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[Note: Comments and position papers collected during the Feburary 4th, 2016 public 

meeting event can be found under a separate posting for that specific event.] 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

June 7 

I am writing to follow up on my letter to you of November 18, 2015 in connection 

with the UDO process.   

As we understand it, there have been some modifications to the process over the 

past six months as well as an extension of the dates for deliverables.   In an effort 

to play a constructive role in the process, we want to add some specificity to the 

ideas in my letter of November 18, 2015.  This email will deal with South Broadway 

(paragraph 5 of my previous correspondence); follow up letters will deal with other 

issues. 

The 2012 GAPS Report under the direction of Commission Franck and Supervisor 

Veitch divided South Broadway into three sections.  The northern section runs from 

Circular to West Fenlon.  It is currently zoned T-5.  We think the zoning is 

appropriate, but modifications need to be made to the zoning rules to differentiate 

between development and redevelopment.  Currently redevelopment of parcels 

with existing structures is discouraged by the requirement that all new buildings 

fully comply with the area and bulk requirements of the T-5.  Property owners often 

see these rules as a major challenge to improving and expanding uses and 

structures on their lands.  For development of vacant parcels, the rules should 

apply. To encourage development on larger parcels where multiple structures are 

contemplated, the property owner should have the option of compliance with area 

and bulk requirements within the property lines or the lease lines, at the option of 

the owner.  The prevalence of long term ground leases and commercial 

development has been recognized by neighboring communities who now permit 

lease lines to be used for area and bulk requirements.  This change facilitates 

development of parcels without the requirement of subdivision and it enhances 

financing options that encourage development. 



The GAPS Report divided properties south of West Fenlon into a central section and 

a southern section.  We don’t see the need for this distinction in the UDO.  We 

recognize that large portions of this area are state lands that are not subject to local 

zoning.  These lands will not be commercially developed.  For the remainder of the 

properties, we would encourage a new zone (T-5.SB).  This Transect 5 South 

Broadway district would provide the flexibility and mixes of use available under the 

T-5 zoning district, but with modified area/bulk requirements.  We note the TRB 

District covers the lands from Driscoll Road north to the park lands as well as the 

parcel upon which the new Homewood Suites is being constructed.  The A/B 

requirements of the TRBD appear to fit nicely into this area and we would 

encourage their use in the T-5.SB on matters of lot size, minimum average width, 

coverage setbacks and percent to remain permeable.  We would also encourage 

the use of lease lines to be used, at the option of the property owner, in the 

calculation of the A/B requirements. 

For the lands south of Crescent Avenue up to the State Park lands, the depth of the 

zoning is suitable as it correlates with the current configuration of the property 

lines.  The new T-5.SB should follow these property lines.  For the lands south of the 

park lands, the existing TRBD is artificially set at 250’ from the front property 

line.  The configuration of these parcels don’t easily lend themselves to a uniform 

zoning line (as is the case above) so an artificial line is necessary even though it will 

divide some parcels.  In an effort to encourage quality development in this area, the 

depth of the new T-5.SB should be 500’ from the front line. 

Sensible revisions to the Gateway Overlay Districts will provide the balance that will 

distinguish T-5.SB from the other Transect 5 Districts in the city.  We recognize the 

importance of the appearance of this gateway and we want mixed use 

development to work in harmony with the feel created by the State Park. 

I trust our comments here and those to come on other areas will be received in the 

spirt they are sent.  The Chamber urges a UDO that strikes the balance that has 

allowed Saratoga Springs to flourish over these past many years. 

~ Todd Shimkus, Saratoga County Chamber of Commerce 

 

June 2 

[Paraphrased comments] Allowable structure heights in the residential districts are 

currently too high for the scale of their neighborhood. Concerned about 



neighborhood character, and developers who are being allowed to squeeze 

multiple units into small parcels when that doesn’t fit with neighborhood pattern. 

~ Al Turkheimer, Resident 

 

March 25 

The mission of the Complete Streets Advisory Board (CSAB) is to ensure the streets 

of Saratoga Springs accommodate all road users and methods of transportation. 

The City of Saratoga Springs Complete Street Policy was adopted on May 1, 2012. 

The CSAB committee would like to ensure the incorporation and implementation of 

the Complete Street Policy into the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). After 

review of the City of Buffalo's UDQO) and Smart Growth America's Code and Zoning 

Audit(2), the CSAB wishes to offer the following topics and language for 

consideration in the City's UDO process: 

A. Pedestrian Access - Revise and strengthen existing City code requirements for 

pedestrian access. This should be in the form of an independent section of the UDO 

for clarity. 

Sample Text: 

XX Pedestrian Access 

X 1.1 General 

Any development which involves new construction of a principal building, 

expansion of an existing principal building by 25% or 2,500 square feet or more, 

or substantial renovation of an existing principal building, must provide safe, 

direct, and convenient pedestrian facilities in accordance with Section 8.1.2. 

X1.2 Pedestrian Facilities 

A. Pedestrian facilities must be provided connecting main entrances to parking, 

adjacent public rights of-way and transit stops and stations, and all uses on a site 

that allow for public access. 

B. Pedestrian facilities must consist of accessible, easily discernible, and ADA 

compliant walkways. The pedestrian facilities must be paved with a fixed, firm, 

and non-slip material. 

C. A parking lot must provide pedestrian facilities in accordance with Section X 

D. Pedestrian facilities providing cross-access between abutting lots are 

encouraged. 

 



B. Parking Maximums - Implement and enforce lower parking requirements for 

locations served by public transit. 

C. Off Site and On-Street Parking - Require the use of on-street parking in place of 

creating parking spaces, lots or garages on all developments. On-street parking 

encourages pedestrian traffic, and can act as a buffer between pedestrians and 

moving vehicles. Building by building parking requirements should not be used, 

instead encourage neighborhood parking within 114 mile distance from the 

destination (using shared or joint parking). The current City zoning is restrictive, 

requiring off-site parking to be located very close to a parcel and does not make full 

use of available on-street parking. 

