduled for renovation and re-landscaping within
the year. Following the injury of a child on a see-
saw, village officials met with local residents to
determine children’s needs. As with Lola Prentice
Park, consideration should be given to incorporating

the desires of the park's users so that the park
remains a safe and attractive place for families to fre-
quent. The standards listed above also apply to
Windward Way Park.

Recreation Plan. When property is subdivided for
the creation of housing lots, the village may exact
land or a fee from the applicant, under Village Law,
Section 7-730,4(b)&(c). A monelary exaction, or
impact fee, can be held in an escrow account that is
periodically spent down to fulfill community needs.
The exaction must be based on documented find-
ings of future recreation needs. The documentation
must evaluate present facilities and parks, and must
project Southampton’s future need for expanded or
new facilities based on expected population growth
or demographic change. With a recreation and

open space plan, Southampton will be able to go
beyond simply responding to crises in its park and
playground facilities. The village will have a plan-
ning and capital program in place to renovate and
create recreation facilities in a timely and pre-
dictable way, based on a set of standards unique to
the village. The plan should address specific needs
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within Southampton:

o Recreation needs for particular age groups such
as pre-school children, teens, and the elderly.

e Individual neighborhood needs where specific
recreation demands may vary.

e Provision of facilities to meet needs of groups
related to particular sports or recreation activi-
ties.

Shoreline

The issues regarding Southampton’s coast focus on
two aspects: the ocean and beach as a recreation
resource and as a delicate environmental resource
needing protection. Recommendations on the first
issue are primarily to increase the amount of park-
ing at Fowlers Beach and Coopers Beach. At both
locations, there is little vacant land available at pre-
sent for expansion. The village should attempt to
acquire additional adjacent or nearby property to
allow for the orderly expansion of the parking areas.
Second, the quality of signs at the beaches must be
improved. There is an unattractive plethora of advi-
sory signs regarding parking-and other rules. There
are no proper gateway signs, announcing the beach
and the village. These two functions could perhaps
be combined in an organized and aesthetic way.
Third, the beaches’s accessibility, under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, should be included
in the village’s capital budget and program for
removing accessibility barriers in public places in
the village.

The village has two types of oceanfront beach. The
barrier beach runs from Halsey’s Neck Lane to the

Shinnecock Inlet. This thin strip separates the ocean
from Shinnecock Bay. From Halsey’s Neck Lane to
Fowler Lane, the beach is part of the mainland.
Consequently, the plan recommends slightly differ-
ent short- and long-term actions. At present, the vil-
lage allows reconstruction of existing hardening
structures when warranted. This policy should be
restudied. Further, the village should study the
potential for removing existing hardened structures.

For long-term policy guidance, the village needs to
prepare and adopt a comprehensive coastline regu-
latory policy and plan. A village Coastal Erosion
and Contingency Plan would present policy recom-
mendations based on an evaluation of existing stud-
ies, beach regulations, and physical conditions. The
plan would also present recommendations on deal-
ing with and recovering from emergencies, such as
breaches in the village’s portion of the barrier beach
and other post-storm needs. Should the village pur-
sue a coastal study independent of the town’s recent
effort, the two studies should nevertheless be coor-
dinated so that a unified coastal erosion policy is
effected. Acquisiton funding is available to the
Village from the State Clean Water / Clean Air Bond
Act, Environmental Protection Fund, and other
sources. For example, the village could apply for
grants to acquire permanent easements or fee title to
land, water, or structures forpark, recreation, con-
servation, or preservation purposes. These should be
clearly threatened parcels or properties adjacent to
existing local or state recreation facilities. Other
grants would enable Southampton to create more
parks for youth-oriented recreation or activities and
to improve historic properties.
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“I happened to be down at Little Plains
Beach today with a friend from Sag
Harbor looking at the wild surf. She
said, “Those horrible signs are all over
the place. It looks terrible!” And 1
said, “What signs?” Fvery three feet
there is another sign. Ne this. No
that. Hours of this and that. They look
hideous. They are nof even uniform,
Fve become immune. That'’s pretly
awful.”
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4.3 TRAFFIC, PARKING, AND CIRCULATION
Highways
Functional Classification

The roadway system of the village is organized
according to each road's function into the follow-
ing categories:

o Primary Arterials

e Secondary Arterials
e Collectors

e Local Streets

The higher categories of roadways (i.e. the primary
and secondary arterials) are meant to carry the
regional traffic, whereas the lower categories carry
the local traffic or bring the local traffic to the arte-
rials. This roadway classification is used to guide the
Village in the design and future changes for the
roadway system. (See Figure 29.)

Primary Arterial: County Route 39

This highway is the major east-west arterial along
the South Fork. It is meant to carry all the region-
wide traffic to and from the easterly communities on
the South Fork. This highway experiences major
congestion problems primarily related to summer
time and weekend traffic. The highway has been
identified by the County as needing widening. A
joint study by the state, county and the municipali-
ties to look at the CR 39 problems and potential
solutions has been proposed and should be support-
ed by the village through active participation by the
village’s officials.
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A license plate tracking survey performed on
Wednesday, July 23, 1998 (8 am to 10 am) indicat-
ed that about 360 vehicles that passed through the
village in the eastbound direction, should logically
have been on CR 39. In addition, there were about
200 vehicles that parked in the Town Hall and
Hospital parking lots that came also from the west
via Montauk Highway and Hill Street. This through
traffic (about 280 vehicles per peak hour) represents
about 25% of the traffic volumes on CR 39. It rep-
resents a substantial intrusion into the village and
causes  negative impacts on  downtown
Southampton.

Short-Term Improvements. Critical bottlenecks at
intersections should be alleviated through spot
improvements such as the addition of turning lanes.
Suffolk County is currently working on improving
the intersection of North Sea Road and CR 39. The
visual appearance should. also be improved, espe-
cially al the gateways. Special design features
should be considered.

For the properties within the village jurisdiction
located along CR 39, the village should undertake
an access management program. Especially when
the owners of these properties apply to the Village
Planning Board for changes, the Village should use
the opportunity to limit the number of driveways on
CR 39 and should request all commercial properties
to provide access (easements) to the adjacent prop-
erties so that the parking areas are interconnected,
shoppers can walk between adjacent properties and
don’t have to drive from one to the other via CR 39.

Long-Term Improvements. It is clear that the lack of
sufficient capacity along CR 39 and the availability
of capacily along Montauk Highway has shifted tral-

fic onto Montauk highway and through the village
center. This problem cannot be resolved by just
adding capacity to CR 39, i.e. by the widening of CR
39. That strategy will only increase overall volumes
on the South Fork, even though in the short term
there may be a shift from Montauk highway back to
CR 39. The concept of shifting highway capacity
from Montauk highway to County Route 39 should
be investigated. Having two lanes in each direction
along Route 39 would help in diverting traffic from
Montauk Highway (Hill Street, Windmill Lane,
Nugent Street and Hampton Road) to CR 39, where
it should be. However, to guarantee that the traffic
shifts and does not reappear on Montauk Highway,
this should only be done in conjunction with a
reduction of capacity at the key intersections along
Montauk Highway. If the capacity along Montauk
Highway is not reduced, then the improved condi-
tions along both arterials will result in new induced
traffic on the South Fork that will worsen overall
conditions.

Shifting highway capacity and traffic from Montauk
Highway to CR 39, from a secondary arterial tra-
versing the Village to a regional bypass arterial, can
have significant positive impacts on the Village cen-
ter and its environmental quality. A four-lane boule-
vard design with a landscaped median should be
pursued for CR 39, if the concept of capacity shift is
accepted.

Capacity reductions should be considered along the
path used by the east-west through traffic at the
three key intersections in'the village center: Hill
Street and Windmill Lane, Windmill Lane and
Nugent Street and Main Street and Hampton Road.
The capacity reductions can be achieved by elimi-
naling some of the exclusive turning lanes, hy
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widening the sicewalks at the corners (neckdowns,
see Figure 30), by changing the signal phasing (giv-
ing less green time to the east-west through traffic
and more green time to the other approaches) or by
adding advance pedestrian walk phases (to give a
five-second head start lo the pedestrians before the
parallel vehicles start). The -capacities of those
approaches that are not used by the east-west
through traffic can be maintained or even increased.
This strategy would not reduce accessibility to the
village center, but would make it more difficult to
drive through the village center during peak hours.

Secondary Arterials: Montauk Highway

Montauk Highway (Hill Street, Windmill Lane,
Nugent Streel and Hampton Road) is designed to
carry the more local through traffic connecting the
communities  between  Westhampton  and
Easthampton. The main objective for this road
would be to reduce the traffic volumes and speeds

especially in the village center. This can be
achieved through the capacity shift from the key
intersections in the village center to CR 39.
Eliminating some of the turn lanes and replacing
them with neckdowns at the corners will force some
peak traffic to shift to CR 39 and will make the inter-
section more pedestrian friendly. The main candi-
dates for this treatment would be Hill
Street/Windmill Lane, Windmill Lane/Nugent Street
and Nugent Street/Main Stree/Hampton Road. See
Figure 30 for typical neckdown design. Those neck-
downs would reduce the intersection capacity to a
significant degree would only be undertaken if and
when CR 39 is widened. This would be the case for
instance, for the northeast and northwest corners of
Main Street/Nugent intersection. Narrowing of
Monlauk Highway (where the pavement width nar-

rows from maybe 30 feet to 22 feet) should be con-
sidered at key points. The entrances to the village
center or 10 the downtown historic district would be
appropriate localions for such short neckdowns or
choke points. The choke points on the secondary
arterials are not really restrictive in terms of traffic
flow since they are still 22 feet wide. Their effect is
more psychological and visual. These choke points
should be combined with special signs marking the
entrance to the village center or to the historic vil-
lage of Southampton.

Reducing the posted speed limits near the village
center should also be investigated.

Other Secondary Arterials

The two other secondary arterials are North Sea
Road and North Main Street. Their main function is
to connect the village to CR 39. Efficient traffic
flows should be maintained to maximize accessibil-
ity between the village center and CR 39.
Pedestrian safety improvements and visual enhance-
ments should be considered along these important
entryways. The intersection of North Sea and North
Main Street is a particularly important entrance
point warranting improved visual and pedestrian
treatment.

Collector Streets

The collector streets are: David Whites Lane, Old
Town Road, South Main Street, Wickapogue Road,
First Neck Lane, Meadow Lane, Halsey Neck Lane
and Moses Lane. Most of these collectors are resi-
dential in nature serving homes built along the road.
Some of these collectors are used by traffic avoiding
the major botllenecks along CR 39 and shifting o
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Montauk Highway. Some of these collectors are
also used by industrial traffic. David Whites Lane
and Moses Lane are two collectors that suffer from
these impacts. It is recommended that truck prohi-
bition signs (no trucks except local deliveries) or
special restrictions such as chokers be implement-
ed. The figure to the right shows a choker (18 feet
width) proposed for David Whites Lane.
Signalizing the intersections between these collec-
tors and Montauk Highway would tend to increase
their attractiveness for through traffic; -

Residential Streets

The remaining streets in the village are residential
streets whose main purpose is to provide access to
the adjacent homes. These streets should not carry
any through traffic. The design standards for the
residential streets and subdivision streets should be
reconsidered and narrower street widths should be
aclopted to discourage high speeds and through
traffic. Recent subdivisions have been built with
34- foot wide streets, as compared to the old his-
torical standard of 22 feet. A return to the old stan-
dard is recommended and should be discussed
with the village engineer and the fire department.

