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PROCEEDTINGS
MR. PLATT: We would like to !

thank everyone for coming. I would like to

describe briefly to people how the format is
being run. -

George Holland has to read two f
legal notices that we have to get into the
record. After that, Peter Conway and his staff
from Clough, Harbour & Associates will give a
brief presentatioa concerning the DEIS
docuyment. After that, the board will come back !
up here, and we'll entertain questions from
anyone and everyone in the audience and hope we
can answer them to your satisfaction,

MR. HOLLAND: “"Public Intormationf
Meeting Notice, Planning Board, Town of Colonie,
Albany County, New York. Public notice is
hereby given that the Town of Colonie Planning

Board will conduct a public informational :

meeting on the 2nd of October 1990 at 7:00 p.m.

at the Memorial Town Hall, Route 9, Newtonville,

New York, for the purpose of presenting the

Airport Area Draft Generic Environmental Impact

I
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Statement. All parties of interest and citizens:
will be given an opportunity to be heard with
respect to this document. Dated September 22,
1990, Town of Colonie Planning Board, Peter E. i
Platt, Chairman.” This.hStice appeared as a

legal advertisment in both the Gazette and the

Times Union on September 22.

This one, "Public Informational
Meeting Notice, Town of Colonie Planning Board,
on the Ailrport Area Generic¢ Environmental Impact;
Statement. The Town of Colonie Planning Beard i
will conduct a public informational meeting on
Tuesday, October 2, 1990, at 7:00 p.m. at
Memorial Town Hall, Route 9, Newtonville in the :
large hearing room. The purpose of this public 1
informational meeting is to present the draft
environmental impact statement for the airport
area and hear any §uestions or comments that theé
public may have with respect to thigs documeéent. E

Copies of the document are available for rTeview

at the Town of Colonie library, the Town of

1

Colonie Town Clerk's office, the Town of Colonie;

Engineering and Planning Services Departaent,

PACLINE E, WILLIMAN
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the Village of Colonie Town Hall, and the AlbanY;
County Planning Department. For further !
information, you may contact the Town of c°lonie:
Engineering and Planning Services Department at
482-0248." This appeareé:as a display
advertisment in the Saturday, September 22, and

Wednesday, September 26, editions of the Times

Union and the Daily Gazette in Schenectady. It

also appeared in the September 26th edition of
the Spotlight. i
Mr. Chairman. |
MR, PLATT: With th;t, we will
turn the meeting over to Peter Conway of Clough,!
Harbour & Associates,

MR. CONWAY: Thank you. Good |

evening.

As Chairman Platt indicated, my

name is Peter Conway with Clough, Harbour &

Associates, an engineering and planning firm,

here in Albany, New York.

The purpose of tonight's public

informational meeting is to present the Albany

Airport Area Generic Environmental Iapact

PaCLINE E. WILLIMAN
CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER




{Clough, Harbour: Overview) 5

20
21
22

23

Statement.

Over the last ten years, the area
which is being addressed in the generic
environmental impact statement has experienced
significant pressure forlérowth and
development. Realizing that efforts had to be
made to evaluate this growth and establishing a
plan to effectively mitigate the jmpacts
associated with this growth, a cooperative
effort batween Albany County, the Town of
Colonie and the Village of Colonie was
initiated..

The target area, which is on this.
overhead exhibit here, is generally bordered by
the Mohawk River, New Karner Road, the village
and town municipal boundaries, Sand Creek Road,
Wertman Lane, the Northway, and Pforts Ferty
Road. It was agfeed by all the municipalities
-- being Albany County, the Town of Colonie and
the Village of Colonie -- that a comprehensive
approach in addressing the growth in this area

through the preparation of a draft generic

environmental impact statement was the best and

PACLINE E. WILLINMAN
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proper approach.
The three benefits of preparing ai
draft generic environmental impact statement are;

as follows:

It allows for cunulééive analysis of
numerous projects before municipalities within a?
defined area;

It allows for the analysis of undevelopad
land within an area based on reasonable growth;
and i
It also provides a mechanism for assigning i
capital costs for needed improvements on a basisi
for current and future projects within a definedi
area, especially the area we are discussing here;

tonight. i
Briefly, how did we get to where E
we are today? |
Under the SEQRA process, the Town

of Colonie was designated lead agency October

24, 1989. After that, a series of scoping

sessions were held -- one with the Town of

Colonie, the Village of Colonie and Albany

County; one with the involved agencies such as

PAaCLINE E. WILLIMAN
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{(Clough, Harbour: Overview) 1
!

New York State DOT, Environmental Conservation;
and the general public. A draft GEIS was then
prepared and accepted by the Planning Board on
September 4, 1990. S0, essentially, we're at {
this point right now in-gh; process where we are;
soliciting input from the public on the draft
generic environmental impact statement.

The purpose of our presentation
tonight is to give a brief overview of the
project. As you can see, it's a comprehensive
document, and we'd like to highlight some of the?

major issues in the document as they relate to
i
infrastructure, traffic and capital f

i
improvements, And, basically, the staff tonight:

will present that in an overview format.