Sample Text: 

Off-Site Parking: Off-Site Parking. Accessory parking is allowed on an off-site lot 

within I,320 (114 mile) feet of the use served, measured by closest walking 

distance from the closest public entrance to the off-site parking lot. 

D. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plans- Include requirements for 

TDM as part of the site plan approval process. Refer to the City of Buffalo UDO, 

Section 8.4 as an example. The CSAB recommends that these be considered as part 

of certain size developments. 

E. Rights-of-way: The existing codes and regulations do not concisely define how 

the rights-of-way are to be designed and developed. The Board suggests creating 

this section and providing clear expectations and definitions for the public rights-of-

way. These will correlate with the City's street design cross section details. Include 

the requirement that the DPW commissioner or his designee must grant all 

exceptions to variances from the specifications described in the "Rights-of-way" 

section. 

Provisions to consider with sample text and/or examples for consideration: 

• Accessibility: 

I. All public and private rights-of-way must conform with Public Right-of-Way 

Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) set forth by the United States Access Board. 

2. All public and private vehicular rights-of way must be complete streets, 

designed for safe, comfortable, and convenient movement both along and across 

rights-of-way by people of all ages and abilities, using multiple modes, consistent 

with the City's complete streets policy. 

• Waivers and Modifications. The Commissioner of Public Works, Parks, and 

Streets may waive or adjust the requirements of this section as follows: 



1. Where a constrained right-of-way width, existing drainage patterns, or natural 

features, such as established trees, do not allow for the required dimensions of 

the right-of-way type, alternative dimensions may be approved, so long as the 

design of the right-of-way: 

a. Accommodates required access for people with disabilities and access to 

adjacent uses and transit stops. 

b. Ensures the safety, and facilitates the expected levels, of pedestrian 

activity. 

c. Provides adequate protection for pedestrians. 

2. Where the standards of this section are determined to not adequately protect 

the public health, safety, and welfare, alternative or additional standards may be 

applied. 

• Pedestrian Facilities (Refer to Section 10.2.2 of City of Buffalo UDO for sample 

language) 

• Bicycle Facilities (Refer to Section 10.2.3 of City of Buffalo UDO for sample 

language) 

• Corner Radii - Tighten curb radii to shorten pedestrian crossings and force 

vehicles to make turns at lower speeds. Limit curb radii and require a 25' clear 

zone to accommodate the wider turning radii required by emergency vehicles. 

Revise corner radii dimensions as discussed in NACTO Urban Street Design Guide. 

F. Traffic Calming and Road Diets- Current City zoning language only discusses 

traffic calming for one area. Expand language to cover the entire city and all 

projects. 

Sample text for consideration: 

XXX Traffic Calming Measures 

A. Traffic calming measures, such as full closures and half closures, speed tables, 

lateral shifts and chicanes, knockdowns, chokers, and center island narrowing, 

may be considered in right-of-way construction, reconstruction, and 

reconfiguration projects, subject to approval by the Commissioner of Public 

Works and/or Public Safety. 

B. Where installed, traffic calming measures, to the extent practicable, must be 

designed in accordance with the Institute for Transportation Engineers ' Traffic 

Calming: State of the Practice or another nationally recognized standard accepted 

by the Commissioner of Public Works and/or Public Safety. 



XXX Road Diets 

Wherever an existing right-of-way is reconstructed, repaved or reconfigured, 

consideration must be given to the appropriateness of a road diet, defined as a 

reduction in the number or width of travel lanes within a right-of-way, allowing 

reallocation of vehicular space to alternative uses (e.g., parking lanes, bicycle 

facilities, medians, pedestrian refuge islands, or widened sidewalks or planting 

strips). A road diet is typically appropriate on rights-of-way carrying fewer VPD 

than the right-of-way is designed to accommodate (i.e., a right-of way with four 

travel lanes carrying less than 20,000 VPD may be a prime candidate for a four-

lane to three-lane conversion). 

G. Street/Road Types - Expand upon existing City standard to provide more defined 

width and usage requirements. (e.g. travel lane and parking lane widths). Refer to 

NACTO Urban Street Design guide for typologies. 

(http://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/) Define the minimum 

parking lane width as 7 feet and maximum at 8 feet. Implement design speeds of 

25 mph on local streets. (posted speed limits could remain at 30 mph). 

H. City Complete Streets Plan - The City of Saratoga Springs is currently working on 

a draft of the Complete Streets Plan. The CSAB recommends the UDO to review and 

codify the elements (street improvements, etc.) included in the Complete Streets 

Plan into the UDO. 

I. City Design Guidance: The City should adopt transportation design standards as 

well as adapt, develop, update and adopt inter-departmental policies, urban design 

guidelines, zoning and performance standards and other guidelines based upon 

resources identifying best practices in urban design and street design, construction, 

operations and maintenance. These resources include, but are not limited to: 

a) Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and New York State 

Supplement 

b) AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design 

c) AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Designing and Operating Pedestrian 

Facilities 

d) AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

e) Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) Designing Walkable Urban 

Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach 

f) The National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban 

Street Design Guide 



g) NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide 

h) US Access Board Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines 

~ Stephan Godlewski, Complete Streets Advisory Board 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

March 8 

City employees and the Southwest Neighborhood Association appear to have 

significant powers of persuasion over the City's Code Enforcement staff. A 

complaint from either of the aforementioned should be substantiated by facts and 

evidence and not result in the home or business owner targeted by the 

complaintant in an automatic notice of violation, especially where a violation does 

not exist. We cannot take away the rights of landowners simply because of personal 

conflict between neighbors. These unethical practices need to be called to light and 

rectified for the good of all City landowners. The landowner's cost, incurred to 

defend a notice of violation, especially where a clear violation is unconstitutional. 

These long-standing practices appear to be furthered by even longer-standing 

nepotism both among politicians and high-level employees.   