For those residential streets that carry through traf-
fic (Coopers Farm Road, Elm Street, Bishop Lane
and Magee Street), traffic calming measures should
be considered in addition to truck prohibition
signs. The traffic calming measures could involve
speed humps (a new version of speed bumps that
are more elongated and gradual and that can be
plowed and that are bicycle friendly) or traffic
calming circles. The figures below show examples
of traffic calming devices. Speed humps must be
buill, marked and signed according to the

“Guidelines for the Design and Application of
Speed Humps” published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE 1997).
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LIRR

The main recommendation regarding the LIRR sla-
tion is to advertise its presence and the train service
available at the station. The Village should produce

a special LIRR schedule for Southampton indicating

the arrival/departure times in Southampton, as well
as the times at the major origins/destinations (i.e.
Penn Station, Jamaica, etc). The availability of taxi
service at the station should also be advertised on
this schedule. This schedule should then be distrib-
uted at all local visitor destinations (stores, inns,
chamber of commerce, etc).

Signs should also be erected at the major roadways
leading to the station, to help as way finders and to
remind drivers of the presence of the station.

Consideration may also be given to the village own-
ing the station building and occupying it with some
municipal function to increase the level of all-day
activity and presence at the station.

Pedestrian Circulation

Improving pedestrian circulation in the village cen-
ter should be one of the major objectives of the
plan. New pathways should be created to connect
the major downtown destinations. The center needs
to become more pedestrian friendly to further
encourage walking (park-and-walk) throughout the
village center. Increasing the pedestrian reach in the
village center has positive impacts on parking by
decentralizing the parking demand and it helps
businesses by increasing the pedestrian volumes in
front of their establishments. Widening the side-
walks at the street corners and at the pedestrian
crossings on Main Street, for instance, is recom-
mendled, even if it means reducing vehicular capac-
ity at cerlain intersections. This would be part of the
goal of shifting highway capacity from Montauk
Highway onto CR 39. The section of the plan deal-
ing with downtown addresses pedestrian issues in
more detail.
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Bicycling

Bicycling is an ideal mode of transportation in
Southampton Village for several reasons: 1) the size
and topography of the village are favorable to bicy-
cling, 2) the recreational character of many of the
trips encourage the use of bicycles, and 3) traveling
peaks during the summer time when weather con-
ditions are favorable to bicycling.

Increased bicycling reduces traffic and parking
demand. When the alternative for local residents is
to bicycle to the village center to do their errands or
to drive to a more outlying auto-oriented mall,
improved bicycle circulation can shift the balance
to bringing more local visitors into the center.

Bicycle lanes should be implemented along the
prime recreational routes serving the beaches
(Meadow Lane), along the major route serving
downtown (Montauk Highway, Main Street,
Wickapogue Road, etc.) and connecting to the LIRR
station.

Bicycle lane design should follow the design guide-
lines recommended by the New York Stite
Department of Transportation in terms of lane
widths and signing. The signs marking the bicycle
lanes may be supplemented with a small sign
encouraging a shared use of the lane between the
bicyclists, skaters and, in some cases pedestrians.

As Main Street is redesigned with wider pedestrian
corners and crossings, reducing to some degree the
conflicts between diagonal parking and the rest of
the circulation (pedestrians, vehicles), the bicycle

prohibition on Main Street should be alleviated.
Adequate provision should be made for bicycle
racks along Main Street.

A bicycle route has been designated for the Tour of
the Hamptons, a summer event, which takes bike
riders through the village from the High School to
Meadow Lane, Dune Road, Halsey Neck Lane, and
Hill Street, then exiting the village along Tuckahoe
Road. The vilage should consider formalizing this
route as a permanently marked bicycle route. This
would encompass Meadow Lane and Dune Road,
already popular with in-line skaters and cyclists,
and may alleviate some of the conflicts felt among
car drivers, walkers, and others on wheels. A con-
cept for a Bike Path for the South Fork has been dis-
cussed. Within the village, this would parallel the
LIRR tracks to take cyclists past Southampton
College.

Parking

Parking in downtown Southampton is a valuable
asset for the retail vitality of downtown businesses.
it is also an infrastructure element that is expensive
to maintain and that has negative impacts on the
visual character of the village. On one hand there
is a desire to make it easier for residents to park
downtown all year long, on the other there is a
desire to manage this resource more efficiently and
to encourage other modes of transportation. Since
the parking and traffic problems in the village are
highly seasonal it is suggested that the village under-
take a study on a parking policy that makes the
short-term "and long-term parkers pay when they
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park in the downtown core during the peak summer
months (June through September). For the rest of the
year parking would be free, although the duration
limits would continue to be enforced. This policy
works in conjunction with the objective to encour-
age more bicycling and walking (the residents are
the prime candlidates to change modes) and contin-
ues to encourage driving to the downtown area dur-
ing the slow months.

Central parking meters of the “pay-and-display” type
are recommended. This would involve installing
one meter or two meters per block, and allow clos-
er control of parking pattern and revenues.

In general, centralized off-street parking should be
encouraged in the Village center. It allows for a
visually improved environment, and together with
enhanced pedestrian circulation will induce more
people to walk throughout the Village center (park-
and-walk concept). Zoning regulations should be as
flexible as possible in the downtown area and
should encourage in-lieu fees as an. alternative to
building private and exclusive parking areas on each
parcel. The common shared parking facilities
should capture the shoppers before they enter the
downtown area.

4.4 VILLAGE CENTER

Southampton’s commercial core has three primary
issues: 1) a relail transition away from serving the
needs of local year-round residents towards the
greater affluence and leisure spending of summer
visitors, 2) imbalance between the needs of car dri-
vers and pedestrians, and 3) expansion needs of
downtown-based community and cultural facilities.
In essence, the three are parts of one overriding
issue: finding a new balance among forces and
interests that are evolving away from the quieter,
pre-1980s  Southampton. Throughout the village,
this search for a new balance is underway. In the
downtown, the village's most visible aspect, the
planning process yielded the greatest number of rec-
ommenclations.

First Priority Actions

Village government should undertake the following
as the first priority actions:

Pedestrian Network Linking Cultural and
Community Facilities.  There should be an attrac-
tive and interesting system showing pedestrians
ways to walk from the Village Hall, Parrish Art
Museum, Southampton Historical Museum, the new
Rogers Memorial Public Library, Halsey House, and
the American.Legion Hall and Cultural Center, and
the various municipal parking lots. The system
could comprise special pavement or pavement
markers, signs, and banners. The network would
serve lo alert visitors to all that the village center has
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to offer besides shopping and eating, and to encour-
age walking as opposed to driving. As part of this
system, new or clearer entries should be created
from the parking lots to Main Street, from Main
Street to the Historical Museum, and from parkmg to
the expanded Art Museum.

Related to this program of making all downtown
attractions known to visitors, the village should
assist the Parrish Art Museum in its expansion plan
and the new Rogers Memorial Library. While this is
unlikely to mean funding assistance, municipal gov-
ernment can assist with an expedited review and
approval process, and the construction of the perti-
nent parts of the pedestrian network and improved
crosswalks.

Figures 33, 34, and 35 illustrate preliminary recom-
mendations for an improved pedestrian network and
landscape program for the Village Center. Figure 33
shows an expanded pedestrian pathway system thal
provide direct connection to key communily and
cultural facilities extending from the new library site
to the Historical Museum. A more convenient and
attractive network will encourage pedestrian access
and reduce the inclination to drive from one
facility to another.

Improved landscaping and a crosswalk is also sug-
gested for the main municipal lot, to be combined
with the possible expansion program for the Parrish
Art Museum. (See Figure 34.) At the Nugent Street /
Windmill Lane intersection, a- landscaped park
would ensure an attractive “gateway” for the new
library building, combined with improved pedestri-

an access from nearby parking lots. (See Figure 35.)
The 1970 plan noted aspects of the village center
that remain valid today: its centrality, altractiveness,
pedestrian orientation, and historic importance. The
plan’s major recommendation for the center is now,
however, moot. A mall on Jobs Lane was proposed
o be closed to vehicle traffic. East-west traffic
would have to be relocated to Monument Square,
Windmill Lane, Nugent Street, and Hampton Road.
This corridor could not adequately assume the
added traffic load. However, there is interest among
the important cultural and historical facilities and
some business owners in the Jobs Lane area in clos-
ing the street once or twice during the summer to
create a special festival atmosphere.

The 1970 recommended parking lot improvements
were carried out. These are areas south of stores on
Jobs Lane, east of stores on Main Street, west of
stores on Main Street (although not as indicated in
the 1970 plan), north of stores west of the Parrish Art
Museum, and west of stores on Windmill Lane.

A minor but interesting recommendation in the
1970 plan should again be considered. A historic
walking trail was mapped that would begin at the
Revolutionary War Redoubt on Windmill Lane, now
in Lola Prentice Park, to circle clockwise through the
center past the cemetery, down to Meeting House
Lane and through the Southampton Historical
Museum, along South Main Street, and returning via
Jobs Lane and Windmill Lane. The opportunity for
marking this self-guided tour would be present
when the pedestrian connections in the center are
improved.
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Sireetscape Improvements. Much of existing
streetscape is satisfactory.. The village should con-
tinue to improve the visual quality of the downtown
by installing vintage-style streetlamps that are side-
walk-illuminating and thus helpful to pedestrians,
and by a systematic program of burying overhead
utility lines. The streetlamps should be standardized
for each business district, indicating the special
character of each, but also be consistent with the
small scale and character of the village. With each
new development approval, the owner should be
required to place telephone, cable, and electrical
lines underground. The village should work with
LILCO, or its successor, to have the lines buried over
time along all major streets.

Municipal Parking and Crosswalks. The municipal
parking lots provide over 1,000 parking spaces.
They do not, however, provide much for people
once they are out of their cars and walking.
Pedestrian egress from the lots is not well marked.
Pedestrian ways and crosswalks are non-existent or
barely functional. Each of these faults should be
addressed and more landscaping must be planted to
improve the visual quality and environmental qual-
ity of the lots.

The Main Street-Hampton Road crosswalk is the
most in need of improvement. A major study is not
required here, but rather an implementation study of
signal light timing, pedestrian movement timing,
and signs.

Stores and Services. There is one first priority action:
assisting local merchants in the occasional closing
of Jobs lane for festival days. The Chamber of
Commerce and local merchants are interested in
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periodic closings of Jobs Lane to create a festival
atmosphere and encourage walking. The village
should encourage this. It should work out with the
Fire Department and ambulance services the neces-
sary emergency routes or passage through jobs
Lane. Temporary signage directing drivers to off-site
parking would need to be erected by the village.
One of the festival closings could be coordinated
with the Southampton Historical Museum’s annual
September fair.

Long-Range Planning and Actions

Longer-range recommendations continue the pro-
grams of streetscape and landscaping upgrading,
traffic and parking management, and pro-active
involvement with local merchants.

Streetscape and Landscape Improvements. The vil-
lage should work with the IGA (or any new retailer
at that site) to plant landscaping in the parking lot
and hedging along the street edge. This very visible
lot is not an attractive entry to the heart of the down-
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town. Second, the village should install recycling
containers next to its public litter baskets.

Traffic and Parking Management. Once the cross-
walk at Main Street and Hampton Road is made
safer for pedestrians, the village should turn its
attention to studying other key intersections and the
ways in which traffic calming techniques could be
employed. While traffic calming does not necessar-
ily reduce overall volume, it will slow traffic speed
and redress the balance towards pedestrian needs.

