Meeting Notes for Town Board &
Planning & Zoning Committee 22 February 2006
7:00 p.m., Town Hall

Notes by Walter Levy
In attendance:
Town Board Members Planning and Zoning Committee Members
Pam Duke Chris Kelder, Kristin Marcell, Len
Francis Gray Bernardo, Bill DeGraw, Mike Baden
Alex Miller Donna Ragonese, Ruth Bendelius,
Tony Spano Marijane Knudson, Gordie Bell, John

Dawson,Walter Levy

Consultants Sitting in

Jonathan Blair

Peter Fairweather, Tom Shepstone

Supervisor Duke opened the meeting and led us in the Pledge.

Walter Levy, co-chair of the committee, welcomed new PZC member: Jonathan Blair
(who will be formally appointed in March.) Blair is representing the Accord Fire
District and Fire-fighters.

Tom Shepstone and Peter Fairweather provided a charge to the Task Force for Updating
the Planning and Zoning Codes. Copy of the general scope of Task Force activity is
attached. Members of the Task Force are Mike Baden, Steve Fornal, Bill DeGraw, Bev
Schoonmaker, Brenda Striano, and Susan Blickstein. (Task Force members are all
extremely knowledgeable of the Town of Rochester Codes.)

Shepstone suggested that the Task Force begin by reviewing the Town of Rochester
Codes in order to identify what is most troubling about the codes overall; what codes
require clean-up and reorganization; what codes require immediate attention; and what
codes may be dealt with later on in the process. The Task Force will meet soon with
Shepstone to work on specific issues and schedules for proposed revisions. (Please note
that all drafts for code revisions must be presented to the PCZ for discussion and
approval.)

Shepstone’s list “Rochester Zoning: Potential Issues” is attached.

Discussion of PZC members reveals the scope of potential code revision. These are as
follows:




Subdivisions, Historic Preservation, Fire District , Public Safety, Natural Resources
Inventory, Open Space, Conservation Easements, Procedures of the Planning Board,
Rules for Interpreting Code, Subdivision and re-Subdivision, Balancing Economy and
Ecology, Creating Zoning Neighborhoods, Best Use Practices .

Fairweather continued the discussion establishing goals for updating the Comprehensive
Plan. Fairweather ‘s draft “Plan for Goals” (attached) refines goals recommended in the
1969 Comprehensive Plan, the 1990 Draft for a Comprehensive Plan (never adopted),
and 2004 Imagine Rochester. By synthesizing the various plans, Fairweather has
suggested a start-up draft of what our new plan might look like.

Goals fall into five general categories:
* Land Use

Environmental Quality

Economic Development
Infrastructure

Government Services

X ok %

P/Z Committee discussion raised issues that will be incorporated into a draft for the 8
March meeting. These issues include:

Distinguishing between the importance of the hamlets in the Town of Rochester;
identifying industrial zones; creating a new Zoning Map; allowing for issues regarding lot
size and zoning changes; guidelines and goals for cluster housing development;
guidelines and oversight procedures for private roads; goals for Internet connectivity and
other tech services; green energy; sewers and septic systems; water protection and use
goals. In addition the ECC presented a detailed list of considerations. (attached).

At our next meeting Fairweather will discuss revision in the Plan for Goals draft and
begin reviewing choices for various scenarios upon which a comprehensive plan may be
guided. (See attached “Plan Scenarios”)

A Schedule for Public Outreach Meetings was begun. The first meeting will be
scheduled for the week of April 17, 2006.

P/Z Committee will meet next at Town Hall on 8 March, 2006. Time: 7:00-8:30 PM.

Attachments:

A: Plan for Goals (Plan Scenarios);

B: Rochester Zoning: Potential Issues;

C: ECC Considerations: Proposed Plan Scenarios
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Attachment A: Proposed Plan Scenarios
From Peter Fairweather (February 2006)