The following quote is from the document attached herein. I strongly encourage all 

involved in the City's planning and code revisions to read it thoroughly. 

A zoning law is a community's guide to its future development. That is its purpose. It is 

not meant to be just another governmental intrusion, another bit of red tape to be 

untangled before the property owner can go ahead with his plans. The protections 

afforded residents and property owners within the community from undesirable 

development come from the restrictiveness of zoning. 

 Source: Zoning Board of Appeals NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF STATE (2005/2011)  

Furthermore, the City's use variance and zoning board of appeal application fees 

are substantially higher than most municipalities. The fee schedule set should take 

into consideration that individual landowners, as well as large development 

corporations, need to submit such applications. Thank you. 

- Elena Rizzo 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Feb 11 



RE: The February 4, 2016 Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Workshop 

 

Thank you for holding the UDO Workshop for the public on February 4, 2016.  

Homeowners from all over the city attended the Neighborhood & Community Character 

session of the UDO Workshop. Most if not all homeowners expressed the same concerns.  

We do not want additional commercial uses allowed in our residential neighborhoods. The 

language in the recently approved 2015 Comprehensive Plan states that “existing 

neighborhood-scale commercial uses may currently exist to complement residential uses” 

in residential neighborhoods. 

Therefore, to maintain in the Zoning Ordinance this intent, there should be no changes in 

the Residential Zoning Districts in Section 2.2, Table 2: Districts Use Schedule. Also, there 

should be no reduction in city oversight. This can be achieved by maintaining the current 

required Special Use Permit and Site Plan Approval process also on Table 2. 

 

We do not want additional density in our residential neighborhoods. The 2015 

Comprehensive Plan kept density levels for every type of residential neighborhood at the 

same maximum levels as in the 2001 Comprehensive Plan. However, there are still ways to 

manipulate and increase density levels in the Zoning Ordinance in Residential Zoning 

Districts, which we do not want.  

Therefore, in the Zoning Ordinance there should be no changes, except one, in Section 2.3, 

Table 3: Districts Area and Bulk Schedule. The one change to Table 3 that should be made 

is a reduction in the maximum height allowed for buildings in Residential Zoning Districts. 

Currently, the Zoning Ordinance allows a completely unreasonable building height of up to 

70 feet in Residential Zoning Districts. This is the time to correct and significantly reduce 

this gross allowance in our residential neighborhoods. 

To maintain current density levels in Residential Zoning Districts, required lot sizes should 

not be reduced; the maximum allowable coverage for a building on a lot should not be 

increased; and setbacks should not be decreased. Any one of these, or other changes to 

Table 3, could increase density levels and further diminish the already limited amounts of 

open and green spaces left in our residential neighborhoods. 

For example, the current minimum backyard (rear) setback required in an Urban 

Residential-3 Zoning District is 25 feet from the owner’s back property line, allowing for 25 

feet of open and/or green space (in the form of lawns and trees) in backyards. We do not 

want this setback reduced to 20 or fewer feet. If anything, setbacks (front, side and rear 

yards) should be increased in all Residential Zoning Districts. 



 

There were many additional concerns voiced by homeowners at the UDO Workshop, 

including the building height and size allowed when transitioning from a residential 

neighborhood to a commercially zoned area, transparency and inconsistency problems 

with the Land Use Boards, lack of code enforcement, noise intrusion, health and noise 

consequences if farm animals are allowed in urban residential neighborhoods, and 

increased neighborhood traffic and parking problems, to list just a few. 

 

We are hopeful that our voices were heard on February 4, 2016 and that our concerns will 

be addressed in all forthcoming drafts developed by the UDO writers.  We look forward to 

reviewing all future drafts and working with you to rewrite this most important document, 

our city’s Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Thank you again. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen A. Curtin 

On Behalf of Homeowners Throughout Our City 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Feb 9 

Thank you for soliciting community input at the meetings held last Thursday. As I 

mentioned at the housing meeting, I was aware that the city of Berkeley, California had 

adopted new regulations last year regarding the construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 

on current properties, and that this might provide one model for Saratoga to consider in 

regard to future options for affordable housing.  

Attached is the standard for development of these units, adopted by Berkeley last October. 

- Rabbi Linda Motzkin 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Feb 5 

As it is unclear what the full scope of the UDO is, I offer the following changes regarding 

land use issues. 

1. One of the most important facets of land use is who sites on our boards making 

decisions.  Currently this decision is made unilaterally by the mayor.  There is no 

public process.  He or she simply announces the choice at a meeting of the City 

Council. 



By opening this process up, it would raise the profile of this important decision and 

encourage a greater scrutiny of who serves.  The mayor should nominate the 

members of these boards but they should be approved by the city council.  This will 

provide the public with time to weigh in on the appropriateness of these 

appointments.  It will raise the profile of the nominees.  Clearly, I think that the city 

would best be served by people whose financial interests are not linked to the deal 

making of the real estate industry.  I understand that there are those who disagree 

with me.  Everyone would be better served if these issues were part of the 

consideration of these decisions. 

2. Currently, the threshold for recusal on our land use boards is too low.  It is limited to 

a clear conflict of interest of financial interest.  It does not address impartiality.  A 

case in point was the recent recusal of John Franck from the issue of the hospital 

expansion.  Under our current standards, he was not required to recuse himself.  He 

has no direct financial relationship with Saratoga Hospital.  He does work for two 

neighborhood associations but neither of them had formally involved themselves 

with the controversy.  Individual homeowners had.  By the existing standards he 

was not required to recuse himself.   

The following is the standard used for federal judges which I think would be a good 

model for our ethics code. 

28 U.S.C. § 455 governs disqualification of federal judges.  Pursuant to § 455, a judge 

"shall disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably 

be questioned."  (emphasis added).  