A second necessary study must focus on better man-
agement of downtown parking. With over 3,000
on-street and lot spaces available, the issue is less
that of providing even more parking than on better
using the existing spaces. Some of the techniques to
be considered would include paid parking, enforce-
ment of short stays, moving parking for longer stays
to the perimeter, and education of merchants to park
away from their stores.

A related parking issue is the need for some restau-
rants to obtain annual parking variances so that they

can add additional outdoor seating during the sum-
mer. The commercial core has a variety of uses
active at different times of the day. This allows the
finite number of parking spaces to be used over and
over, throughout the day, for the different needs of
downtown visitors. The village may wish to consid-
er enabling the Planning Board to recognize and
allow shared parking, to avoid the annual variance
issue. On a case by case basis, the board could
reduce the number of parking spaces required of a
use (e.g., a restaurant) by no more than 15 percent
or other percentage. The village could experiment
with this for two to three years to see if this reduc-
tion is just enough to lessen the annual variance
requests without providing a windfall to such uses.

The Post Office will be relocating from its Nugent
Street site to North Sea Road just north of Windmill
Lane. The village may wish to consider providing
access through White Stret if this would ease post
office-related congestion on North Sea Road.

Merchant-Village Partnership. In addition to the
high season closings of Jobs Lane, there are three
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other areas in which the village and the merchant
communily are urged to act jointly. The first, men-
tioned above, is the landscaping of the IGA super-
market parking lot and sidewalk edge; this private
lot has a public aspect to it, located at the gateway
into the heart of downtown.

Related to this is the need for a more attractive use
at the corner of Windmill Lane and Nugent Street, as
noted earlier and illustrated in Figure 31. This site is
in the final phase of post-contamination clean-up.
When it is developed, the village should exert some
design control in order to protect the public interest
in the appearance of this major intersection.
Opposite the vacant lot will be the new library. The
intersection overall will be improved with clearer
pedestrian connections. Second, the village and
local businesses should explore jointly improving
the center's streetscape and pedestrian linkages. A
formal technique for this would require the creation
of a business improvement district, a mechanism for
self-assessing a tax to be used for supplementing
municipal services and amenities. A less structured
technique relies on a goodwill partnership where
private and public funds, property, and design and
construction services are contributed to create a
more attractive and pedestrian-friendly center.

4.5 COMMUNITY AND CULTURAL FACILITIES

Most of the issues related to community and cultur-
al facilities are resolved through actions in other
areas. These include the expansion needs of the
Parrish Art Museum and the Rogers Memorial
Library, the need for the Southampton Historical
Museum o have a “lace” on Main Street, and the

need for improved parking and amenities at the pub-
lic village beaches. Remaining issues and recom-
mendations are discussed below.

New Police Station. The village owns the 4.2 acre
parcel on Windmill Lane, site of the proposed new
police station. This is the appropriate site and
should be developed expeditiously. The planning
process for the new facility should shift its focus
from just the station site to include the new library
and Lola Prentice Park. The opportunity exists with
the development of the two new buildings and the
renovation of the park to create a node of integrated
community facilities in this part of the village center.

School Expansion. Over the next ten years, student
enrollment in the elementary school and intermedi-
ate school is projected to rise substantially enough
to require additional classrooms. The village should
support the Southampton School District committee
that is investigating how to handle this need for
more capacity. The goal for the village should be to
keep all educational facilities within village bound-
aries. Should the Town of Southamplon’s offices
move out of its current facility (a former school), the
facility might be converted back to school use, min-
imizing the amount of property taken off the tax
rolls.

ADA Compliance. GCreater accessibility, as defined
by the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA),
is a municipal goal for Village Hall, other munici-
pal buildings, and publicly owned areas within
Southampton. These include parking lots, side-
walks, curbs, and public beaches. Village govern-
ment has begun compliance under its Access for
the Disabled Program with a standing committee
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comprised of the mayor, trustees, members of vil-
lage boards, and disabled village residents. To
assure continued efforts, the recommendations
should be assigned priorities and timeframes, and
included in the village’s capital program.

4.6  APPEARANCE AND AESTHETICS

Certain of the quality of life issues comprise urban
design, the scale of new residential construction, the
appearance of new commercial buildings, munici-
pal signs, and other physical elements that together
form a “look” or an aesthetic peculiar to
Southampton. The first of the primary planning
goals addresses this directly:

o To preserve and enhance the village’s quality of life
elements, seen fo be open space, the natural envi-
ronment, and the historic character and small-scale
buildings.

This aspect of the vision of Southampton’s future can
be accomplished as a result of myriad but comple-
mentary private and public decisions over the next
ten to fifteen years. As builders, business owners,
and families decide how their land will be used,
what new buildings will look like, how new roads
are integrated into the existing network, and how
the natural landscape is shaped, the village will
reach maturity with a certain look. Southampton at
maturity can be defined by a thriving, pedestrian-
friendly downtown surrounded by houses built at a
scale and in styles that respect the local architectur-
al history. Open areas will be the beaches, wet-
lands, lakes, parks, and preserved open space creat-
ed through residential development or farmland

preservation techniques. The northern boundary of
the village, along CR 39 will be a busy but flowing
traffic artery lined with attractive stores, residences,
and trees.

The following are recommendations that will help
create this desired future aesthetic. There are six
major recommendations: 1) zoning, 2) other land
use controls, 3) subdivision design, 4) sign require-
ments, 5) landscaping, 6) commercial building
codes, and 7) design codification. If the village
adopts the plan recommendations, the largely pri-
vate land development process can be used to
achieve the community purpose of good design and
a sustained high quality of life.

Zoning

For the most part, Southampton’s zoning districts are
serving the village well. Zones are located in the
right place and there is no need to create wholly
new zones or eliminate zones. However, there are
several changes that should be considered.

The draft Tuckahoe Road Corridor study is a good
start to analyzing the effect that zoning changes
might have on this area. The village should pursue,
jointly with the Town of Southampton, the comple-
tion of this study to determine whether the HB zone
should be eliminated or modified, whether residen-
tial zoning should be strengthened or eliminated,
and whether density controls are sufficient. It may
be that the maximum allowed lot coverage in the
HB zone is too high and/or should be controlled
through the more effective means of a floor area
ratio.
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In addition, the OD zone (wholly within the village)
should be analyzed to improve its function and to
protect residential uses within the district. A final
business district zoning recommendation calls for
the mapping of one MTL district on the adjoining
Southampton Inn and Village Hatch Inn properties.

Throughout the comprehensive planning process,
an interest was expressed in the effect of increasing
minimum residential lot sizes in order to conserve
land. The plan does not recommend this. While
upzoning does reduce the overall number of new
houses that could be constructed, the primary goal
of conserving land and creating significant open
space is not achieved. This can only be created
through clustering (conservation design) and the
insistence on meaningful tracts of open space con-
nected with one another across development
boundaries. The plan does recommend that
Southampton enact a cap on building size in resi-
dential zones. The maximum allowed square
footage total on any residential lot would be no
more than 18,000 square feet. Thus, no residential
property could have more floor area than the total
possible on a standard R-120 lot no matter how
much acreage comprised the lot. As an item for
future study, the village may wish to consider the
effect od placing a maximum floor area cap in all
zones. While this has a benefit in making the full
build-out of Southampton more predictable, it may
also lessen interest in the purchase of large proper-
ties unless for privacy reasons.

Other Land Use Controls

Zoning instructs the property owner how the land
may and may not be used. In addition, improve

ments to the property may be controlled by other
land use regulations. These govern maximum lot
coverage, floor area ratio, maximum height, yard
and accessory building setbacks, parking, building
spacing, and fences or walls, among others.

As the scale of new residential construction has
grown, so have community-wide concerns that the
new scale being established is in conflict with a pre-
ferred smaller scale. The visual and aesthetic
integrity of the local context around these bulky
homes is harmed, and the individual lots themselves
have come to look overwhelmed. In the interest of
re-establishing a more modest scale that enables the
new and historic areas of the village to mesh, the
trustees have begun to take steps. In 1998, home-
owners were restricted to one swimming pool and
one tennis court per lot. This should be followed up
with tightened land use controls.

The zoning code controls residential development
through maximum lot sizes, lot coverage percent-
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ages, setbacks for yards and accessory structures,
and height controls. The comprehensive plan rec-
ommends some minor changes to the first two con-
trols and no change to existing height limits. A more
significant recommendation is to study the practical
effect on existing and potential structures of institut-
ing a floor area ratio (FAR) control in addition to
revised lot coverages. The benefit of using an FAR is
that it continues to provide the property owner with
flexibility and choice in how a property is devel-
oped, while providing the Planning Board and
Trustees with stricter control governing all structures
on the site. FAR is also much more successful at
controlling scale than yard setbacks and lot cover-
age alone can be. The tables Appendix C show the
existing area and bulk schedule, the proposed
changes, and examples of FAR and lot coverage
relationships. The village should act on this recom-
mendation pending a Building Department study as
to the kind of properties that would be affected.

Southampton may also wish to consider adopting a
pyramid local law. As practiced by other East End
municipalities, the law prevents two-story additions
to houses that would encroach at the neighbors. It
controls the height so that it is not greater than the
horizontal distance between the building wall and
the property line. This control especially benefit
small-lot neighborhood.

Subdivision Design

When land is subdivided to create new, smaller
building lots, the lots can be a standardized size
conforming to the minimum lot size required by
zoning or the lots can be clustered. When lots are
clustered, the overall number of allowed houses

does not increase, but the lot sizes are reduced. The
primary reason for clustering, among many, is the
creation of permanently preserved open space -
land that cannot ever be developed. The misuse of
clustering leads to the setting aside of land that is
“waste,” land that the builder could not have devel-
oped and that does not provide meaningful recre-
ation for people or habitat for wildlife or plants.

Where warranted, in cases of farmland and land
with wetlands, the Planning Board should consider
a clustered design for proposed subdivisions. The
reserved land should not be simply an extension of
the new homeowners’ backyards but should be
linked internally within the project and should pro-
vide the opportunity for the greenbelt to be linked to
other open space set aside in abutting properties.
Developers should be required to deed a specified
percentage of otherwise-buildable land as open
space (for example, 15%). This should be as care-
fully sited as the home sites and roads. Furthermore
the village should consider having dedicated open
space granted by easement to a land trust or other
non-profit entity whose mission is land manage-
ment. Historically, homeowners associations do a
poor job of managing on-site open space.

The village can take a further step by providing a
density bonus to encourage conservation develop-
ment. A typical incentive is to allow increased den-
sity (more houses) over what the base zoning would
allow in a standard subdivision. The density bonus
might be 10%, allowing one additional house for
every ten. This is low enough to be an nearly invis-
ible increase in density but sufficiently large to
attract developers of sizeable parcels. In order to
qualify for the bonus, the developer would have to
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“l have a concern about urban
sprawl from the North Highway
creeping into our village and creat-
ing a lot of traffic and competing
with village businesses.
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demonstrate that the proposed subdivision plan
meets community objectives. These objectives
might be:

o Preservation of working farmland.

o Linkage with other open space or recreation
parcels outside the development to create a
greenbelt or walking/bicycle path through the
village.

o Preservation of a historic structure or site.

