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My name is Geoff Bornemann. I am the Chair of Sustainable Saratoga’s Housing and Urban 
Planning Committee.  We have been a strong advocate for the production of a unified 
development ordinance as a tool to implement the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. We are very 
pleased to see additional progress being made on this document. We also applaud the 
creation of a Technical Review Advisory Committee (TRAC) and the public access being 
provided to your public meetings and website.  
 
We are focusing our comments today on the proposed outline of the UDO document. We will 
largely limit our comments to the text that is presented in “black” ink that relates to the 
proposed organizational structure of the document.    
 
We are confused about the inclusion of the “blue” text. We could find no explanation, but we 
hope the blue text is provided for illustrative purposes only and that it doesn’t indicate the 
limit of the scope of the possible substantives amendments to the ordinances. There were 
items that appeared in the Diagnostic Report that do not appear in the “blue” text.  If you tell 
us that the intention of the “blue” text is to limit the scope of possible amendments, we will 
then soon provide addition written comment on those issues.  But for now our focus is on the 
“black” text in the draft document relating to the general outline.  

 
1. We had hoped that the categories of the document would be more creative and reflective 

of the objectives of the sustainability goals and principles of the original NYSERDA 
Cleaner Greener Communities Grant.  For example, perhaps there should be categories 
such as “environmental protection”, “energy conservation”, etc.  The new organizational 
structure needs to provide the overall framework for future new regulations and issues. 

 
2. The proposed categories are so similar to the current zoning ordinance.  This document 

has long been criticized as being non-user friendly and difficult to locate particular 
regulations or standards.  The following are some examples of problems we see with the 
with the proposed categories: 

a. Why are there separate “residential” and “non-residential” district categories? 
This distinction is no longer very relevant given the large number of mixed use 
districts and the allowable non-residential special uses. 

b. Why is the “use requirement” category separate from the district categories? 
Article 7 does appear to be mislabeled – perhaps it should “Unique Use and Their 
Requirements”. 

c. Why is there a separate “Subdivision” category (Article 8) but not a separate “Site 
Plan” category. 
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d. Why is there a separate PUD category? The PUD amendment process is part of 
the administrative amendment process. The existing PUDs are zoning districts. 

e. Why are historic review standards not part of the “architectural review” category? 
f. Titles such as “Review and Approvals” (Article 10) should perhaps better be 

called “Application Requirements and Procedures” 
 

3. A user friendly document should have an “index” that shows a user where to find various 
regulations. A well developed “index” is more useful than a word search feature.  

 
4. Clarification will be needed as to how amendments get made to this UDO. Clearly most 

of the amendments are policy oriented and have to be amended by a vote of the City 
Council. But other amendments (such as a listing of city staff contacts) shouldn’t have to 
be amended by Council actions. It is proposed in Article 6.10 that the City’s 
construction standards be only be subject to administrative changes.  This proposal 
should be rethought. The construction standards have significant policy and cost 
implication and any amendment should have City Council action. 

 
5. In Article 1.2 why aren’t the various types of building permits listed? 

 
6. In Article 1.2 why aren’t the floodplain permits listed? Why aren’t there any references to 

Fed or State wetland permits? 
 

7. In Article 3 there should be inclusion and consideration for the new State Park 
compatible district on Route 9 south of Crescent Avenue. 

 
8. In Article 3 why aren’t all the mixed use existing PUD districts presented? They are 

zoning districts. If not presented in Article 3, where will they be presented? 
 

9. In Article 4 why is name of the “architectural review” overlay district changed to “design 
review” when it seems that this new name just add more confusion? 

 
10. Clarify if the current “non-binding” historic review and architectural review 

“guidelines” are to be part of Article 4.2 and 4.3 or are they placed somewhere else in 
the UDO document.  

 
11. In Article 4.9 consideration ought to be given to eliminating the new “transitional 

buffers” provision when the objective could easily be met with footnotes to existing 
building heights in each district. 

 
12. Consideration should be given to moving façade types (Article 5.2) and building types 

(Article 5.3) in the descriptions of each of the zoning district near the uses tables.  They 
are very much related.  

 
13. Explain why Article 5.6 “Power and Water Efficiency” belong in the Architectural 

Standards category.  They seem misplaced. 
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14. Why are regulations relating to solar collectors both in Article 5.6 and in Article 7.2.9? 
 

15. In Article 10 the floodplain permit requirements by the Planning Board should be 
included.  Also included should be references to other development permits required 
from the Building Department, Department of Public Works (street opening permits, 
utility connection permits, etc.)  as well as Federal and State agencies. 

 
 

 

 