I understand that the city’s ethics board rejected this standard because they claimed 

that in a small town where everyone knows everyone else, no one could meet this 

standard.  I strongly disagree.  Unfortunately, the real estate industry in our town is 

a particularly small world.  This standard would make it very hard for many of the 

people who currently serve on our land use boards.  This seems to me to be more 

of an argument about how to best select people for the boards rather than an 

argument about the limit of impartiality.  During the Moore Hall controversy, one of 

the members of the Zoning  Board of Appeals had drinks with the applicant.  The 

only thing this person had to say was that he had not discussed the project (ex 

parte).  He never had to discuss how close his relations were with the applicant and 

their attorney. 

A front page story in the Times Union documented that a major developer had built 

the homes for the chair of the Zoning Board of Appeals and for a member of the 

Planning Board.  This was a clear example of the “appearance” issue.   



3. Raising the standards for fairness and impartiality.  The current manner with which 

the boards deal with applicants and those who may oppose their proposals often is 

carried out in a way that creates a troubling atmosphere.  For example, at the 

Zoning Board of Appeals the applicant, his attorney, and his other supporting 

professionals all sit at the table with the board while the people who may oppose 

the project are kept behind a wooden rail where the general public sits.  It should be 

obvious why this is a poor practice. 

The applicant is allowed to speak without limit to the board while those who oppose 

the project are limited to two minutes.  At a recent Zoning Board meeting, an 

attorney representing the neighbors of a project was told by the chair that he had 

only two minutes to make his case.  Again, it should be evident how bad this kind of 

process is and the need for reform. 

4. The public is not properly informed about what actions will be considered at 

meetings.  The Moore Hall case was a poster child for this issue.  The people who 

opposed the project would prepare their comments based upon what the agenda 

indicated would happen and on the documents that had been publically available.  

Repeatedly, the applicant would then come before the board with a new proposal.  

The opponents would have no time to properly address this new proposal. 

The city should require that applicants make available through the Planning 

Department all materials that will be considered at the meeting with sufficient time 

for the public to review them.  The land use boards should publish their agenda 

including all actions that are to be dealt with at the meeting (a standard that does 

not currently exist). 

5. Land Use board meetings are allowed to go on interminably.  This is also poor 

procedure.  People must often wait literally hours before their project comes up on 

the agenda.  Often they must then sit for long periods listening to an attorney who 

is being paid by the hour drone on.  This very much discourages concerned citizens 

from attending these meetings. 

The applicant should be required to submit their proposals before the meetings at a 

date which will allow the land use board and the public to familiarize themselves 

with the materials.  There would therefore be no need for the applicant to take up 

the time of the board and the public by repeating what should already be in the 

written materials.  The applicant should be limited to a brief introduction at the 

meeting. 

In the interest of fairness, those opposing the project should be provided with a 

similar period of time to have a spokesman (attorney?) for their group speak. 



6. The Planning Board commonly stipulates many requirements as part of the Site 

Plan Review.  Currently, there exists no monitoring device for insuring adherence to 

these stipulations.  The city needs to develop some sort of procedures to address 

this problem.  As it stands now, without a complaint from an outside party, nothing 

happens. 

7. Related to item 6, the building inspection department is woefully understaffed.   

8. The Planning Office is not user friendly for people with land use concerns.  There 

needs to be a proper set up for people reviewing records.  There should be a desk 

and chair where members of the public can review documents.  Also the records 

should be better organized.  Folders for parcels should have a cover sheet that lists 

the documents in the folder and the date that they were added to the folder. 

9. There is a problem with the city ordinances dealing with density on projects.  One 

part of the ordinance offers bonuses that involve senior housing and recreation.  

When a developer want to put in more units allowed and they want to skirt this 

requirement they simply ask for an area variance.  In the case of Moore Hall this was 

taken to an absurd level as they were asking for an area variance that would involve 

an area many times the size of the actual plot.  Something needs to be done to stop 

this. 

- John Kaufmann 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Jan 29 

[Discussion Notes – Sustainable Saratoga] 

Sustainable Saratoga is very anxious to see this work get underway. The development and 

approval of a new UDO is very important to this community. 

 Comprehensive plan identified a huge list of ideas and policies – these can be 

implemented slowly over time, does not need to be accomplished all at once. 

 There is a push for adoption of many new policies, however it often makes sense to 

wait to discuss the best solutions. 

Sustainable Saratoga has a list of concerns related to the UDO which it would like to review. 

Review & Approval Process. 

 Better public notification: 

o Need more advance notice of agenda items, better notification to neighbors 

to make public aware of pending projects.  



o Staff review notes could be posted so public can also see what the discussion 

is about. 

o Give neighborhood representatives adequate time to present. 

 Better adherence to Development Standards and Guidelines: 

o Shouldn’t allow inactive applications to drag on forever. Applicants who are 

not prepared should withdraw and resubmit when they are ready. The public 

has a hard time track of what is going on otherwise. 

o UDO should review the rules and regulations which form each of the boards 

– clarify, consider putting these directly in the code, what are the principles 

and objectives of each board. 

o Standards and guidelines must be improved and clarified so it is clear when 

things are compliant – board training. 

o How are we going to enforce the actual codes – these needs to be improved? 

 Process: 

o Consent agenda for minor projects would assist in speeding the process up. 

o Need to show a flow chart of approval process. 

o Consider rules for meetings. 

 Time limits on applicant presentations. 

 Consider time limits on meetings – long meetings benefit no one. 