I would like to stress that what
will be presented here tonight indicates those
improvements that would be necessary if growth |

|
were to continue in this area of the town. So Ii
i
1

would like to stress that this is a draft

generic environmental impact statement. It’'s

not the end of the proceas. We're here tonight

to solicit comments on the draft generic I

PACLINE E WILLIMAN
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(Clough Harbaur: OVEIligﬂl___ﬂ___j

environmental impact statement, and that the i

comments raised here tonight will be addressed

in a final generic environmental impact
statement. %
The foruat”for tonight's meeting,
as Chajirman Platt indicated, is that each member.
of staff who I will introduce in a minute will
present their section of the draft generic
environmental impact statement. Larry
Callander, to my immediate left, will present |
land use and environnental issues, John Frazer
will pr;sent utilities. Peter Faith will
presently transportation and traffic related
issues. And Larry Woods will pregsent the :
economic impacts associated with the project and’
give a brief summary. And we do have a nuaber |
of exhibits through slide presentation and
overheads as well as exhibits in the back.

And with that, I would like to

introduce Larry callander.

MR. CALLANDER: Thank you,

Peter. When we were Tretained by the county, the

|
village and the town, they asked us to evaluate |
il

PAtrLINE E. WILLIMAN
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development over a l3-year period. That
analysis basically carried ug from 1990 through
the year 2005, There were a number of factors
contributing to growth in the study area. Next
glide. -

There are over 60 projects that
are currently before the town and village
planning boards -- can anybody get this light
here, by any chance?

I will move on anyway.
Essentially, those projects included residential’
development of over 800 dwelling units and
additional 2.3 million square feet of commercial
development. This included industrial, retail,
and office development. Also we had several
meetings with local developers, and we
identified an additional 1.9 million square feet
of development. I

Did anyone get the lights yet?

The meetings with developers
indicated there would be an additional 1.9

million sguare feet of additional development

which might occur between the years 1990 and

PacLINE E. WILLIMAN
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1995, In addition, there were over 3300 acres
of land within the study area that was ;
undeveloped, and this comprised approximately 39;
percent of the total land area in the study i
area, ‘1
Also the Capital District

Transportation Committee undertcook several
transportation studies in the Wolf Road and

airport areas and identified significant growth

that was likely to occur and also identified

transportation deficiencies within this area --

within those two areas,

In addition, various studies and
reports on the Albany County Airport indicated
that enplanements would double by the year 2005.

As a result of this initial
study, we conducted, first, land-use analysis i
thch we called, "The high growth future

development scenario.” This scenario considered

build out of most of the available land within
the study area. It was based on existing zoning'!

but didn’'t include certain lands. Certain lands

weren't included as considered being readily

Pacrixe E. WiLLIMAN
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developable lands. That included wetlands, the
Ann Lee Pond Nature and Historic Preserve as
examples, as well as several active farmlands,
cemeteries within the study area, Shaker Ridge
and Mill Road Golf Cours;;. What were included
in this high growth analysis, however, were all
the current projects before the town and village‘
planning boards as well as the input obtained
from local developers and landownhers who held
over five acres of property within the study
area. i

- In addition, we included the high!
growth land use future as outlined by the ‘
Capital District Transportation Committee in
their "Airport and Wolf Road" studies.

Basically, the committee or CDTC in cooperation

with the New York State DOT and the Capital

District Transportation Authority is responsible

for carrying out the continued and comprehensive.
|
transportation planning process for the Capital

Pistrict region; and the general studies which

they developed on the Wolf Road and the airport |

area were relied upon, in part, for our growth

Pattine E. WILLIMAN
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(Land Hse & Environment) 12
projections developed in the draft generic
environmental impact statement.

If we could go to the next
slide. i

Essentiali;, the high growth
future looked like this. He were looking at thej

P

development of over 2000 housing units in the

study area, an additional 1.5 million !
enplanements at Albany County Airport, and totalg
commercial development of cover 12.7 million ;
sgquare feet. As you can see from that analysis,
the big contributor in commercial development |
was for office space within the study area.

This study area was considered but was rejected
23 npot being realistic and being too aggressive é
in terms of the amount of econo!ic development
that was likely to occur throughout the Capital

District over the 15-year planning period.

In light of that, we began to

undertake a second land use analysis which
|
considered significantly less development during,

the planning period than the high growth

|
future. We termed this the "target growth '

PacrLixe E. WILLIMAN
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development scenario.” If you go to the next
slide.

Target growth scenario looked at
a total amount of residential development at
just under 1600 dwelling';nits. Again 1.5
million enplanements at the airport, But only
7.3 million sguare feet of commercial
development. Significantly less than the high
growth future. This analysis was the projected
layvel of development in which all our impacts
and suggested mitigation measures were based on
in the draft docunment.

Next, The next section I would
like to discuss is the saction on demographics
to give you some idea of what the population
levels would look at in the study area in the
town during that period. Esszentially, we
estimated in 1989 the estimated population
within the study area was just over 8,000
people. The total number of housing units that
exist within the study area at this time is

approximately 3100. Based on the target growth

future, we'd be looking at population in the

PavLine E. WILLIMAN
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1; year 2005 at over 12,000 people, a 50 percent :
21 increase. The total number of dwelling units i
3f would increase up te about 4700 units. on a ;
4% townwide level, we estimated the population in
52 1989 to be approximately 81,000 in the Town of l
63 Colonie, inecluding the villages, By the year
7; 2005, that population would reach nearly 100,000
8: people in the town. |
9i Next section, "Vegetation,
10% Wildlife, and Agquatic Ecology."” One of the ; .
llj initial activities we undertook was an 5
12§ evaluation of the existing vegetative
13: communities in the stuydy area. AS you can see
14; from this exhibit, there are szignificant areas
15; within the study area that still consists of
16: forestland and also a great deal of open Eields,i
17! basically inactive agricultural fields and
18% active agricultural lands within the study i
19% area. Under the target growth development ;
20: scenario, basically that projected level would
215 lead to the development of pover 1100 acres of
22 undeveloped land in the study area, and that
23! consists of about 34 percent of the remaining

PatiLiNe E. WinniMaX
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available open space within that area,. |

A number of mitigation measures ;
have been suggested in the draft generic s
environmental impact statement to lessen the %
impact of development. ‘&ﬁe most significant 5
measure calls for the establishment of green

belt areas to maintain existing vegetative
characteristics.