Aside from the benefits of clustering, an important
function of subdivision and site plan review is the
encouragement that the Planning Board can give for
good design and site layout. This include such fac-
tors as rhythm and spacing of houses and driveways
on the lots, logical road connections and network, a
balance between deadends and through streets,
connections to the road network outside the pro-
ject, and a seamless mesh with the surrounding built
and natural environment. Currently, certain new
roads in new subdivisions are too wide.

New local roads should be designed to precisely
match the street’s function with the actual volume of
traffic. Narrower roads discourage through traffic
and speeding, limit storm water runoff, and are less
costly to build and maintain. The roadside vegeta-
tion can be preserved, protecting the rural and

scenic qualities important to Southampton.
Minimum, reasonable road widths need not com-
promise access for the infrequent visits of emer-
gency vehicles. Figure 36 illustrates the change in
scale between the traditional narrow roads that
exists in older sections of the village and the wider
access road serving Coopers Farm Subdivision. New
subdivision roads should not be wider than the
streets to which they are connecting to.

Sign Requirements

Section 116.13 of Southampton’s zoning code regu-
lates signs. Throughout the planning process, con-
cerns were raised about intrusive, unattractive, and
ubiquitous private and municipal signs. The village
should study the effectiveness of its sign regulations
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Figure 35.
Contrasts in Local Road Design

“l am concerned about the contin-
ued building. There are a lot of nice
houses going up along Coopers
Farm Road... but | wish they
weren’t there because it just means
more people, more automobiles,
more crowding.”
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and the quality of enforcement and make changes as
warranted. The regulations should be specific,clear,
and illustrated with preferences or guidelines. In
addition to placement in the zoning ordinance sec-
tion, the regulations should be printed separately.
This would enable those seeking a sign permit to
readily obtain the relevant part of the ordinance and
understand what can and cannot be done. Village
government should itself set a model example with
attractive entry signs into the village, historic district
signs, and municipal information signs, such as
those at the public beaches.

Gateway signs have been placed at a number of
entry points into the village, and emphasize
Southampton’s historic roots. However, they are not
particularly visible to passing motorists and need
improved landscaped design treatment to be effec-
tive. The LIRR trestles over the approach roads that
lead to the village center offer opportunities for gate-
way signage. Innovative design approaches for im-
proving the appearance of the trestles would
alsoadd a distinctive streetscape elements to these
approach roads.

Landscaping

The landscaping of public and private property can
improve property values and the perception of a
places attractiveness. In the estate section of
Southampton, there is a well-established landscap-
ing tradition of tall private hedges set back a stan-
dard distance from the street along property
frontages. Street trees are planted in the verge
between the hedge and street. The combination of
narrow road way, tree canopy, and obscuring hedge
creates a quality of mystery and intimacy unique to
Southampton. Aside from the public street trees,
this landscaping tradition is entirely ‘voluntary and
cannot be legislated. The enforcement of landscap-
ing standards on already improved private property
can generally only be limited to the removal of nui-
sances if the owner persists in neglecting the condi-
tion, such as dead tree limbs overhanging a side-
walk or street or weedy, unkept lots.

However, the village can require landscaping in cer-
tain situations in new development. In residential
projects, the village can require the developer to
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plant street trees, and can provide a list of preferred
native types that are hardy even under seashore and
urban conditions, such as de-icing salt and sand. In
non-residential projects, the village should require
the landscaping of parking areas. The village can
specify the ratio of trees and shrubs to parking area,
the size of the planting beds, and the caliper of the
new trees, and can provide a guideline list of pre-
ferred native plants. This guideline should also be
provided when a landscaping screen is required in a
yard, particularly when a commercial property
adjoins a residential district.

The village should apply the same standards to its
muncipal parking lots, along its streets, and wherev-
er it owns property whose quality would be
improved with handsome trees, shrubs, and ground-
covers. The plantings should be native, hardy to
coast conditions, and resistant to damage by de-
icing salt and sand. The first project should be the
landscaping of the major parking lot serving Main
Street, and should include clear pedestrian walk-
ways and connections.

Commercial Building Codes

One usually encounters the worst a community has
to offer regarding building styles, urban design, and
landscaping in two distinct areas: its industrial dis-
tricts and along its local and county highways.
Aside from controllable truck traffic impacts,
Southampton’s industrial park, along Mariner Drive,
is a model of good industrial park design. The area
requiring stricter controls is CR 39.

The aesthetic condition of CR 39 is the result of a
complex mix of town and village zoning codes and
site plan review, market conditions, increasing traf-

fic, and decisions by individual property owners.
Thus, there is no simple solution. The village should
begin by working with the town on site-specific
issues, such as the Rambo site, and on long-range
planning, such as completing the draft Tuckahoe
Corridor Study. The village needs also to work
closely with Suffolk County on its upcoming study of
CR 39 that reportedly will include a land use control
component along with a standard study of traffic
conditions and roadway improvements. Such a
cross-jurisdiction approach will enable the village to
assert its concerns and solutions for this boundary-
crossing corridor.

For its short section of CR 39, the village may need
to adopt significant changes to its land use controls.
The village should study the existing controls to
determine how allowed uses, density, building bulk,
landscaping, and sign controls should be altered to
provide Southampton with the appearance and
function it needs for this important gateway. Update
site planning standards may include the following
principles, to improve the strip commercial corridor
established along the North Highway.

e Control maximum allowed coverage for paved
or impervious surfaces.

o Minimize traffic impacts through linking adja-
cent uses, requiring sharing of access points,
and limiting the opportunity for left turns or
cross-traffic turns requiring new median cuts or
new traffic signals. (See earlier Section 4.3).

e Give pedestrians priority through requiring
walkways in all site plans, linked to adjacent
uses.

o Encourage bus, bicycle, and van access with
turning areas, drop-off points, shelters, and bike
parking.

o Break up, conceal, and buffer the parking lots.
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e Encourage a mix of uses complementary to one
another and the site.

e Use architecture that fits the Southampton
community.

e Preserve and take advantage of natural and his-
toric features.

o Provide a sense of public interest and public
space, with shade trees, benches, and arcades
or awnings in entries and along walkways.

e Improve the signs, using design guidelines and
stricter controls.

e Use design standards to create a unified and
harmonious look across all properties, through
dissemination of illustrated guidelines and stan-
dards to residents and developers.

The goal for Southampton should be the improve-
ment of CR 39’ traffic function and the eventual
creation of an attractive entry and welcome to the
village. The application of the above site plan stan-
dards to each individual project will have a lasting
benefit to the community overall, and so is a matter
of public concern.

Design Codification

Southampton can assure itself of consistent applica-
tion of design and site planning standards by codify-
ing the important.elements of these principles.
Then, as officials, commissioners, board members,
developers come and go, concerned residents can
be certain of continuity. The zoning code should
have as an integral part a section on design guide-
lines for residential and non-residential buildings.
The illustrations, photographs, and text should
demonstrate how community character can be pre-
served through wise design choices in new con-
struction and additions. The guidelines could not
mandate architectural styles or design decisions, but
would, if used over time by enough builders, lead to
a more harmonious meshing of new and old struc-
tures and public spaces.

In codifying design standards, Southampton would
have to produce two integrated documents. The

first is a properly drafted code detailing rules and
procedures. The second is a set of illustrated guide-
lines that allow the reader to see the preferred and
the discouraged design types. The illustrations
would show roofs, facade planes, windows and
doors, height, details, and materials. These docu-
ments can be simply written and with illustrated line
drawings aimed at addressing the whole communi-
ty, or can be as elaborate as the document produced
by the Nantucket Historic District Commission. The
latter, Building with Nantucket in Mind: Guidelines
for Protecting the Historic Architecture and
Landscape of Nantucket Island] is a 128-page text-
book on the island’s history, architectural styles, and
landscapes, with photographs and illustrations of
preferred and discouraged construction styles and
site planning. It is targeted at construction in areas
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overseen by the Nantucket Historic District
Commission; these areas cover the entire island. A
simpler and less costly version could be sufficient. A
step in this direction has been taken by the survey of
historic structures and sites presented to the Village
Architectural Review Board. The survey report rec-
ommended that architectural design guidelines for
historic resources be created. Such guidelines could
be expanded to encompass preferred styles and
design features for non-historic properties.

4.7 FUTURE LAND USE and SUMMARY
OF PROPOSALS

Southampton’s comprehensive plan is necessary not
only for the correct development of the remaining
vacant land, but also for the redevelopment of built-
up areas. Under the continuing pressures of popula-
tion, business, and tourism growth on the East End,
Southampton can expect an increasing number of
applications for the reuse and redevelopment of
existing properties, usually to a higher density or
bulkier scale. Without a comprehensive plan to
guide village boards and officials on both the minor
and major development proposals, unattractive and
haphazard growth will occur. Thus, this plan ends
with two maps to serve as the village's guide in the
years ahead.

The final element in a comprehensive plan typically
is a future land use plan. This map shows the com-
munity at maturity: with all land committed to devel-
opment, road network, or public land, such as parks
or open space, according to the plan’s recommenda-
tions. This map is shown as Figure 37. However,
many of the recommendations in this comprehen-

sive plan will not dramatically alter the general exist-
ing land use patterns found in Figure 6, Existing Land
Uses. The road network and the basic arrangement
of commercial, industrial, and residential districts
are proposed to remain nearly as they are now, with
the exception that non-conforming uses shall be
transformed into conforming, desirable uses. Since
the future envisioned by the plan recommendations
- preservation of existing historical settlement pat-
terns and a strengthening of the village center -
involves a fine-grained level of detail, a second map,
Figure 38, is necessary to show the location of the
major recommended actions. The geographic clus-
tering indicates how many of the plan’s ideas are
interrelated, with the sucessful completion of each
action boosting the effectiveness of the others.

The recommended actions are:

Village Center:

Parrish Art Museum Expansion

New Library Construction

New Police Headquarters Construction

Windmill/Nugent Intersection and Crosswalk
Improvements

Pedestrian Network Linking Cultural, and
Community Facilities

Festival Streel Closings

Parking Space Management, Landscaping, and
Crosswalks

Traffic Calming at Key Intersections

Sign Controls Improvement

Streetscaping

County Route 39 and Vicinity:
Joint Village, Town, and County Study
Highway Business Rezoning and Land Use Controls
Capacity Improvements
Rambo Site Improvement or Acquisition
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Farmland and Open Space Preservation:
Wickapogue Road Parcel
Community Preservation Fund Acquisitions

Coastline and Beaches:
Coastal Erosion and Contigency Plan
Community Preservation Fund Acquisitions
Improved Amenities at Fowler and Cooper Beaches

Large-Lot Districts:
Land Use Controls to Minimizing Scale of
Residential Development

4.8 IMPLEMENTATION

In Table 8, actions recommended by the plan are
divided into first priority and long-range actions.
First priority actions should be accomplished within
the next 12 months. These are the essential ele-
ments of the plan’s recommendations, divided into
four categories:

Land Use Controls. Development controls are what
give a comprehensive plan its teeth. It is not desir-
able (or possible) to regulate completely all aspects
of land development. However, the creation of
development controls, such as zoning, overlay
zones for environmentally sensitive lands, and site
plan and subdivision regulations, is necessary. A
carelul balance must be made between maintaining
flexibility and initiative for the landowner and main-
taining the public interest in land development fur-
thering community goals.

The plan’s land use control recommendations are

the study of the effect of using floor area ratios to
control building bulk in residential and non-resi-
dential zones. This would be supplemented with
reduced lot coverage maximums and increased set-
backs in certain zones, and a maximum allowed
square footage for all structures on residential prop-
erties, regardless of parcel size. (See Appendix C for
Details). These code modifications would supple-
ment the upzoning of some years ago when areas of
the village were rezoned from R-80 to R-120.