Energy, Sustainability and the Environment: 

 Solar Access: 

o Restore solar access rights in all areas of the community while still protecting 

the urban forestry program. 

o The solar shading ordinance should be reinstated for T-6 (the 

downtown district) in order to encourage solar investment and 

installations.  

o Best efficiency is on downtown roofs where there are no tree 

conflicts. 

o The UDO should clarify solar access. Solar access is a mixed issue – 

can cause conflicts with trees.  

o The UDO should define community solar regulations. 

o Concerned about which zoning districts will allow community 

solar. Mark Torpey would be a great resource for this issue. 

o Sustainable Saratoga would not support community solar in the 

greenbelt. How do you balance these conflicting goals? 



o Downtown is the peak area of interest – “community solar” isn’t 

technically permitted, or it is unclear. How would it work if being 

cited in an older residential neighborhood? 

o Landfill solar isn’t the same as “community solar” since it is a 

municipal project. Could we get an update from the city on this 

project so we understand the scope and schedule? 

o Pace Law Center provided Solar Access Permit Language. The city solar 

committee is working on recommendations. There is a specialist from CUNY 

– “solar ombudsman” who can come up to the city to discuss options. 

o Would like to see individual landowners have solar access.  

o Code should provide “guiding principles” for solar access which help to clarify 

or resolve conflicts. 

 Improve energy efficiency standards for sites and buildings. 

o General lighting and efficiency – need to improve this, raise the bar. 

Economic Development:  

 Sustainable continues to promote mixed uses and adaptive re-use.   

 Develop regulations that encourage the adaptive reuse of vacant buildings and infill 

development. 

 Encourage home-based businesses in a manner consistent with the surrounding 

neighborhood.  

o Do understand that home occupations in garages can cause problems in 

certain instances. 

 Use creative place making as a tool to rejuvenate structures and streetscapes and to 

improve local business viability. Jaclyn Hakes has more information regarding this.  

 Commercial agriculture uses within city – encouraging green infrastructure 

o Encourage community gardens as well as produce stands and micro-industry 

such as jam making. Farm stands – these are not currently permitted, can we 

allow? 

o Would like to allow growth in this area, not a large farm but neighborhood 

scaled.  

o In keeping with traditional farming operations, not intensive uses with a lot 

of people or traffic. Could this be limited by size, scale of building, or number 

of employees? 

Housing: 



 Need to provide a variety and flexibility of housing, with ability for small units and 

corresponding affordability. The city needs to address affordability and senior 

housing. 

 Ordinance on conversion of carriage houses – encourage re-use of these buildings 

for apartments. 

 Consider mandating housing diversity though such programs as an inclusionary 

zoning.  

o In comprehensive plan 3.4-50 and 3.4-51.  

o There are provisions for inclusionary zoning in the code now, but they are 

never actually used.  

o Carriage houses – there was draft language for this.  

o Voluntary goals don’t seem to get achieved. 

 Senior housing in the UR-1, UR-3 and UR-7 districts can be provided unlimited 

density increase, but should really only get bonus if also providing units for variety 

of income levels. 

Open Space and Preservation 

 Do not want any planned unit developments (PUD) in the Greenbelt and Rural 

Residential (RR) zone– Comprehensive Plan was clear about this. 

o Should review the allowed land uses in the Greenbelt and look at what 

intensities are appropriate. 

 Inns with up to 25 rooms were allowed in the outer areas; however no one has 

taken up on this option yet. 

 Incorporate more protective standards to sensitive environmental areas. 

o Riparian buffers for streams – these are very weak protections right now, are 

concerned about water quality in the long term, would like to see these 

strengthened. 

o Comprehensive plan recommended actions 3.2-1, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, and 3.2-38. 

 The Design Review Commission (DRC) doesn’t really have jurisdiction within public 

right-of-way, charter could overrule. Could clarify how land use boards vs city 

departments handle improvements within public right-of-ways. 

 Expand the local Historic Districts to match the boundaries of the various historic 

districts listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Neighborhood Character 

 Bring existing zoning into conformance with the new Comprehensive Plan. 



o Need to discuss map amendments, potential zoning density. Density changes 

need to be specified for the five core residential neighborhoods. 

 T4, T5, T6 – keep these areas as form based codes.  

o Have been happy with them, they have protected the greenbelt, but overall 

designs could be better.  

o Provide clear process and standards for developer to follow. 

 “Fake” second story problem – this provision in code needs to be improved or 

clarified.  

 Caps are needed to allow for density bonuses for public purpose items (affordable 

housing, etc.)  

 Inclusionary Zoning – need to figure out how to determine density, if the Planning 

Board will be negotiating the number of units, we need to establish a cap from 

which the negotiations start from. Otherwise with no set number it is not possible to 

negotiate. There must be a better way to establish this. 

 Revise UR-6, UR-5, UR-4, UR-4(A) Zoning District Standards 

o Alternative – setbacks are too suburban for the urban center portions of the 

city. 

 Should look at 2006 Building Heights Study by BFJ on the heights and proportions of 

different neighborhoods, how to accommodate transitions from one zone to the 

next. Some good insight in this document. 

 Need better design guidance for gateway areas. 

Parking waivers – these are getting used too much, seeing more applicants getting an 

increase in parking spaces, rather than the decrease this waiver was really intended for. 

Incorporate Urban Forestry Master Plan into ordinance 

 Street trees – need to look for inconsistencies/conflicts with the tree standards. 

Current ordinance requires trees in subdivision code but not in zoning code, this 

seems backwards. Urban forest management plan has great info which can be 

incorporated. 

 Tree / landscaping belt along roadside – need to make sure that this is not disturbed 

or hurt by heated sidewalks, or encroached by air space above such as marquee or 

hanging signs. 

 Code should show desired cross section of roads, showing tree belt, size, etc. 

Consider recommendations from 2006 Downtown Building Heights Study 

 Study was done by BFJ Planning for the City 



Recommendations were intended to make downtown building heights more contextual to 

street widths, human scale, pedestrian activity, shadowing, visual perception, etc. 

- Discussion notes with Sustainable Saratoga (Geoff Bornemann, Tom Denny, Amy Durland, 

Harry Moran) with Tina Carton and Michael Allen. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Dec 6 

Please see following regarding neighborhood experiences/concerns. 

-past three years Fasig Tipton partnered with Mazzone catering and held over 50 weddings 

and corporate events without a Special Use Permit and in fact the facility was not zoned to 

hold these kinds of non-horse related activities. 