To give you some idea of what %
that looks like, basically we identified three !
primary green belt areas for development. This {
included the areas surrounding Ann Lee Pond éveri
to Stump Pond and carrving up through in the Vlyi

Road corridor. That would be the largest green !
belt area proposed. Development of a second E
green belt aresa adjacent to the Mohawk River,
and another green belt area located east of the
airport along a tributary of Shaker Creek around

the Wade Road area.

In addition, I've also included

|
the existing town water course protection areas

that are highlighted in blue. This is in

existing town legislation which protects 100

PavLing E. WILLIMAX
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(Land Use & Environment) 16

feet on either gide of existing water courses

where no disturbance is allowed to occcur.
Various technigues c¢ould be

employed to establish these green belts, one of

them being the establishment of a farmland and
open space conservation district. Another means
of establishing these green belts could be
through the outright public acgquisition of
property. And a third such technigue that was
suggested in the document included the |
establishment of a "Transfer and Development
Rights Program,” uhich would encourage the
preservation of land by allowing landowners to
transfer their development rights from land
which they own in the study area to pogsibly
other parcels within the town.

Next slide. Now, I would like to.
I

take a minute to discuss the hydrology,

drainage, and water guality section. This

overhead shows the existing drainage areas

within the ajirport study area. They include -- |

the primary area which includes about 80 percent;

|
|
of the study area is the Shaker Creek drainage i

PACLINE E. WILLIMAN
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basin, which includes Albany Airport and
primarily the majority of the lands within the ;
study area. To quantify the amount of runoff ;
from projected development under the target
growth scenario, the U.Q:JDepartnent of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service computer
models were used to calculate the pre- and post-
development runoff for each drainage area within
the study boundary. The major impact, of

course, would be on the Shaker Creek drainage
area. It is, certainly, the largest within the
study area, and most development as a result
will occur in that area.

Mitigation includes the continued.
implementation of storm water management
guidelines which have been established by the é
town. It was also recommended that on-site
detention and retention of stormwater be
required on a site-by-site basis rather than an
implementation of any centralized stormwater
systenm, And that is primarily due to the

physical nature of Shaker Creek and the layout

of the drainage basin. This would mean that all:
J

PACLINE E. WILLIMAN
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stormwater management improvements would be

undertaken at the time an individual project wasj
|

constructed in order to mitigate the impacts of

additional stormwater runoff.

I would néé like to turn over at
this point to John Frazer, who will review the
section on utilities. i

MR. FRAZER: Thank you, Larry.

Our evaluation of utilities

included a study of five different utilities.

Next slide, please.

They include electric, gas,
telephone, water and sanitary sewer. Providing
these services to the study area include: For
electric, Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation; also

for gas, Niagara Mohawk; telephone service is

provided by the New York Telephone Company.
Water is provided by two entities. The majority.
of the study area water is provided by the

Lathanm Water District, and a small portion of

the study-area water demand is met by the i

VYillage of Colonie. Sanitary sewer is provided

in the majority of the study area by the Town of

Pacrive E. WiLLiMax
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i

Colonie Pure Waters Department. Also providing
|

service is the Albany County Sewer pistrict and i
|

the Village of Colonie. i
i

Our evaluation included, cirst, ai
letter to each agency d;s;ribing the project in
not too much detail but enough to introduce the
personnel reviewing it to the study area. Also
included was a request for information, which
included any existing mapping, facilities
mapping that they could provide us as well as
input as to the improvements that would be
required ag a result of the growth in the study !

area.

Following that letter would be a |
meeting in which we discussed with specific i

personnel within each agency the existing

facilities and the impacts in more detail that

!

the study area growth would have on each

utility. The real purpose of the meeting was to|

get a commitment from each utility entity. What!

we did is, we took the information provided by

the personnel of each agency and assembled that

i
|
inte the GEIS and presented it in the study.

PavLIXE E. WILLIMAN
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{Clough Harbour: Utilities) 20

Next slide, please,. Based on
conversations with each entity, we came up with
the required improvements under each. As we can
see from the slide, under electric, gas, and
telephone, no iaprovenen;; are required, These
agencies provide the necessary capacity to meet
any demand, and the costs for these improvements
are simply passed on to the user base az is
currently. the case,

As we move on to water, we can
see that the improvements are substantial.
Improvements include suéply treatment and
filtration improvements; pumping improvements;
storage, transmission, distribution
improvements. For example, looking at the map

here, which is a map showing the existing

facilities of the Latham Water District, we have,

identified -- and I'll be brief with these -- a

few improvements.
First, under supply, treatment and
filtration, improvements to the Mohawk

Filtration Plant, including improvements to the

intake structure there.

|

ParLINE E. WILLIMAN
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Also, pumping improvements reguire, for
example, a pumping station in the airport area
along V1y Road to provide increased pressure to
the higher portions of the town in this area.

Also storage. 1In tﬂ; same area, a 600,000
gallon storage tank in the Vly Road area west of
Denison Road to provide storage to the same high
areas of the town.