No longer can the village rely on the viability of
agriculture within its bounds to retain a pervasive
rural quality. Even as more people settle in or visit
Southampton because of this quality, it evanesces.
As a supplement to the use of the critically impor-
tant real estate transfer tax, modified lot coverage
and bulk requirements will enable the village to
hold onto open spaces and vistas. Other land use
control recommendations advocate studying the
effect of clustered subdivision plans on parcels with
farming or open space potential, and design guide-
lines for residential and non-residential structures.
Other land use control studies should cover the
Tuckahoe Road study, the OD zone, and the MTL
zone.

Design guidelines, while not mandatory, can be
effective in showing builders and individual proper-
ty owners the community’s preferences. The guide-
lines should illustrate subdivision layout, preferred
commercial development site planning, parking
location, landscaping, and other factors. These
guidelines or standards would then form the basis of
review by the relevant boards. Clarity and encour-
agement from the Planning Board, Trustees, and
Board of Architectural Review can be persuasive.

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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“There has been very poor linkage
with what the town is doing....We
should be linked up with what they
are doing because it can have an
effect on us.”
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Over time, the total of these individual decisions on
building and landscaping style will strengthen the
village’s character.

Capital Improvements. Certain recommendations
will require public spending through a capital pro-
gram. This is a timetable by which the village
assigns expenditures on major improvements over a
five or ten year period. Both the process of prepar-
ing a capital program and the resulting document
are important tools for implementing a comprehen-
sive plan. Most of the plan recommendations do
not require significant public spending. The largest
of the capital projects are the construction of a new
police headquarters, land acquisition to preserve
open space, and improvements to the pedestrian
environment of the commercial core.

Partnership with Private Financing. There are other
actions for the village to undertake where a private
landowner or non-profit group will shoulder the
project financing. The village should seek to involve
itself as a subsidiary financial partner or as an inter-
ested but non-funding partner in these initiatives.
The village can offer incentives as its share, such as
streamlined approvals and review, and commitment
of municipal officials and staff. A major effort in this
category is the preservation of all or part of farmland
on Wickapogue Road.

Involvement with Other Initiatives. In the last cate-
gory, the village should insert itself into actions
being taken by others, whether or not village
approvals or expenditure are required. For example,
the expansion of the Parrish Art Museum is critical to
the continued accreditation of the museum and to

the cultural life of Southampton. Village govern-
ment can demonstrate encouragement and support
by acting on plan recommendations for improved
pedestrian circulation, signs, crosswalks, and park-
ing management in the downtown. Similarly, the
Rambo site controversy will be resolved by having
the village coordinate its actions with the town and
the property owner in securing a new use.
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Table 8. VILLAGE OF SOUTHAMPTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

FIRST PRIORITY ACTION

Wmdmtll/Nugent Landscape crosswalk, new use
Land Preservation

Fowler and Cooper Beaches: Amenities

Rambo Site: New use

Pohce Stanon Bu:ld

Gateways New signs {e.g. historic district)
Municipal Parking: Landscaping, crosswalks
David Whites Lane: Traffic Calmmg

Cultural and Commumty Fac:hues Pedesman network

Festivals: Street closings

Parrish Art Museum: Expansion

Streetscape elements: Lighting, underground utilities

Studies: :

CR 39 Study: Village input

Coastline Preservation EIS/Plan

Optional Clustering

FAR and Building Cap

Motel (MTL Zone)

Office District (OD) Zone

Sales Tax Analysis

Village Demographic Study

Funding Mechanism

Trust Funds: Off-street parking, vest pocket parks,
pedestrian crosswalks, parking field planting

Real Estate Transfer: Community Preservation Fund

Update/rev:ew of Comprehensxve Plan (annuaHy]
Potential Participan

Village Board of Trustees

Village Planning Board

Village Architectural Review Board

Town of Southampton

Suffolk County

Peconic Trust

Group for the South Fork

State/ISTEA Funding

IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

XX X X

~ Partnership with -
Prwate Fmancmg "

XX XK X

~ Involvementw/
_ Other Initiatives

>
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VILLAGE OF SOUTHAMPTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

'LONG-RANGE PLANNING AND ACTION

Appearance & Aesthetics: =~

Study design guidelines X
Study modified lot coverage maximums X
Study modified maximum building heights X
Reduce subdivision road widths X
Improve image and quality of highway business X
Improve public landscaping (streets, parking fields) X X
Issue guidelines for private landscaping

Open Space, Recréation, Shoreline, Farmland:
Preserve other farm parcels

Adopt unified coastal policy X
Install gateway signs at beaches X
Study clustering, FAR, and other zoning techniques X
Increase, improve playgrounds X
Expand accessibility at beaches X

Expand programs at Lola Prentice
Community and Cultural Facilit
Improve access to Village Hall
Support school expansion plans
Village Center:

Encourage convenience stores

Install traffic calming at key intersections X

Adopt parking management plan X

Encourage IGA lot landscaping, screening X
Install recycling receptacles X

Recruit local businesses to assist in upgrade
Potential Participants: =~~~
Village Board of Trustees

Village Planning Board

Village Architectural Review Board

Town of Southampton

Suffolk County

Peconic Trust X
Group for the South Fork
State/ISTEA Funding X

= > > <P

~ Capital  Partnershipwith
- Improvements  Private Financing

. Involvement w/

Other Initiatives

> X X
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VILLAGE OF SOUTHAMPTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

_Involvementw/
. Other Initiatives

County Road 39

Improve road X
improve image X X
Access Management . X
Shift Capacity from Hill, Windmill, X X
Nugent,Hampton
Secondary Arterials
Reduce traffic speed, volume X
Collector Roads
Reduce traffic speed, volume reductions X
Restrict truck traffic X
Local Roads
Reduce traffic speed, volume X
Reduce road widths X
Reduce hospital parking impacts X
Restrict truck traffic X
LIRR Station
Advertise service to schedule to Village X X
promo materials
Acquisition of station building by Village X X

Bicycle Routes
Allow-bikes on Main Street

Prepare map of routes X X
Install Rules of Road signs X
Link route to LIRR station X
Village Center parking
Adopt short- and long-term paid parking X

E ff-site parking (in-lieu fund) X

llage Board of Trustees
Village Planning Board
Village Architectural Review Board
Town of Southampton
Suffolk County
Peconic Trust X
Group for the South Fork
State/ISTEA Funding X

> XX

XX X X




APPENDIX A

Village of Southampton
Written Resident Survey

A. lntroduction

As part of the effort to update its Comprehensive
Master Plan, the Village of Southampton, in con-
junction with the consulting firm of Buckhurst Fish
& Jacquemart Inc. (BF&J) prepared a survey to elicit
the opinions of Village residents regarding a broad
range of topics. The Village mailed a total 3,000
surveys, one lo each postal patron, in August 1997.
By the cut-off date of mid-October, the Village had
received 534 completed forms, a remarkable 18%
rate of return. Opinions were solicited on the fol-
lowing topics:

Village appearance

Transportation and parking
Community facilities and amenities
Public services

Local government

Business, including retail development
Preservation

Housing opportunities

Village priorities

Bicycle lanes

® © 9 © © © © ©°o o e

A copy of the Village of Southampton Resident
Survey follows the discussion of the survey results.

A.1  Summary of Findings
Overall, residents are extremely pleased with the

Village, with most respondents having lived in
Southampton for more than 20 years. The most

loved qualities of the Village are its beaches, its
small town character and charm, the beauty of the
landscape and oceans, the community facilities, the

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
MASTER PLAN

It is very important to attract new business 23% 12%
[t is very important to increase housing opportunities for young couples 40% 14%
It is very important to expand recreational opportunities 30% 15%
The enforcement of Village codes is good 40% 53%
[Lis very important to provide additional parking 37% 29%
It is very important to acquire agricultural land, preserve farmland 52% 65%
It is very important to acquire nuisance sites 36% 50%
It is very important to improve roads 29% 17%
It is very important to provide pedestrian connections to parking areas 32% 17%
ft is very important (o create more pedestrian areas 29% 15%
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people, the feeling of safety, and its accessibility
both within the Village itself and to other destina-
tions.

The most frequently mentioned dislike about
Southampton is the traffic and parking problems
caused by the influx of summertime residents and
tourists. While many year-round residents recog-
nize the economic benefits derived from
second/part-time homeowners and “day trippers,”
they also feel that more could be done to facilitate
the transition between the winter and summer
months. One of the most commonly mentioned
suggestions was to work harder to enforce Village
laws in the summer time.

One major priority should be the need to strike a
balance between preserving Southampton’s charac-
ter and quality, and promoting its economy. Many
respondents also felt that preserving remaining open
space, farms, and beaches should be a priority, as
well as diversifying the retail mix so that year round
residents can afford to shop in more of the stores.
Another priority mentioned was the need to provide
more recreational facilities for children and young
adults.

A.2  Statistically Significant Findings: Year-
Round Residents v. Second Homeowners

On issues regarding the preservation of wetland
areas, expanding of the amount of open space, con-
taining retail development, and acquiring addition-
al oceanfront, year-round residents and second
homeowners were in agreement. Both groups felt
that it was important for the Village of Southampton
to preserve its natural environment. On the other
hand, several differences emerged in the responses

on specific issues raised in the survey. These differ-
ences are summarized below.

Attract New Business. Whereas 23% of year-round
residents felt it was very important to attract new
business, only 12% of second homeowners felt this
way.

increase Housing Opportunities for Young Couples.
Forty percent of year-round residents felt it was very
important to increase housing opportunities for
young couples, while only 14% of second home-
owners felt this way.

increase Housing Opportunities for Young Couples?

100% =
80% ™
60% ™
40 % =
20% == 40% e 2
l 14% l
0%
Year-Round Second
Resident Homeowner

[} Very Important

important

Not Important

Expand Recreational Opportunities. Whereas near-
ly 30% of year-round residents felt that allocating
tax dollars lowards expanding recreational opportu-
nities was very important, only 15% of second
homeowners felt this way. Moreover, nearly 20% of
year-round residents felt that increasing recreational
opportunities for children and teenagers should be a
Village priority, compared to 11% of second home-
owners. ‘

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Provide Additional Parking. Whereas 37% of year-
round residents believed that additional parking is
needed, and 29% think that tax dollars should be
allocated towards additional parking in the Village
center, only 23% and 16%, respectively, of second
homeowners agree.

Enforcement of Village Codes. Forty percent of
year-round residents felt that the enforcement of
Village codes was good, compared to 53.2% of sec-
ond homeowners. Moreover, 22% of year-round
residents felt enforcement of Village codes was poor,
whereas only 13% of second homeowners felt this
way.

How do you rate the enforcement of Village codes?

100% =
80% =™
60% =
40°/n -y
53%
20% = 40%
0%
Year-Round Second
Resident Homeowner

Poor

[ Good Neither Good or Bad

Acquire Agricultural Land, Preserve Farmland.
Whereas 52% of year-round residents fell that it was
very important to acquire agricultural land, 65% of
second homeowners felt this way. Moreover,
whercas 49% of second homeowners felt that
preservation of farmland, open space, and beaches
should be a Village priority, only 32% of year round
residents felt this way.

Acquire “Nuisance” Sites. Whereas nearly 50% of
second homeowners felt it was very important to
allocate tax dollars towards acquiring nuisance
sites, only 36% of year-round residents felt this way.