-the events were highly disruptive to residents in the surrounding neighborhoods. Noise, 

traffic, garbage, observed drug use and declining real estate values were and continue to 

be of the utmost concern. 

On March 23rd 2015 Fasig Tipton and Mazzone Catering represented by Mike Toohey 

sought a temporary SUP for 13 (already scheduled) events running between May and 

October 2015. Approximately 30 neighbors attended the Saratoga Springs Planning Board 

meeting to voice concern and opposition to said ongoing activity. Eleanor Mullaney 

represented a core group of residents. 

The temporary permit was granted with the following stipulations: 

1- there will be NO non horse related events planned for 2016. 

2- Mazzone Catering is to remove ALL marketing/advertising related to Fasig Tipton. 

3- Mazzone and FT directed to provide event security, monitor sound levels (70 dB) 

with music stopped at 10pm, no internal pa, etc. 

4- the temporary permit will NOT serve as a precedent for future re-application. 

This last point remains a concern. Specifically, will there be a reapplication for 2017 and 

beyond, despite considerable zoning questions. 

Beyond this, the noise at 70dB within and bordering a residential zone is unreasonable. 

Furthermore, lighting, and or light pollution as newer Victorian lights are added alongside 

pre-existing pole lights, needs further review. 

Finally, as the UDO seeks to revise the city zoning code, to "streamline the review and 

approval process" will this leave too much for interpretation within the legal community? 

- Kelly Chabot 



_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Dec 1 

Chapter 110 of the city code should be adjusted to clarify the role of the open space 

advisory committee, and how they advise the city on all open space, recreation and other 

similar acquisitions. 

- Charlie Morrison, (former) acting chair of the Open Space Advisory Committee (via 

phone) 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments Previously Published Nov 20th 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Nov. 16  

Here are the key points of the SSDC’s unanimously-adopted position statement (Sept. 

2013, attached), along with their continuing relevance to your process: 1) “We hope 

other relevant documents approved by the City Council since adoption of the 2001 Plan will 

be consulted and their main principles incorporated (not simply by reference). In this way, 

the Plan can provide a coherent, single source of guidance.” (p. 2) 

(This is essentially the same point as the comment you received as follows: “In the 

presentation, Complete Streets was the only specifically-named planning document of 

numerous planning documents / policies that have been adopted by the city since 2001. It 

should be a major goal of this project to incorporate all of these adopted documents and 

cite their proper names, such as Climate Smart and the Urban Forestry Master Plan.”) 

We volunteer to help separate out the content of these ancillary, City-approved documents 

that has direct relevance for incorporation into zoning code—vs. descriptive language 

about specific projects—to ensure full implementation of these approved policy 

documents through zoning ordinance and creation of a single source of essential 

information about City policy, for those contemplating development. 

In our 2013 statement, we reference the following approved policies (there may be others): 

“Specifically, the Plan’s usability would benefit by including approved policies from the 

Open Space Plan (2002); Historic Preservation Plan (2001); Complete Streets (2012); 

Community Development ‘Consolidated Plan’ (2010/annual updates); Cleaner Greener 

Community Agreement (2012); and the Urban and Community Forest Master Plan (2013).” 

2) “As surrounding areas become more densely developed, great pressure will be brought 

to bear on our existing Greenbelt. We ask that the Plan continue to include firm protections 

against the plundering of this open space or attenuating its robust, ‘contiguous’ nature into 

merely a ‘trail system.’” (p. 4) 

We have closely followed the proposals regarding the so-called Greenbelt – PUDs, “resort 

overlay district,” etc. We realize that the one true source of the protections we seek will 

remain the code you are working on. 



3) Policy regarding sustainability/smart growth, maintenance and improvements to 

infrastructure; and the City’s downtown: Our position statement and our SSDC platform 

documents (2013 & 2015) focus on these aspects of planning and land use. They state 

principles that we believe should inform zoning code to the extent they conform to the 

final language of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan and lend themselves to incorporation in 

the relevant sections of code. These are the primary areas we would be interested in 

following and contributing to, as you move forward. 

Thank you for opening the door to the participation of additional community groups. As 

elected officials representing registered Democratic voters in our respective Election 

Districts, we respectfully ask for the opportunity to meet with you as a stakeholder that has 

remained constructively engaged in this process throughout. 

I look forward to hearing from you about an opportunity to discuss these points, and how 

we can help, with you in person. 

- Charles Brown, SSDC Chair 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Nov. 9  

To the UDO; 

My concern about zoning and Comp plan changes keep growing. We have spent an 

inordinate amount of time establishing both. The ink is barely dry!!! I find it frustrating to 

have to continually fight this battle over and over all because big money interests (SNGC, 

City Center, Saratoga PAC, and greedy builders like Bonacio) won't take no for an answer! 

SNGC was granted special use permits when they obtained the right to build their golf 

course; which they KNEW FROM THE BEGINNING, was restricted; and they never acted on 

them. I fervently urge that they be held to those permits and the Green Belt be preserved. 

Let the COMP Plan stand! We no more need a World Class Golf Resort here any more than 

we have to have the Eiffel Tower!! Or put a Grand Canyon in the State Park!! You get my 

drift! 

Regarding the City Center's and downtown businesses cry for more parking and rushing 

the City Center parking plan: there ARE other options available, right now, that have not 

been put forth for consideration. Both parking garages behind Broadway and at Church 

and Woodlawn were built with the specific foresight to be able to add additional levels. 

Approximately 200 additional parking places could be made available in a lot less time and 

certainly less money than it will take to resolve the High Rock park proposed development. 

Additionally, the parking garage at the bottom of Spring St. was only built with a 2 level 

capacity. It should be taken down and rebuilt which could add yet another 200 spaces.   

That's about 400 spaces which is what the City Center keeps throwing around as the 

number of needed spaces!!! 



I have heard nothing from anyone about these other possible solutions to the parking 

needs of Saratoga Springs. I have to ask myself, "Is the city avoiding the expense in hopes 

of someone else solving the parking problem?"  