Town of Rochester Comprehensive Plan Update: Proposed Plan Scenarios

PLAN Administrative
SCENARIO: Clean Up “Truth in Zoning” Landscape Protection | Value Maximization
Maintain cument zoning Adjust existing zoning to reflect Protect open space and scenic vistas | Adjust regulations (including
PRIMARY districts but improve clarity densities that area actually possible by reducing density in areas outside ‘zoning districts) to ensure that
of provisions (including map) | given such constraints as soil hamlets, with densities lowest in development that occurs
POLICY TOOL: percolation, etc.. those areas maost distant from provides the highest long-term
hamlets while also increasing fiscal retumn
densities within the hamlsts
= Mone * Some properties may be rezoned » 1-acre residential lots would notbe | » Zoning districts would be
at lower densities to reflect site allowed outside of hamlst arsas. adjusted to reflect costs to
NEW constraints that prohibit Outlying areas would have ftown of potential development.
RESTRICTIONS: de\re!.o_pment at currently allowed minimum lot sizes of five acres or » Design guidelines! standards
densities more. could be used to set minimum
» Designated hamlet areas would standards for quality of
have increased density development
= MNone + Apphcants, property owners and ® Large areas of open space would * Use of overlay zones to better
NEW Town would have a better remain in the town in perpetuity. accommodate resort
understanding of actual # Potential to develop hamlets as development and other types
POSSIBILITIES: development potential in each traditional higher-density of nonresidential development
zona. “community centers” » Provide incentives to direct
growth toward hamlet areas.
= High density build out » If done properly, very few » Housing would become less » The initial costs of
could imcrease cost of additional costs. affordable. development may increase for
POTENTIAL community services * High density deveiopment could » More land would be required to some projects to meet design
» Regulations would not still increase cost of community accommodate development criteria.
COSTs: direct growth to hamilet services pressures. » Some property owners may
centers. » Regulations would not direct » Development potential of some have more complex process.
growth to hamlet centers. individual properties would be fio recover value on their
reduced. properties.
» Improved clarity of zoning | + If zoning more accurately reflected | » Cost of community services would » Mew development would
provisions could lower the actual development potential, the remain low. better reflect cost of
POTENTIAL casts to applicants and to process of designing and » The bulk of development would community services.
code enforcement approving subdivisions would be occur inside designated hamlet » Regulations would better
BEMEFITS: function simpdfied and improved. areas. reflect plan goals with fewer
limits on the development
potential of lands outside
hamiet areas.
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Attachment B:

Rochester Zoning - Potential Issues

* Flow of regulations not smooth

» Terminology out-of-date

* No tie-in to Comprehensive Plan

* Need to reflect balance in goals

» Pyramidal structure inappropriate

» Clearing limits needed

» Flexibility needed on parking and similar issues

» Excluded uses too broad

» Stormwater management provisions needed

» Landscaping standards needed

» Many additional standards needed on selected uses

» Traffic study requirements needed

o Cluster development approach outdated

» Special use/site plan procedures and standards need streamlining
» Need home rule authority (e.g., § 140-69)

» Schedule format could be more user-friendly

» Law spells out too many details on certain uses

» Subdivision regulations need to better integrate SEQRA

» Cluster/conservation subdivision should be in Subdivision Regulations

* Need to reduce redundancy with Town Law






Attachment C: ECC Environmental Considerations for TOR’s Comprehensive Plan
development

1. To maintain the integrity of the scenic views of the Catskills and the Shawangunk
Ridge that contributes to the overall sense of rural character that makes the town so
special.

2. To insure that as communities develop along the Rondout corridor they maintain and
build upon their connection to the history and natural scenic beauty of this waterway with
minimal impact on the water quantity and quality that fishermen, boaters and natural
communities depend on.

3. To develop a strategy to conserve the open space necessary to maintain the ecological
integrity of the landscape and maintain a sense of rural character.

4. Consider the development and adoption of a stream corridor protection plan that will

identify and map the shoreline of streams in the town and develop recommendations for
the sound management of shoreline property and infrastructure with the goal of limiting
the costs to the town and shoreline property owners from flooding and shoreline erosion
while reducing negative impacts on stream water quality.

5. To implement policies to address critical issues identified in the natural resource
inventory process.

6. To insure that the mining of natural resources, a historic and viable industry in the
town, does not infringe on the right of the members of the community to clean drinking
water and clean air and/or generate unnecessary levels of noise pollution that would
detract from the quality of life in the town.

7. To maintain a spirit of communication and partnership by working with surrounding
communities gain the greatest benefit from implementing the goals of the comprehensive
plan such as: planning for open space for recreation (rail trail), identification and
conservation of contiguous areas of natural habitat to support the plants and animals that
make the Rondout Valley unique, and economic development planning for areas such as
the Rte. 209 corridor.

8. To encourage, through the use of incentives (permitting, tax, etc), the use of better site
design and green design principles in new development projects.

9. To encourage, through the use of incentives, the inclusion of a certain percentage of
low cost housing in larger residential development projects (over a certain threshold).