Transmission improvements include, for
example, replacement of a 10-inech main along old
Wolf Road with a 16-inch main

And moving on to distribution which --
distribution/transmiszion. When you consider
distribution, it means a more specialized, more
specific area which is improved =-- which
realizezs improved service due to this
improvement. Those are smaller diameter mains.
And that would include, for example, Sand Creek
Road, replacement of the exigting 6-inch main
with a 12-inch diameter majin.

Moving on to sanitary sewer. The

Town of Colonie Pure Waters Departament has

indicated that each project is reviewed on an

Patuse E. WirrtiMax
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analysis.

{Claugh Harhour: [Otjlitiss) 22

individual basis, and that any mitigation that
is required is passed on to the developer of %
that portien; therefore, no improvements are i
required., The Albany County Sewer District and 5
the Village of Colonie c;;rently have sufficientF
facilities in the areas included in the study
area to provide satisfactory service through the;
planning period.

And with that, I would like to
turn the presentation over to Peter Faith, who
will discuss transportation requirements of the
study. - ?

MR. FAITH: Thank you, John.

I'll move the microphone down to my level. WhatJ

I would like to do first is briefly summarize

what we did as part of the transportation

Obviously, when you talk about
development of this amount, transportation is a

major impact on how much traffic is going to be
added to the roadways in the area. Can

everybody hear me? Is this okay? Next slide,

please. i

PacLing E. WILLIMAN
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| 13 When conducting a study of this
2: type, which is basically an impact study, the E
3: First task is to identify the existing E
4I " conditions on the roadways within the area that %
5: you are looking at. Theﬂ;ext task is to develop
6 some type of reasonable projection of what the
7 traffic levels will be once you identify the i
8 land use that you are dealing with. The next |
9 step is to conduct an analysis of the future E
10‘ conditions which will tell you if the existing %
11 roadway network can accormodate the projected i
12, traffic volumes, and, usually, the existing ;
13: roadway network can not accommodate the
14 projected traffic volumes so you identify what é
15 improvements will be required. ;
16: Next slide, please, As far as
17I ijdentifying the existing study-area roadways, ir
1el we can go back to our study-area map, the area i
19 is served by a lot of roads. For example, we !
20 got an interstate highway. Can I have the next %
21 slide, please. That is a slide, which is a g
22 little dark, of the Northway which is a limited %

i

23; access interstate facility. Next slide. That

ParLINE E. WILLIMAN
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1 is a slide of Route 7 which is classlfied as :
2 principal arterjal. Next. ?
3. {Laughter.) ;
4 Take my word for it, I think 2
5 that's Sand Creek Road ug;ch is classified as a
6 miner arterijal. Next slide, please. That is
7 Wade Road which is classified as a collector. i
8 We go to the next sglide. I'm |
9 SOITY. Can you back up? I am getting ahead of ;
10 nyself. i
11 For these area roadways, we i
12 collected a series of traffic counts. A lot of |
13 these were provided by Albany County. A lot of
14 them were provided by the Capital District
15 Transportation Committee. I don't know if you
16 can see all these numbers, but what this figure E
17 illustrates is 1990 existing traffic volumes on ;
18 the area roadways that we analyzed. They E
19. illustrate both the daily volume and the peak i
20 hour volume, being the afternocon 4:00 to 5:00 i
21 commuter period. i
22 Just to give you a brief overvieug
|
l

23 of the types of traffic we’'re dealing with, if

PacLive E WitLiMax
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(Transportation Analysis) 25

you look at Route 7 in the Wade Road area, we're
talking about daily volumes in excess of 30,000,
peak hour volumes of almost 4,000. If you look
at Albany-Shaker Road in the vicinity of Exit 4*
we're talking about, ag;ih, daily volumes of
35,000, peak hour volumes of just under 3,000.
On some of the lesser traveled
roads such as Sand Creek Road, we're talking
about daily volumes of 16,000, peak hour volumes‘
of 1500; Wolf Road, daily volumes exceeding
40,000 and peak hour volumes approaching 3,000,
This overla& identifies the
exigting highway deficiencies that were
identified due to the studjies done by the
Capital District Transportation Committee. As

you can see, there are a lot of thenm. The most

notable deficiencies are in the vicinity of
Route 7 in the Exit 6 Wade Road area; Albany-
Shaker Road in the vicinity of the Wolf Road

Exit 4 area; Watervliiet-Shaker Road between the

Exit 4 and moving to the east; and the Wolf Road

area itself.

Now if I can have the next

PacrLixe £ WiLLiMaN
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slide, When you develop traffic volume

projections, which is the next step in this
process, there is really two key areas once you
identify your target land use. One is trip f
generation, which brietl}ﬂis an estimate of the
amount of traffic that each individual project
will add to the roadway network. The next step
is to identify where this new traffic isg geoing
to be coming from. And the last step in the ;
process is to assign this new traffic to the
individual roads that you feel are going to be 5
traveled on, ’ !
Next slide, please. This is a
summary of the additional traffic that we feel
is going to be added to the roadways based on i
the level of development that was identified in |
the target growth scenario. As you can see, theI
land use on the left side of the slide is the

same as Larry Callander presented previously.

The column in the middle identifies the

additional traffic volume in the number of trips:

that we estimate will be generated by each one i

of these land use components. And the last |
!
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{Transportation Analysis) 27

column is just a percentage of the total new
traffic for each of these land use categories so
you can get a feel of which of these is going to
be adding the most traffic.