To further assist the City Center with their immediate parking needs; the City can designate 

the lot at High Rock as "event only parking" on days the city does have events. 

Bonacio's proposal for the Pink Palace is another venture in pure greed. The units 

proposed exceed parking availability and will cause major problems in our historic district. 

His proposal is not a satisfactory answer the affordable housing needs in this city. And we 

are all still waiting for him to be publically held accountable for the theft of land in 

Congress Park!! He should be fined, made to remove what he built, AND be banned from 

building in Saratoga Springs for 2 years!! 

Enough is enough!! Hold the line!!   

- Kim Fonda, property owner 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Nov. 4 

Thank you for meeting with several members of our Executive Board to help explain the 

UDO process to us. We appreciated your guidance as to how the Saratoga County Chamber 

of Commerce can best play a productive role in this process. The volunteer members from 

our Executive Board who were in attendance at this meeting were: Valerie Muratori, Matt 

Jones, Brian Straughter, David Collins and Theresa Agresta. 

In general, the Comprehensive Plan is 80 pages long with a two-page vision statement, four 

guiding principles, a dozen or more goals and well over 200 recommended actions. In a 

letter to Mark Torpey, the Chair of the Saratoga Springs Planning Board, on July 22, 2015, I 

wrote that this is the type of "plan" where everyone can find a line or word somewhere in 

the vision statement, or a guiding principle, or a goal and/or a recommended action to 

suggest that the City can or cannot do something and we'd all be correct. 

With this in mind, the following is a list of issues, opportunities and challenges we'd like to 

share with you for your consideration as you move forward with the UDO process: 

1.  The opening line of the Future Land Use section states: "If the City is to be successful, it 

must have increased flexibility to accommodate the rapidly changing needs of business, 

commerce and our residents." We trust that this statement provides you with the clearest 

direction possible to avoid changes to the zoning code that would increase regulatory 

oversight and impede the flexibility in making land use decisions that are now afforded to 

our land use boards. The comprehensive plan says "must have increased flexibility." 



2.  Through the Mayor's office, there was one effort made to find common ground that 

resulted in the use of some specific words in various recommended actions that we believe 

specifically indicates a clear preference to create flexibility including: 

a. "Update" the open space plan not implement. 

b. "Review and update" the City's Historic Preservation plan not implement. 

c. Adopt "reasonable"  guidelines that "encourage" restoration not require. d.  "Review" 

guidelines for stream buffers not establish. 

e. "Encourage" the development of residential and commercial buildings that exceed 

minimum state level energy efficiency not require or establish or implement. 

f. Ensure an adequate size and width for public right of ways "wherever feasible." 

g. "Consider" establishing a Generic Environmental Impact Statement to address city-

wide traffic impacts not establish or implement. 

h. "Evaluate" form-based zoning not establish or implement. 

i. "Consider" establishing dedicated funds for affordable housing not create. 

3.  There was one land use category within the Future Land Use section that was never 

contested and never edited. The Equine and Related Facilities (EQ) category was created 

because of this industry's "significant contribution to the City's tourism economy." The 

language in this category is flexible and broad by design because we cannot possibly know 

with certainty what types of "supporting facilities" will be essential to the equine industry's 

sustainability and future success. The language recognizes that uses and design "must be 

sensitive to the surrounding neighborhoods." Whatever zoning changes you might 

recommend, we trust this flexibility will be preserved within this area. 

4.  While the comprehensive plan committee approved a recommendation that would 

"permit" the conversion, building and permanent residential use of accessory buildings 

such as carriage houses and garages, the City Council amended this to "investigate 

appropriate opportunities" for such efforts. This action is important because it likely 

represents one of the simplest and best ways to increase the supply of rental properties 

within the City and thus to help create a larger supply of workforce housing options. In 

making this change, the City Council felt that they didn't have enough information about 

the supply or location of such buildings and thus wanted more information. If the City is 

serious about creating more workforce housing, we hope that your firm as part of this 

effort will do the investigation and recommend alterations to our zoning that would easily 

allow these buildings to be used for this purpose. 



5.  We remain very concerned that some of the language included in the comprehensive 

plan if interpreted the wrong way could make it even more difficult to revitalize South 

Broadway. 

a.  Specialty Mixed Use Park - (SP) This area was created to allow for the revitalization of 

this specific area along South Broadway which is already substantially commercial and 

where improvements are being made to the Saratoga Honda dealership and the 

replacement of the Weathervane Restaurant with a Homewood Suites. The insertion 

within this definition of the words "rural character" by the City Council is inconsistent 

with the current land use within that gateway area on that specific side of the road. We 

trust that a flexible view of how the rural character can be protected by the continued 

preservation of the State Park lands across the street from this commercial district is 

warranted and practical. 

b.  Specialty Mixed Use Gateway- (SG) This area needs the flexibility suggested in the 

opening lines of the Future Land Use section. This gateway into our community is 

currently an eyesore with abandoned properties that don't help us to create a 

welcoming and vibrant first-impression to those coming into our City. We ask that you 

talk with developers specifically about the best way to change the zoning in this area to 

alter the current rules and regulations that have consistently prohibited projects from 

being proposed and financed. While the plan may suggest exactly where buildings 

should be placed, their 

heights, and the location of landscaping in this area, we prefer that our land use boards 

be given the flexibility to focus on performance standards that will encourage 

developers to consider and secure financing for projects that use architectural best 

practices and materials that will guarantee quality projects. 

6.  We would suggest and advise you and the City to carefully consider the language of the 

Conservation Development District, the Country Overlay, and the section entitled 

"Legitimate Public Interest in Protecting the Greenbelt." Given recent court rulings relative 

to the COD and the fact that some of these sections were written by one person on the 

committee without the assistance of legal counsel, we remain concerned that the limits 

imposed by these sections and other recommend actions relative to this land area may 

individually and/or collectively be far too limiting. The language in this section is also not at 

all consistent with the language in the opening of the Future Land Use section which says 

the City "must have increased flexibility." 