Road Improvements. Whereas 29% of year-round
residents felt that it was very important to allocate
lax dollars towards improving roads, only 17% of
second homeowners felt this way.

Pedestrian Connections to Parking. Whereas 32%
of year-round residents felt it was very important to
improve pedestrian connections to parking lots,
only 17% of second homeowners felt this way.
Moreover, whereas only 34% of year-round resi-
dents felt such connections were not important,
47% of second homeowners felt this way.

Create More Pedestrian Areas. Whereas 29% of
year-round residents felt it was very important to
create more pedestrian areas, only 15% of second
homeowners felt this way. Moreover, whereas only
32% of year-round residents felt such areas were not
important, 49% of second homeowners felt this way.

B. METHODOLOGY

On August 29, 1997, the three-page survey was
mailed to a total of 3,000 postal patrons. The survey
comprised a series of open- and close-ended ques-
tions concerning the Village’s physical character,
community facilities, transportation and parking,
and local government. The survey also set up a rat-
ing system to prioritize Village ohjectives, as well as
cnabling residents to develop their own priorities,
and list their likes and dislikes of Southampton.
Finally, there were several questions regarding
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demographic characteristics to ensure that a repre-
sentative sample was obtained. The Village received
534 surveys, or a 18 percent rate of return. The
results of the survey were then compiled and tabu-
lated using a statistical software package.

This survey and its findings are only estimates of
what the actual entire population of the Village of
Southampton thinks. The survey results are based
upon the responses of only those who answered the
survey, or a representative sample of the entire pop-
ulation. Based on the number of surveys that were
mailed to Southampton residents and businesses
(3,000), and based on the 18 percent rate of return
(the 540 returned surveys), we can assume with 95
percent confidence that our estimates will have a
sampling error of no more than five percent.

C. FINDINGS

The following findings summarize the results of the
Village of Southampton Resident Survey. In order to
present the findings in a concise manner that is easy
to follow, the responses to questions 2, 3, 4 and 5
have been incorporated, where applicable, with the

responses to question 1 and its subparts.
Throughout the discussion, references to Tables 1
and 2 will he made. These tables are found at the
end of this section.

C.1  Findings on the Village’s Existing Physical
Development and Character

Appearance

The majorily of those surveyed were pleased with or
gave a “good” rating to the Village’s residential areas
(88%), the Village Center (77%), the beaches and
shoreline (84%) and the cultural landmarks (59%).
One suggestion was to institute a flower box pro-
gram in the Village center whereby merchants
would adopt a flower box and plant it with flowers
every year. Other responses mentioned the need for
streetscape improvements, including lighting, side-
walks and other amenities. Responses concerning
the light industrial area were slightly more divided,
with nearly 12% claiming this area was poor. Many
respondents feit that the Rambo site had a negative
affect on the surrounding residential neighbor-
hoods. Moreover, nearly 38% of respondents felt
entrances into the Village were “poor.” Specifically,

Residential areas 88.1%
Village center 77 4%
Beaches / Shoreline 83.8%
Cultural Landmarks 58.8%
Light Industrial Area 50.9%
Entries into Village 34.4%

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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8.6% 1.6% 1.6%
18.4% 3.5% 0.6%
11.5% 3.9% 1.2%
10.6% 4.0% 26.6%
31.1% 11.5% 6.6%
26.6% 37.8% 1.2%
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respondents mentioned Route 39 at North Sea
Road, Sunrise Highway at Sebonac Road, North
Highway, Route 27 and Southampton College to
North Main Street as all being visually unattractive,
and lacking proper signage which should reflect the
beautiful, historic character of Southampton.

Transporiation and Parking

Traffic and Parking Conditions in Village

Not surprisingly, traffic congestion and parking were
two areas of the greatest dissatisfaction, and repre-

~ sented the two biggest “dislikes” about the Village of

Southampton (collectively mentioned 241 times). It
should be kept in mind, however, that most respon-
dents were referring to summer traffic and indicated
that off-season there were fewer traffic problems.
Thus, 47% of surveyed respondents indicated that
traffic conditions in the Village center were poor.
Speeding traffic on Hill Road was also mentioned.
Many respondents (nearly 20%) felt that a long-
range traffic and parking plan should be a Village
priority, and that the police must put more emphasis
on enforcing traffic laws (i.e.: no U-turns on Main
Street), particularly during the summer months.

Road Improvements

More than two-thirds of surveyed respondents felt
that it was very important (26%) to important (41%)
to spend tax dollars on improving roads (see Table
2). A specific example cited is the intersection at
County Road 39 and North Sea Road where the 7-
Eleven is currently located. However, whereas
nearly 30% of year-round residents felt road
improvements were very important, only 17% of
second homeowners felt this way.

Parking

According to those surveyed, 37% said parking in
the Village center was poor during the summer
months, coinciding with the influx of tourists, “day-
trippers,” and summer residents. Another 20% said
that parking facilities at the beaches was poor. With
regard to the objective of providing additional park-
ing, two-thirds of those surveyed felt that additional
parking was important to the Village of
Southampton. Slightly less (54%) felt that utilizing
tax dollars to create more parking in the Village was
also important. However, a cross-tabulation
between year-round residents and second home-

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE
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Traffic conditions in residential areas 51.7%

Traffic conditions in Village center 20.7%
Parking facilities in Village center 31.9%
Parking facilities at beaches 46.7%
Bicycle routes 13.4%
Railroad services 23.2%

27.5% 19.0% 1.9%
30.7% 47.1% 1.5%
30.2% 36.6% 1.7%
27.5% 20.1% 5.7%
23.9% 50.9% 11.9%
30.7% 35.2% 10.9%
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owners revealed that second homeowners felt it was
less important to provide additional parking than
year round residents. Moreover 29% of year round
resiclents felt it was very important to allocate tax
dollars towards parking, whereas only 16% of sec-
ond homeowners felt this way. With regard to park-
ing at the beaches, many respondents felt that non-
year-round-residents should pay more for beach
permits and that a shuttle bus service to the beach-
es should be considered.

Pedestrian Connections

More than half of those surveyed felt that it was
important to improve pedestrian connections to
parking areas (see Table 1). However, year-round
resiclents and second homeowners differed on this
subject. Whereas 31.3% of year-round residents felt
it was very important to improve pedestrian con-
neclions to parking areas, only 17% of second
homeowners felt this way.

Railroad Service and Bicycle Routes

According to those surveyed, 35% felt that Long
Island Railroad service was poor, citing its infre-
quency of service as the main problem. The most
frequently mentioned response regarding bicycle

routes was “whal bicycle routes?” When asked to
rate the importance of bicycle routes/lanes to the
Village’s future, two-thirds of those surveyed
responded that such lanes were either very impor-
tant or important (36% and 30%, respectively). (See
Table 1). Several survey respondents also added
that a bike lane could be used by roller-bladers who
currently use the streets obstructing traffic.

Community Facilities and Amenities

Overall, respondents felt the Village’s cultural and
recreational facilities and its parks and open spaces
were good. Furthermore, another 15% listed com-
munity facilities as one of the best things about liv-
ing in Southampton. Many of those surveyed were
looking forward to the opening of the new library,
adding that the existing one is much too small, and
a few respondents wanted a public golf course.
There was also some feeling that the current library
space should be sold to the museum to meet its
expansion needs.

Recreation, Parks, Facilities for Children/Youth

There is a strong sentiment that more recreational
activities are needed for children and teenagers. A
maijority felt the current facilities for children/youth

Cultural facilities 72.4%
Recreation 53.2%
Parks 61.8%
Open space 44.4%
Facilities for children/youth 29.9%

18.8% 7 1% 1.7%
24.7% 15.2% 6.9%
27.0% 5.8% 5.4%
27 1% 21.1% 7.4%
32.7% 23.7% 13.7%
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were neither good nor bad or poor, while another
16% felt that recreation for children and teenagers
should be a Village priority. Further supporting this
notion were the two-thirds who believed spending
tax dollars on recreation was very important to
important (26% and 33%, respectively). (See Table
2). Once again, however, this issue is somewhat
split among year-round residents and second home-
owners. Almost 30% of year-round residents
believed that it was very important to use tax dollars
to expand recreational opportunities, yet only 15%
of second homeowners agreed. Moreover, nearly
20% of year-round residents felt recreation should
- be a Village priority, whereas only 10% of second
homeowners agreed.

Open Space and Preservation

Preservation of existing farm land, expanding open
space, and protecting the environment were the
most frequently mentioned topics of the entire sur-
vey. Three-quarters of surveyed respondents felt that
it was very important to important to spend tax dol-
lars on acquiring agricultural land (for preservation),
and expanding open space areas. Ninety percent
felt it was very important to important to spend tax
dollars on preserving wetland areas and another
65% felt it was very important to important to spend
tax dollars on acquiring additional oceanfront.
Moreover, the number one priority for the Village of
Southampton, according to those surveyed, should
be the preservation of existing farmland, open space,
and beaches. This priority was mentioned 183
times. Interestingly, however, there were more sec-
ond homeowners than year-round residents who list-
ed preservation as their number one priority for the
Village. Moreover, 56% of second homeowners ver-
sus 44% of year-round residents felt it was very

important to allocate tax dollars towards the expan-
sion of open space.

More than three-quarters of those surveyed felt it
was very important to important to acquire “nui-
sance sites” and convert them to a better use (see
Table 2). One example given was the lot at the inter-
section of Nugent Road and Windmill Lane, where a
respondent suggested erecting a large gazebo and
surrounding park to add to the character of the
Village center.

Public Services

Overall, respondents were pleased with the public
services provided by the Village, particularly the fire
and ambulance services. However, with regard to
the police, there was some contradiction between
the overall response to this question and the subse-
quent comments made. Many respondents (17%)
felt the police were not enforcing local laws, partic-
ularly during the summer months. Frequently men-
tioned examples were illegal U-turns on Main Street,
parking violations, noise, bicyclists and roller
bladers on the streets, and dress code violations.

MASTER PLAN

Police 74.1% 19.0% 5.20%
Fire 87.6% 8.7% 0.6%
Ambulance 83.5% 10.4% 0.4%
Library 60.5% 20.7% 15.9%
Schools 57.1% 22.2% 3.6%
Trash Collection  59.6% 26.1% 9.1%

1.7%
3.1%
5.4%
2.7%
17.1%
6.2%

97




Enforcement of Village codes 43.8% 31.0%
Public hearings and forums 39.0% 40.5%
Village planning and recreation  29.0% 36.3%

local Government

The major complaints included zoning enforcement
issues, the need for sidewalk and lighting improve-
ments, architectural standards, and “pooper scoop-
er” laws. However, there was a rather large split
between year-round residents and second home-
owners with regard to enforcement of Village codes.
Where as 53% of second homeowners felt the
enforcement of Village codes was good, only 38% of
year-round residents agreed. This finding coincides
with the sense that there is a dearth of police pres-
ence during the summer months. ‘

Business
Nearly two-thirds of those surveyed thought both

the restaurants and the retail stores of the Village
were good. Somewhat contradicling this notion

were the 17% who listed the retail mix as one of the
things they liked least about Southampton. The
major complaints surrounded the prices, ‘which

19.0% 6.3%
9.9% 10.7%
24.6% 10.0%

respondents felt were too high, particularly during
the summer months. While realizing the benefit of
raising prices during the peak season, respondents
claimed that the prices did not come down in the
winter. Respondents cited a need for more practi-
cal, affordable shops, outdoor cafes and fewer large
chain stores. Also mentioned was the need for
stores to remain open later. Currently they close at
6:00 p.m. One suggestion was for all stores to stay
open until 8:00 p.m. one night per week.