As you can see down at the bottonm

of the middle column, we feel that almost 21,000
new peak-hour trips will be added on the study
area roadways due to this target growth
scenario. The majority of that traffic is going
to be added by the office space, which is going |
to be adding almost 60 percent of that total.
What this overhead jdentifies is
the direction that we feel most of these trips
will be taking. I'll take it around the horn
here. oOn the Northway to the north of the study
area, uwe feel 27 percent of these new trips willl
be oriented. 5 percent on Route 2 to the east
of the study area. 3 percent on
Watervliet-Shaker Road. 7 percent on Albany-~
Shaker Road. 3 percent on Sand Creek Road. 26

percent on the Northway to the scuth. 7 percent

on Central Avenue. 3 percent on

Watervliet-Shaker Road from the west. And 7
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(Trangportation Analysis) 2B

percent on Route 7 from the west. Now, if

anybody added this up quickly, this adds uyp to

!
|
1
|
95 percent. The reason for that is we feel 5 '
percent of the new traffic will remain within

LI

the study area and not travel beyond it.

Next slide. What all this means
is that traffic volume is going to increase
significantly. What this slide in this overhead?

attempts to present is, in as concise fashion as’

possible, the amount of traffic -- the amount ofg

the increase of traffic. I can't really see ‘

éome of these numbers all the way on the left,

but that identifies the total growth in traffic
over the 1990 existing conditions that will be

expacted due to the land use in the target

growth scenario.

I see some of the bigger areas
ﬁhat are going to be impacted are Route 7 on
which we expect traffic to increase 107 percent,
which means more than double. On Albany-Shaker
Road, depending on where you are, traffic is

going to increase between 3 and ¢ times. Down §

on Wolf Road, we expect traffic to increase

PatLtxeE E. WILLIMAN
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|
again to more than double, You can look at some
of those other numbers.

This overhead is basically a
presentation of the same information in a little:
different format; and a; }ou can see, the shaded
areas, it's kind of a weighted average, if you
will, of the amount of traffic increase that's
expected on each one of these roadways. You can
see the width of the shading in the
Albany-Shaker Road corridor in which traffic is
going to increase, again, 325 percent, 250 |
percent, depending on where you are.
Albany-Shaker Road next to Exit 4, again, has
significant increases. Route 7, 110 percent
increase, and so on.

Next slide. The next step in thei
process is to conduct an analysis of the future
conditions, After we have identified what the
future traffic volumes are, the analysis of

future conditions is really done with highway

capacity analysis technigques, and our goal was

to maintain what we identify as a target level

of service, and I°11 explain what a level of
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service is in a minute. X
Next slide, please. That's wherei

i

we are now. @e're conducting analysis of future%

conditions.

Next slide. What this is, this !

is just a shot of the Highway Capacity Manual

which presents the procedures which we used to
do these traffic analyses. It's nationally
recognized and, actually, it's published by the %
Transportation Research Board of the Federal i
Highway Administration, and it's the way that ;
you analyze transportation needs. i
What this exhibit shows is the |
peak-hour traffic volumes that were used for the
analysis. Again, it was a compilation of the F
traffic projection task. In the peak hour,
volumes in the vicinity of Route 7 in 2005 based]
on the éarget growtﬁ scenario have increased to
over 7,000. The Wolf Rcad area has increased to
over 4,000 peak hour trips. Albany-Shake; Road
exceading 9,000 trips. S0 you can see, th?re |

has been significant traffic volume increases.

Next slide, please. Level of
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gservice, When you conduct analyses of highway
conditions, the result is a level of service,
Now, depending on the type of location that you
are analyzing, there is different definitions of
what a level of service is. I don't really want
to go through this too closely. We can get into
it later if somebody has some specific
guestions, But, basically, what you attempt to
maintain in a suburban area such as this in a
peak hour of operation ig a level of service D.
That's generally viewed as a good utilization of
pavement out there so you don't have too much
payment that you don't really need, and it also
provides an acceptable level of delay to most
motorists.

Next slide, please. That
provides a little more information on some of
the analysis. That specifically deals with mid
block segments. If there are specific
gquestions, we can get into that later.

Next slide. Now we're to a point

where we are identifying what improvements will

be regquired.
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Let me gtart off by indicating
that if you read the title block here, we see
this is, "Level of Improvements for the 2005
Target Growth Scenario Option I." We develoéed
two options to the roadwaé improvements in this
area. The reason being -- I'll get into that
when I talk about the new arterial roadway
connecting the Northway with Watervliet-Shaker
Road, that being one of the major
recommendations that we made for this target ; N
growth scenario, There’'s a need for 7
construction of a new arterial roadway which
basically extends from the construction of a new‘

Exit 3 of the Northway in the Wolf Road vicinity:

being constructed to arterial standards

intersecting with Watervliet-sShaker Road,

extending to the north to Route 7 and

terminating there with a grade-separated

interchange. This rocadway would consist |

basically of a five-lane cross gsection which
will provide two lanes in each direction and a

center median which would be utilized for

left-turn storage, similar to what exists now on
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CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER




10

11

12

13
14,
15
16
17:
18
19
20,
21

22

23

(Transportation Analysis) 33

Wolf Road.