We have a range of other concerns with this plan and how it might harm our city's future 

economic vitality. We realize, however, that a comprehensive plan can always be amended 

by the City Council. If actions are recommended through the UDO that we believe are too 

costly or too burdensome, we will as is everyone's right petition the Council to amend this 



plan. Thanks again for the chance to learn more about this process and for allowing us the 

opportunity to be a part of what I'm sure will be an exhaustive effort to gather public input 

from as diverse a group of local residents, businesses, and organizations as is possible. 

- Todd Shimkus, Saratoga County Chamber of Commerce 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Oct 28.  

A couple of thoughts following the public meeting regarding the development of a unified 

growth and conservation ordinance.  First, I fully support Amy's observation that UDO is an 

inaccurate label for what the City's Comp Plan and vision are trying to accomplish.  The 

document you produce should create code and guidelines that govern things that are not 

properly called "development."  As you showed in one of your first slides, Saratoga's vision 

is to balance growth and preservation, so both should be enfolded in whatever name folks 

devise for the document.    

I mentioned that I have been puzzled in my dealings with the land use boards by the 

distinction between the ZO and the Subdivision Regulations.  Often when I have asked 

planning staff whether a given project is covered by SR, they have been uncertain.  This is 

particularly problematic because of the difference in specificity between the ZO and the 

SRs.  I will give examples of that below, but my instincts would recommend the following: 

that the distinction between design for subdivisions and other development projects 

(under ZO) is no longer critical or useful; that we should have a few basic streetscape 

standards that are determined by land-use category, not by whether a property is being 

subdivided.  So, for example, all projects in a transect zone might have one set of street & 

design criteria while projects in a UR-2 would have a different set and projects in RR-1 

would have yet another.  But these wouldn't depend on the arbitrary issue of whether a 

project was a single lot or a subdivision.   

As for the difference in specificity, here are a few examples you can compare.  I would 

imagine there are many more such inconsistencies. 

   1) I have attached excerpts (and my notes) of how each document deals with trees and 

described some of the confusion that results over specific projects 

   2) If you search the ZO and SRs for "streets" you will find that the SRs have a quite 

detailed description of street categories (with width of ROW and a requirement to bring 

substandard streets up to standard and much more) and nothing even remotely 

comparable in the ZO 

   3) similarly, if you search the ZO and SRs for various words---such as "sidewalk" or a 

number of terms relating to "storm management" or "stormwater"--you will also see sharp 

differences in level of detail.   



I am not sure that any of these differences should really hang on the difference between a 

subdivision and a non-subdivision.  I would hope you can bring some order and clarity to 

these issues.  

- Tom Denny 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Oct 23 

 

Both the new Comprehensive Plan and the current Zoning Ordinance provide language to 

protect residential neighborhoods. These protections need to be maintained in the new 

Zoning Laws that your organization is drafting for the city of Saratoga Springs. 

 

In the Land Use category definitions of the new Comprehensive Plan there is language 

provided that limits commercial use to that which currently exists in all five residential 

neighborhood categories.  

 

Also, Section 1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance states: "The regulations and district boundaries 

identified in the Chapter and upon the Zoning Map are made with the following additional 

purposes: 

( #3)  Provision of privacy for families and the maximum protection of residential areas." 

 

In addition, Tables 2 and 3 of Section 2 of the Zoning Ordinance provide protection to 

residential neighborhoods and all areas of the city by specifically stating what can be built 

in each Zone of the city, along with the size, set-backs, building dimensions, and other 

requirements. Table 2 also clearly states which types of buildings would require Site Plan 

Approvals and Special Use Permits in every Zone and neighborhood in the City. We want 

these requirements for residential neighborhoods, as currently written, retained in the new 

Zoning laws. 

 

You stated that as your group rewrites our city's Zoning Ordinance, you will be meeting 

with major stakeholders in the city including Sustainable Saratoga and builders. However, 

Residential Homeowners are perhaps the largest stakeholder group in Saratoga Springs 

and we would want to meet with you also. The majority of Saratoga Springs' residents, 

more than 15,000 people, live in the homes owned by city residents. We look forward to 

meeting with you soon regarding our concerns.  

 

- Maureen Curtin 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Oct 21.  

In the 1990s the city was notified that a small number of homeowners were paving the 

pubic tree belt to create personal parking. The department responsible for the public green 



belt ignored warnings they received and (former) officials in DPW refused to support the 

code officer who attempted to enforce the ordinance. 

 

Years later, the lack of enforcement has adversely affected neighborhoods as unthinking 

residents copied the "good idea" of another.  Where there was one paving there are now 

clusters, resulting in streets lined with cars parked on a paved right-of-way which formerly 

had grass and trees. 

The public greenbelt is a traditional green space belonging to the city and all its 

residents.  It not only makes our city streetscape more beautiful but it's a place of safety for 

pedestrians and cyclists, especially in neighborhoods where no sidewalks exist. 

 

I ask that the city make a plan to inform all homeowners of the city's duly adopted laws 

concerning protection of the tree belt/ public right- of-way. The DPW department 

must identify violations and remove the illegal blacktop. Trees and grass must be restored 

to follow the original plan for city streetscape in all our residential neighborhoods. 

 

If the UDO project is a sincere effort to make positive improvements throughout the city 

then it will remedy the current activity of "paving paradise to put up a parking lot". 

- Molly Gagne 

 

***************************************************************************** 

Handwritten comment cards received at the Oct. 22nd presentation: 

1. Comprehensive Plan Implementation Priority: 

As part of the energy efficiency and quality of life aspects of the plan –especially as Saratoga 

continues to grow –I would like to see the walkability and public transportation aspects of the 

plan improved. Enforcement is a big issue. It’s great to have plans and codes, but if no one 

enforces ordinance, it’s a wasted effort! 

 

- Unknown contributor 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 