More than three-quarters (79%) of those surveyed
felt that retail development should be contained,
and that big box retailers in particular should be dis-
couraged. This coincides with how respondents feel
about their Village and how it should remain. For
example, respondents listed as a priority the need to
promote the local economy while preserving the
Village character 144 times. Moreover, small town
character, charm, and history were mentioned 287
times as the best qualities of living in the Village of
Southampton.
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On the other hand, 54% felt that it was “very impor-
tant” to “important” for Southampton to attract new
businesses (see Table 2). Year-round residents in

particular were more open to new business oppor-

tunities than were second homeowners. Whereas
53% of year round residents felt it was very impor-
tant to important to allocate tax dollars towards
attracling new businesses, only 40% of second
homeowners felt this way.

Housing

There was mixed opinion regarding increased hous-
ing for young couples and/or senior citizens in the
Village. More than two-thirds (67%) of surveyed
respondents felt that it was very important to impor-
tant to increase housing opportunities for these age
cohorts, while another one-third did not. (See Table
2). In support of increased housing opportunities
were the eight percent who listed housing as a
Village priority. This group felt that the cost of living
and high-priced housing stock prevented their chil-
dren from returning to Southampton to live. Forty
percent of year-round residents thought it was very

Table 1
How important do you think the following objectives are?

important to provide additional housing opportuni-
ties, but only 14% of second homeowners agreed.

What are the things you like best about living in
the Village of Southampton?

e The small town ambiance and charm; quality
of life (mentioned 287 times).

e The beauty of the landscape, the history (men-
tioned 263 times).

o The beaches and ocean {(mentioned 198 times).

o Easy access to Village center, other Hamptons
and New York City (mentioned 121 times).

o The schools and other community facilities
(mentioned 107 times).

o The friendliness of the local residents (men-
tioned 96 times).

e The feeling of safety (mentioned 58 times).

Contain retail development 52.3%
Improve cultural facilities 33.5%
Provide additional parking 33.0%
Improve pedestrian connections to parking 27.5%
Create more pedestrian areas 25.7%
Create bicycle routes/lanes 30,

27.0% 14.5% 6.0%
406.5% 13.3% 6.5%
30.2% 32.6% 4.2%
27.9% 36.1% 8.6%
19 3% 35.5% 9.6%
HOR A C22.9% 11.0%,
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SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE

Dislikes

o

Traffic and parking (mentioned 241 times).
Summer crowds (mentioned 149 times).

Retail mix (too many high-end goods at high
prices) and new large-scale retailers or big box

stores (mentioned 90 times).

Lack of recreational facilities for children (men-
tioned 87 times).

Lack of enforcement by police (mentioned 86
times).

High cost of living (mentioned 44 times).

MASTER PLAN

Priorities

]

[

Table 2
How important do you think it is to provide tax dollars for the following purposes?

Preserve existing open space, farms; protect
beaches from encroaching development (men-
tioned 183 times).

Long-term planning that strikes the. delicate bal-
ance of preserving quality and character of
Southampton, but also promotes the Village’s
economy (controlled growth) (mentioned 144
times).

Creale a long-term plan that deals with traffic
and parking problems during summer months
(mentioned 107 times).

Diversify retail mix with regard to high-end vs.
low-end products; too many high-end goods,

Acquire agricultural land

Expand recreational opportunities

Expand open space areas

Provide additional parking at Village Center

Attract new business

Increase housing opportunities for young couples
or senior citizens

Imiprove Roads

Acquire “nuisance” sites to convert to better use

Preserve wetland areas

Acquire additional oceanfront

53.3%
25.8%
45.7%
25.3%
21.3%

34.3%
25.8%
38.6%
61.6%

41.2%

23.6% 19.2% 4.0%
32.8% 34.2% 7 0o
31.3% 15.6% 7.4%
29.3% 38.1% 7.2%
29.7% 41.6% 7.4%
32.9% 27.7% 5.0%
41.2% 25.8% 7.2%
38.6% 9.2% 13.7%
29.0% 5.8% 3.6%
23.7% 29.4% 5.8%
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whose prices do not go down when season
ends; no large chain stores desired (mentioned
90 times).

Need more recreational facilities for people of
all ages, but particularly for children and young
adults (i.e.: teen center, public golf course)
(mentioned 87 times).

More police enforcement during summer
months (particularly against parking violations,
U-turns on Main Street, noise, bicyclists going
too fast, roller bladers not abiding by traffic
laws, and dress code violations) (mentioned 86
times).

Improve streetscape, sidewalk conditions and
lighting (mentioned 58 times).

Provide more affordable housing opportunities
(mentioned 44 times).

Under 25 0.6%
25-45 22.3%
46-65 45.7%
Over 65 31.4%

Male 53.5%
Female 46.5%,

e Pul local interests first (mentioned 42 times).
C.2 Respondent Characteristics

The typical respondent was male, aged 45-65, and
has lived in the Village for more than 20 vyears.
However, of those respondents who have lived in
the Village for more than twenty years, 58% were
women and 48% were men. The majority of
respondents were also year- round residents, with
nearly one-quarter being second homeowners.
Although the sample obtained is not representative
demographically of the entire Village population,
the survey findings are still valid. Respondents are
generally older than the population as a whole
because people in their forties, fifties, and sixties
have more. time and inclination to complete an
opinion survey. What is important to glean is the
fact that the Village is home 1o a very stable popula-
tion, one which has lived in the Village for a consid-
erable period of time.

Year-round resident 70.6%
Renter 2.0%
Second homeowner 24.3%
Business 3.2%

Fewer than 5 years 12.7%
5-20 years 34.6%
More than 20 years 52.7%
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APPENDIX B
Village of Southampton Telephone Survey
A. Introduction

During the summer of 1995, the Town of
Southampton, in conjunction with the Institute for
Regional Research at Southampton College, con-
ducted a telephone survey of residents of the Town
as part of its Comprehensive Plan Update. The study
was based on a statistically representative sample of
Town residents, and was intended to explore the
public attitude toward a number of issues affecting
decisions to be made by the Town Board and Town
Planning Board. These issues included: traffic,
shopping configurations, recreational facilities, and
availability of community services. A total of 300
telephone interviews were conducted on weekdays
between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m., and weekends
between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., from June 28,
1995 to July 27, 1995.
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B. Overall Findings in Comparison to Village of Southampton Resident Survey

Traffic
(responses dif-
fered)

Improvements in and around the Town of
Southampton, including the construction of new roads,
were not viewed as the most effective way to improve

-local traffic congestion. A majority (50%) of part-time

residents, however, felt improving existing roads would
be a very effective way of relieving traffic congestion,
but an even larger majority (78%) preferred improving
rail service.

More than a majority (67%) would be willing to spend
tax dollars on improving roads. More year-round resi-
dents (30%) than second homeowners (17%) felt road
improvements were very important. Thirty-five per-
cent felt Long Island Railroad Service was poor, citing
infrequency of service as the main problem.

Recreation
(responses
similar)

Play areas such as parks, playgrounds and picnic areas
are the most favored as areas that should receive more
money and effort from the Town. This view is most
strongly supported by full-time residents, though part-
timers also rate these facilities highest on their priori-
ties for Town assistance.

Village residents fell more recreational activities are
needed, particularly for children and teenagers. Two-
thirds believed spending tax dollars on recreation was
very important. More year-round residents than sec-
ond homeowners felt it was very important to expand
recreational activities

Business and
Shopping
(responses dif-
fered
slightly)

Between 40% and 50% would prefer no further shop-
ping areas bebuilt for any reason,including market
support. Slightly over half would prefer small village
stores, despite figher prices and less convenience. The
part-time resident is significantly stronger in this point
of view than full-time residents

More than three-quarters of those surveyed felt retail
development should be contained, and big box retail-
ers discouraged. Yet, 54% felt it was important to
attract new businesses. Year-round residents were
more open to new business opportunities than were
second homeowners (53% vs. 40%). Respondents
claimed a need for less expensive, more affordable
stores.

Housing
(simifar-
responses)

Affordable housing is the only development that is
strongly supported. Full time residents are particularly
strong in their support for this aspect of development.

More than two-thirds felt it was important to increase
housing opportunities for young couples. More year-
round residents (40%) than second homeowners (14%)
were in support of this type of development.

Open Space
and
Preservation
(responses
same)

Residents are overwhelmingly in favor of the acquisi-
tions of open space by the Town, even il such acquisi-
tions might mean an increase in taxes.

Three-quarters felt it was very important to spend tax
dollars on acquiring agricultural land and expanding
open space areas. Second homeowners felt more

strongly than year-round residents about preservation.
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C. Conclusion

There were many similarities among the responses
between the two surveys, notably, recreation and
housing opportunities and preservation of existing
farmland and open space. It was uncovered
through both surveys that more recreational activi-
ties and affordable housing opportunities were
needed. Everyone also agreed that preservation
should be a number one priority. In both surveys,
year-round residents were more in favor of recre-
ation and housing opportunities than second home-
owners/part-time residents were. In both surveys,
second homeowners also felt stronger about preser-
vation and maintaining the “norm” than year-round
residents did. Two notable differences between the
surveys were the need to build or improve existing
roads, and the preference to contain retail develop-
ment. While both surveys found a majority wanted
to contain retail development, Village residents
were more open to new business opportunities.
Village residents felt a need for less expensive stores
and were more open to new business opportunities
than were those who responded to the Town survey.
Finally, more year-round residents than second
homeowners felt improving roadways were impor-
tant. The reverse held true for the Town survey.
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APPENDIX C

Proposed Area and Bulk Control Changes in
Residential Zones.

Southampton should enact certain changes to the
bulk requirements in the zoning code to lessen the
scale and density of housing. The village should not
resort to upzoning (increasing the minimum lot
size). The recommended bulk changes maintain the
existing basic zoning requirements on minimum lot
sizes but reduce somewhat the scale of any new
construction. In addition, the plan recommends
that Southampton enact a maximum floor area of
18,000 square feet for the total of all structures on a
lot, no matter how large the lot is. The basis for this
ceiling is that it is the largest amount of square
footage that could be built on an R-120 lot of mini-
mum size using the proposed bulk control, i.e. a lot
of 120,000 square feet built out at the maximum
proposed FAR of 0.15.

Planning Rationale.  Over the course of the com-
prehensive planning process, the village articulated
a concern about residential site development that
new construction was yielding homes out of scale
with the preferred small town, historic character of
the village. Aside from the question of scale on a
community-wide level, there are new homes (and
additions to homes) out-of-scale for their lots, thus
harming the visual and aesthetic integrity of the
local conlext. There also appeared to be an increas-
ing number of tennis courts, bathhouses, swimming
pools, and other accessory structures built on resi-
dential properties, contribuling lo the sense that

properties are being overbuilt, although all largely
within code. So the planning process turned toward
revising the bulk requirements so that size and
placement on the lot, and buffering to protect neigh-
bors, could be controlled better to implement mas-
ter plan goals.

Development Control Tools. At present, the vil-
lage controls the scale (bulk) of houses through
maximum lot coverage controls, setbacks (yards),
and height controls. The plan recommends some
minor changes to the first two controls, and no
change to the existing height limitations. The major
recommendation is to institute a floor area ratio
(FAR) control in addition to the revised lot coverage
controls.  The benefit of using an FAR (explained
more below) is thal it continues to provide the prop-
erty owner with flexibility and choice in how the
property is developed, while providing the approv-
ing board with a stricter control governing all struc-
tures on the site.