Other major improvements include
widening of Route 7 within the study area
limits. Again, we're showing within the !
study-area limits. Obviously, we're going to
have to extend further to provide a good
terminus. But the widening in that area would
provide an additional through lane in each
direction over and above the two that you see

now. So there wouyld be three through lanes in

each direction.
It also calls for the widening ofi
Watervliet-Shaker Road east of the airport to
provide a five lane section in the vicinity of |
Exit 5. The construction of a series of é
additional service roads in the Wolf Road
vicinity that would provide a parallel path to
notorists between Sand Creek Road and Albany- E
Shaker Road. It alzo includes the realigning o:!
the Maxwell Road-Albany Shaker Road
intersection., Widening of Watervliet-Shaker

Road to provide a five-lane cross section, i

again, similar to Wolf Road. Widening of ‘
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Albany-Shaker Road to provide the five~lane

cross section, again. i

Once we came up with the Option

I, we recognized that the construction of the
arterial roadway between Exit 3 and é
Watervliet-Shaker Road would have an impact on
the envirconmentally sensitive area just to the

south of Ann Lee Pond. What we did is developed

a second improvement option that would as much
as possible avoid that area., This second
improvement option is essentially very similar
to the first one, the major difference being
there is no connection between ~- no direct i
connection between the Exit 3 interchange and
Watervliet-Shaker Road. To accommcodate the

east-west traffic flow in the area, we're

calling for the reconstruction of the Exit ¢
interchange to provide direct access to the
airport. We alsoc -- based on the lack of east-

west roadways now, we needed to reconnect
Watervliet—-Shaker Road through the airpert. The

only way we can do that is to tunnel underneath

the north-south runway. The other improvements
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on the Option II for Route 7, Albany-Shaker
Road, Watervliet-Shaker Road, are all the same
as Option I.

Next slide, please. The types of
improvements required. . We talked about the
widening of existing roadways, planning
additional access to the Northway, and
construction of new roadways. What we haven't
talked about is demand management or TSM or
Trangportation Systems Management Programs.

Next slide. Basically what
Transportation Systems Management Programs are
-- and we're hearing more and more about this

lately -- are

Ride sharing programs, which are basically
car pooling, van pooling, bus pooling.

Variable work hour programs, which is
staggered work hours, in that, not everybody
starts at work at 9:00 o'clock or 8:30, A
portion of the staff will start at, say, 8:00
o'clock, 8:15, 8:30. That reduces the impact on

the roadways. Again, that's something that

employers have to initiate,.

PacLine E. WILLIMAN
CENTIPIED SHORTHAND REPORTER



[ {(Tranzportation Analysis) a6

1 Transit programs -- encouragement and

2‘ designed-for transit programs, designed for in

3% terms of new development projects, :
4 There is also -- I*'ve got a bullet there |
5 termed, "Implementation,” which means somebody

67 has to ensure that these types of programs get

7 implemented, and there has to be some type of

8 incentive for that to occur. |
9 Next slide, please,. The summary ;
10‘ of the transportation analysis is that the ! -
11 development included in the target growth F |
12 scenario will increase traffic volumes, traffic E
137 loads significantly. Major improvements will be'
14 required to accommodate the level of developmenti
15 in the target growth scenario. And also we %
16; found that an aggressive TSM program must be
17E included in the development plans for this
185 area.

19i And with that, I think I'm going

“20 to turn it back over to Larry Callander, who is

21 éoing to talk about air guality. ‘
22 MR. CALLANDER: Thank you, 1
23 Peter. i
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Again, Y would just like to
reiterate that our analysis of these impacts is
based on the target growth scenario. If that
target growth scenario continues, if development%
occurs at the rate which is projected in that
scenario, then these are the types of
improvements that we're looking at in order to
mitigate, in Peter's case, traffic impacts, and
that's true throughout our brief review of
impacts asgsociated with this document. \
The section I would like to talk i
about now a little bit is air quality. The i
Capital District generally meets federal and
state air gquality standards which presently
exist, However, the major impact on air qualit!é

!

a3 a result of development under the target

i
growth scenario, I think it's pretty obvious to i
everyone now, would result froam vehicle

emissions related to vehicular traffic on area

roadways, and I think Peter Faith kind of !

highlighted what those impacts look like.

To evaluate the impact on air

gquality because of these additional vehicular
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trips which would be generated, Clough, Barbour
& Asscciates used an accepted computer model
which has been developed by the federal

government to estimate future carbon monoxide

levels at various interséétions within the study;
area -- carbon monoxide being the major !
pollutant that is emitted from vehicles,

Slide, The mode] which we used
je the Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot Verification
Model which is used by the New York State
Department of Transportation. It's, as I say, a?
federal model, but it's used by DOT in New York
State to evaluate air quality impacts on
traffic. The data requirements for that are
highlighted on that slide. I won't go through
each one. But it's generally a computer model. i
Level 1 air guality analysis is a model which ;
generally considers wérae case atmosapheric !
conditions, what would be the worst carbon !
monoxide levels that you would see. And we ;

evaluated various intersections within the study:

area.

Those are the intersections on I
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the overhead which were evaluated. Generally,
the data reguirements includes a location sketch
to show the roadway geometry, traffic volunme,
vehicle speed and on down through the list. The

¥

results of the computer &ﬁalysis for each

individual intersection incorporates fuyture
traffic flows to determine what the impacts
related to vehicle emissions would be, and the
result is the one-hour average concentration of
carbon monoxide in parts per million.

Next 2lide. The intersections
which were evaluated, the results of the
computer model on each intersection are shown on
this slide. And what it basically shows is that
the level 1 carbon monoxide level of 14 parts
per million, that level 1 threshhold is exceeded;
for 6 out of the 11 intersections. Now, various
mitigation measures are suggested which could be
implemented to reduce this impact.