FAR is also much more successful at controlling
scale than yard setbacks and lot coverage alone can
be. The plan prefers to add FAR to the various devel-
opment control tools available to the planning
board rather than relying just on stricter setbacks
and coverages due to the danger of creating non-
conforming uses. This is especially likely in the old-
est and most dense part of the community. The
combination of revised lot coverage and a new FAR
control will handle recenl concerns about the
demolition of existing structures on small lots in
order to construct a “bulkier” house. Indeed, reduc-
ing the scale of such new homes and maintaining
the existing, steady front yard pattern will better
mesh the new with the old.
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Floor Area Ratio (FAR). As the term implies, FAR is
a formula. Its effect is to control building bulk. FAR
is the total floor area (of all floors in all buildings)
divided by the area of the lot. FAR of 1.0 means that
the total floor area of the building equals the lot
area. Where the structure is allowed 100% cover-
age, a one-story building may cover the entire lot.
Where the maximum lot coverage is 25 %, a four-
story building may cover one-quarter of the lot. The
total floor area for both these buildings would

remain the same.

Total Floor Area

FAR=
Total Lot Area

Floor Area Ratio is the total
floor area on a zoning lot,
divided by the lot area of
that zoning lot.

AFAR or 1.
ONE BTORY, ido%
LOT COYERAGE

or AFAR or 1,
2 STORIES, 50 %
LOT COVETAGE

Existing and Proposed Controls. Table 9a is the pre-
sent bulk lable. Table 9b shows the proposed
changes with a black background. You will see that
the entire row of FARs is new (black). There are very
few changes in the yard setbacks, for the reasons
discussed above. There are no yard changes recom-
mended in zones R-20, R-12.5, and R7.5. The plan
proposes changes in zones R-120, R-60 and R-40;
these may create minor non-conformities. The set-
back required for tennis courts and swimming pools
in R-40 has been increased.
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Example. A 120,000 sf lot in the R-120 zone
with an FAR of 0.15 would be limited to 18,000 sf
(120,000 x 0.15) of total floor area for all structures
on the site. The existing definition of building would
continue in use, so that not only the home but all
accessory buildings would be governed by the
18,000 sf cap in this example. Further, the 10%
maximum lot coverage would require that the struc-
tures” combined footprint may be no more than
12,000 sf (120,000 x 10%). The remaining allowed
6,000 sf would necessarily have to built as a second
story, up to the existing height limit.

Table 9¢ shows how the combination of FAR and
new lot coverage maximums would play out on lots
of minimum size. This table is followed by a series
of drawings showing a typical lot in each zone, with
both existing and proposed controls. Each drawing
is annotated with the building area available after
yard setbacks are included. The building area is suf-
ficient to allow sensitive placement of the home and
accessory structures, if there is, for example, a
mature tree or other natural feature that should be
kept.

In working out lot coverage and FAR for each zone,
the plan has been mindful of the following:

o There should be an orderly, incremental progres-
sion in the lot coverages and FARs from the largest
to smallest lot, maintaining some proportion
between the lot sizes and allowed bulk.

o The larger the parcel, the greater the floor space
that could be constructed.

o The number of non-conforming uses created
should be minimized. This danger is greatest in the

zones with lot sizes under one acre (R-20, R-12.5
and R-7.5).

» Where lols are made non-conforming in terms of
area and bulk standards, the use should be “grand-
fathered”. It becomes a prior non-conforming lot
with the right to continue without bringing the
house into compliance. However, the owner would
not be able to add additional bulk that did not con-
form to the new regulations.
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Zoning Districts | | R120 | "R80 | TR0 | R0 | 20| RAZS R-75
Lot Coverage _ o 1"5—%M - ~3§°-o _; ~w157’/_.; ) ":2‘(')?’:/:0 20%. . 25% 30"/3
(maximum) 1 L o

Lot Width 200 ft, 200 ft 150 ft 150 ft 120 ft 100 ft 75 ft
(minimum) e . B ~

Yards (minimum) L N _1_ “_“: B “” T T

Front [ 80ftl  80ft 80ft)  60ft] 40t 30 ft 25 ft
Side (minimum for one) . 30ft 30 ft B 25 ft 201 __20ft 15 ft 10 ft
Side (total for both) | } _ 80ft 80t 65 ft _@0 ft m‘}ﬂSf} 40 ft 20 ft
Side on street (corner lot) 80 ft _80ft 80 ft 60 ft 40 fi 30ft 25 fj
Rear - 100 ft 100 ft 100 ft 70 ft 60 ft 35 ft 25 ft
Accessory building | 90 90R| TSR 7ok s 40ftl 35
(mxmmum) N 3 L _ ~
dnstarn_qg_figm st_ree_t_ I R o i i
Accessory buslduzgﬁw_ o 3M(‘)~ft 30ft 3_0‘& “_?Oft " _7(-)“(_ ; 10 ft 8 ft
mvmmum_I_ NP S S ! L
d{sfigge from side apd rear ot hne_s__v o S R N e
Tennis Courts " " " T S0/ TSGR 30h] 20R] T20R 20| Zof
(mmlmum) . )

s:de and rear setba;ks o - ) e

Sw:mmmg Pools 30ft 301t 301t ‘_20 ft "” 201 20Tt 20 Ft
(minimum)] "~ . ”____ T )

side and rear setbacks
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te: Shad

FAR Definition: The_ ratie of maximom gross floor area to lot area. For example, an FAR of 0.5 allows N
one-half square foot of butldmg area for each | square foot of lot area or Lot Area x FAR Gross Floor Area

Zoning Districts | rR120 R-80 | R-60 *{ R-40 R20 | R125 _R75
Lot Coverage (maximum) 0% A 15% O 20%|  25%| T 30%
D0 a: Ratio 0 0.20 0 0:30 0 .40 0
Lot Width (minimum) 2001t 200f  150f " 150f| 120 T00h|  75R
Yards (minimum] - S O R R S
Front | 80 ft 80 ft 80 ft 60ft| — 40ft|  30f  25f
Side (mmlmum for one) _______?,_Oﬁ 0 o _2~9ft N 1§ff_ 1o ft
Side (total for both) | 80 ft 80 ft 0 BOft)  4sfy 40ft 201t
Side on street (corner lot) 80 ft 80ft| 8oft] 60 ft . 40ft  30ft - 2§ fg
Rear [ 100 ft 100ft) ~ 100ft) ~ 70ft]  6Of| 35f| 25H
Accessory building 90 ft 90f| _ 90R  7oR| T B0f|T T 40fy T 35R

(mmsmum)l L R .
d:stance from street

T ; - e -
Accessory building o 30f | 30f) - 20f)  i0R|T 10k T 6H
(mmimum)] m L o
distance ﬁom‘s_xc_ie_and T ';_ - 1. S ) -
rear Iot hnes R e o )
Tennis Courts |~ - 20R] T 20f
(mnmmum‘T _ o : -
side and rear setbacks

I B n —_— — e
Swimming Pools | | songEEEE 20% 0% 30R
(mmxmum)] B _ o ~ _
side andmrgar setbacks e SR W
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N

be at ground level, i.e.

of bus!dmg area for each square foot of lot

area or Lot Area X FAR = Cross F Floor Area -

f

Use of Maxxmum Lot Coverage Once ‘the gross fioor area (

|

N

1

FAR Definition: The ratio ofgross floor . area to Tot area. For example an FAR of 0.5 allows one half

then the lot coverage requrrement is apphed to ca!culate the maxomum amount of squ
, the building footprint. |

foot "

Residential Minimum ) |Floor Area Ratzo " |Max. Floor A Area  |Max. Lot Cdverége_ "~ IMaximum Squuare o
Zone | otSize "|"TTTUUIEAR) | for AllStructares Percentage " |Footage Footprint
R-120 120,000 sf 0.15{ 18,000, | UHom| T T 12,000 sf| B
R-80 80,000 sf] ©o200 T 16,000 sf| 2% T '“9"86“0""# T
R-60 60,000 sf 0.25 15,000 sf| 15%| TTITTg000s T
R-40 40,000 sf 030 ) _”“12‘,'0"06 sff 7% 68006

R-20 20,000 sf N 035, T «7_(“)0051’ T 20%| 4,000 sf o -
R-12.5 12, 500sf| T ~ 7 0.40] o » 5, 000sf| 25% T 3 1256f]
R7s | T7sc0s T oas| | 33TSS T T o[ T gm0

maxxmum ﬂoor area for aH structures) is caiculated,

are footége'that can _ ,,_‘ ) _

|
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100"

|

0
|

125°

©
Al

7

Scale 1in.: 100 {1,

R — 7.0

PROPOSED CONTROLS:
. New: Flocor Area Ratio

-Area within setbacks:
55" x 50 = 2,750sf

-FAR 0.50
Max. Floor Area: 3,750sf

- Max. Lot Coverage:
30% = 2,250sf

R — 12.5

PROPOSED CONTROLS:
. New: Floor Area Ratio

- Areo within setbacks:
60" x 60 = 3,600sf

-FAR 0.40
Max. Floor Area: 5,000sf

- Max. Lot Coverage:
25% = 3,125sf

200°

25'

R — 20

PROPOSED CONTROLS:
- New: Floor Area Ratio

-Area within setbacks:
55" x 100" = 5,5CO(S)sf

-FAR 0.35

Max. Floor Area: 7,000sf

*Max Lot Coverage:

20% = 4,000sf
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[ - 200" 1

70

40"

200°

60"

R — 40
PROPOSED CONTROLS:

- Minimum side yard increased
from 20" to 25°.

- Revised ot coverage.
(Reduced from 20% to 17%)

- New: Floor Area Ratio

“Increased setback for tennis
courts and swimming pools.

(20" to 25")

- Areg within setback lines:
140" x 70° = 9,800sf

-FAR 0.30
Max. Floor Area: 12,000sf

-Max. Lot Coverage: .
17% = 6,800sf

MASTER PLAN

SOUTHAMPTON VILLAGE

% 200" 1

100"

40"

300"

1 Scale 1 in

R — 60
PROPOSED CONTROLS:

- Minimum' side yard increased
from 25" to 30'.

- Side yard total increased
from 65" to 70",

+New: Floor Area Ratio
-Area within setbocks:
130" x 120" = 15,600sf

-FAR 0.25
Max. Floor Area: 15,000sf

*Max. Lot Coverage:

15% = 9,000sf

. 100 ft.
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300 j1
-
fomee 250"
3
8
o o
5 50° 30 2 45 35°

80

-FAR 0,20

80"

R — 80 ‘

PROPOSED CONTROLS: R — 120

- Revised ot coverage.

PROPOSED CONTROLS:

Reduced f 15% o 12%

(Redu rom 15 ) - Revised lol coveroge. (Reduced from 15% to 10%)
-New: Floor Area Ratio - Side yord increased from 30 ' to 35

+Area within selbacks: - New: Floor Area Ratio

140" x 170" = 23.800s/ . L
-increosed selbocks for lennis courts, swimming poois

Max. Flaor Area: 16.000sf and accessory buildings (from 30" to 35"
. -Areq within_ setbacks:
N5 Loy Gaverage: 220" x 220" = 48.400sf

-FAR .15
Max. Floor Area: 18,000sf

- Max. Lot Coverage:
10% = 12.000sf
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