The first improvement which might be looked
at would be improved signalization, improving

the amount of vehicles which could move through

the intersection.
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Another mitigation measure would be some of
the actual roadway improvements which Peter
Faith discussed. That would reduce the amount
of vehicle delays and help reduce carbon ;
monoxide levels at thes;';ntersections.

And the third one, again, one of those
measures which Peter Faith mentioned, is
actually to reduce the amount of traffic through
the implementation of Transportation System
Management techniques, which Peter has : -
discussed.

Next section I would like to
discuss is the section on noise in the draft
generic environmental impact statement. Perhaps
more accurately stated is airport noise. The

intent of this section was to evaluate the

impacts of aircraft noise at Albany County
Airport based on the "Airport Noise Control and
Land Use Capabilities Study," which was

completed by Albany County in 1981, This study

projected the noise levels of future flight

operations at the airport through 1995.

The draft generic environmental
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impact statement compared the
noise capability study, projec
actual flight operations for 1
determine if those ANCLUC proj
target with air traffic ;;owth
This next slide

comparison of the two sets of
The first section of the
total aircraft operations for
from an FAA publication. The

that was available at the time

ANCLUC, or the

tions against the

988 and 1989 to
ections were on
at the airport.
shows a

data.

chart shows the
1988. This comes

most recent data

was 1988. And it|

j

|
1
i

shows that based on the ANCLUC study there wouldE

be 171,000 operations. Actual
1988 according to the FAA were
are roughly comparable in term
of operations.

Because jet operations af
projections to a great extent,
look at 1989 daily takeoff and
carrier jet aircraft, the air
USAir, United, and the others

aircraft on a commercial basis

that the ANCLUC estimate for 1

operations in

!
¥
i

166,000. So they

g of total number

tect noise

we then took a
landings by air
carriers being
which operate jet

. And this shows

989 would have

|
i
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{Noise analysis) 42

been approximately 92 jet operations per day. i
Actual operations for an average day in 1989
were actually 94. So those are roughly
comparable. _ !

And then, finally, i§89 general aviation
ajrcraft operations for jets. The ANCLUC
estimated about 4200 operations 198%, and on the
basis of the information we had available, it
showed that there would be roughly 1800
operations.

All in all I think you can see
thehbiggest digparity between the ANCLUC !
estimates and actual operations is in the area
of the air taxi business, up in the first
section of that chart. It showe that for i

conlutér airlines, ANCLUC estimated 13,000

operations. It was actually 68,000; however,
they have very little impact on the noise at the

airport in teras of takeoffs and landings. It's

primarily jet aircraft that affect noise levels
to the greatest extent. And air taxis, they are‘
primarily operating twin engine turboprop i

aircraft which generally have the same noise
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(Nojse analysis) 43

characteristics as the general aviation
aircraft, the single engine, twin engine private
aircraft which operate. If you compare those
two together, you will see that, roughly, there
is the same number of opefations.

So, primarily, to try to
summarize what we did in that section 1is that
the noise levels will increase around the
airport but not to a significant degree because
of the type of aircraft being used. Primarily,
again, I point to the commuter aircraftt, There
has been tremendous growth in that industry, and
they do not affect noise at the airport as
much.

Mitigation measures to mitigate
potential impacts and noise could include some
of the following -~ I will just try to highlightl
some of thena:

The acguisition of land. Albany County hasi
an ongoing land acquisition prograa to acgquire
residential properties around the airport that

are noise impacted to a great degree.

Another mitigation measure would be to
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rezone land around the airport to a land use
which is more compatible with aircraft noise.

Certajnly, you'll agree that residential

development around airports is not generally
compatible because of th;’noise generated hy
them, and that obviously would only affect
future development.

Another mitigation would be to restrict the
types of aircraft which operate at the airport |
to the less significant times of day, primarily
the daylight hours.

. Another mitigation measure which I feel ?
significant to mention is suggested that the
operator of the airport conduct an engoing
monitoring program to establish the baseline
data so that the ANCLUC report can be updated
and noise impacts can be closely tracked to !
determine if they are getting significantly :
worse, i
Next slide. I would now like to !

!

talk about a couple of areas in the document,

both recreation and municipal services. First,

[
1
I would like to highlight some of the |
d
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recreational resources that are within the study:

area and then talk about some of those
additional recreational resources which are
recommended as a result of the target area é
development. .

Highlighted here in the
orangeish-yellow, it shows the existing
recreational resources that presently exist
within the study area. And with the exception
of the Albany-Colonie sports facility and Ann
Lee Pond, these are primarily pocket parks whichi
currently exist within the study area or are
located just adjacent to it. 3

Now, the recreational
improvements that will be reguired in order to
meet the additional demands placed on it by
residential development under the target growth

scenario would be the establishment of pocket

parks located within those portions of the study

area where gignificant residential developaent

is supposed to occur. And the one I will

highlight -- right there (indicating) is the

creation of a pocket park around the Stump Pond
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li area and establishing a green belt connector to E
2I the Ann Lee Pond Nature and Historic Preserve.
3 Some of the other parks you can see are located
4. in areas where additional residential '
5l development is projectedoﬁo occur. %
6 Next slide. Just briefly to
7 highlight the recreational improvements and
8 municipal service improvements that are
9 required. In order to meet existing i
10 deficiencies which have been identified and alsoé
11 to accommodate additional development in the

L 12 area, five new pocket parks totaling g
13 approximately 27 acres are recommended to be
14 added to the area and also the expansion of a
15 municipal golf course as a result of not only |
ls development in this area but also residential
17 development throughout the town of Colonie.
18: Under municipal services, I'll
19: highlight just some areas where additional
20 services uilllbe required.
21 It's been estimated that eight new police j
22 officers would need to be hired in order to i
23 provide the existing level of service that '
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presently exists within the study area; and

It would also be necessary to expand the
new emergency medical service which has been
established in the town of Colonie,

Under fire protecti;;, there are five
different filre districts that serve the study
area. Two of those fire districts have
indicated a need for additional eguipment in
order to meet the additional demands placed on
it by the target growth development; that is the
Shaker Road Loudonville Fire Department and the
Midway Fire Department. And in addition, it is
impertant to note that since fire departments
are largely volunteer organizations, these fire
districts alsoc indicate the need to continue to
attract additional volunteers to provide
adeguate fire coverage,.

Next slide. Generally, public
schools aren’'t considered municipal services,
but they are indeed public services, and there
will] indeed be impacts as a result of

residential development in this area. There are’

three public school districts which serve the
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study area, North Colonie and South Colonie
Central Schools and the Niskayuna School
District.

In North Ceclonie, additional residential
development will create ;’need for the school
district to accommodate approximately 347 new
students as a result of development. According
to school district officials, this will
necessitate the construction of a new elementary
school and also expansion of the junior high and
high schools. It's important te note, however,
that North Colonie is being impacted by growth
in a lot of cther areas, namely, the Boght Road
area, where there is a large amount of
resgsidential development. So they are being
impacted as a result of other areas, as well.

The South Colonie School District will be
impacted the most by development in the study
area. There will be a need to accommodate 650

new students. The scheool has identified the

fact that they do have some excess capacity.

However, it will be necessary to expand the

Lisha Kill Middle School if this target
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development scenario comes to fruition,

And, finally, a small portion of
the Niskayuna School District overlaps into the
study area. We've projected that 65 new
students would be going ﬁd school in Niskayuna,
As a result, there wouldn't be any significant
impact in terms of facilities, However, I do
note up here it's not that we've ignored
additional coszts associated with the district.
We have also identified, of course, each one of
these will impact the school in terms of
staffing and materials and supplies.

Slide, please.

I would now like to introduce
Larry Woods, who will discuss the section on
economics.

MR. WOODS: Thanks, Larry.

As identified in the DGIS, andl
I'm sure that most of you have concluded based

on our presentations this evening, the

development associated with the target growth

scenario is expected to have some significant

economic impacts carried along with it., These
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economic impacts we realize from the demand for
additional capital improvements and services to

meet the potential development. I have a few

!
'

t
t

overheads just to give some illustration on soneé

of these impacts.

The first slide you can see what
we've done is we've taken total cost associated
with projected development and summarized it in
this table, We've broken it down into various
individual jitems such as water service,
transportation for the two options, recreation,
£ire, police, and so on., This includes all
costs, capital improvements costs as well as
noncapital costs. The capital costs would
mainly be reflective of new construction,
construction of roadways, that type of thing;
where the noncapital would be services such as
salaries, minor eéuipnent, that type of thing.
A8 you can see, from the totals for
transportation costs, option number 1 for total
improvements is about $106 million; and for the

option 2 transportation scenario, it would be

about $140 million.

;

{
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'
The next table, what we did is we

broke down costs further into capital :
improvement cost versus noncapital improvement
costs., And again, capital improvement costs
include construction-relgied activities such as
new roadways, intersection improvements, new
utjilities, waterline storage, new recreational
facilities, major equipment purchases fcr fire
companies such as fire trucks and renovation and.
construction of new school buildings. Again,

the noncapital costs include salaries of new
personnel and minor egquipment purchases. As youi
can see from these totals, the noncapital costs
really don't amount to much when you compare it
to the capital costs.

The last table was used to
develop what we call ocur developlent mitigation |
cost table. This document is included 'in the
BEIS. What we have done here with this table is
we've broken down and designated on a per
residential unit and per square foot of building

area for nonresidential and for total

enplanements at the airport. We've broken down
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costs individually for each one of those.

These costs reflect only
improvements generated as a result of the
development within the study area. Costs
include design and consté&ction. However, due
to variability of costs associated with
administration, legal assistance and bonding,
these have not been included. I would like to
stress that it should be noted that this is a
first cut at estimating the development
mitigation costs. The DGIS and FGIS planning
statement, as they are progressed, it is
expected that development mitigation costs will
be further refined.

Just in quick conclusion, the
calculation of development mitigation costs is
an effort by the village and town and county to
try to offset major capital improvement costs
associated with the new developament in these
times of shrinking state and federal revenues.

This process attempts to insure that new

development contributes its fair-share

contribution to future capital improvements.
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1 Aand, finally, what I'd like to do;
2; is just quickly conclude,. Where do we go from
35 here? As Pater Conway had mentioned earlier, we;
! :
4? are currently within this minimum -- it's
Si actually a 45-day comnené'period. The town,
61 village and county -- actually, the town, as the
7. lead agency, will be accepting comments through
8i October 19, of this menth, and they would like
9% to stress that they welcome participation by the;
'10; public. If you're unable to get your coaments .
Ili across tonight verbally, they will be accepting
12i written comments,
13 With that in mind, what I'd like
14é to do is turn the presentation back to Peter ;
| :
15, Platt, who will outline the guidelines for the i
16 public participation phase of the presentation ?
17 this evening.
18 Peter. ?
19 MR. PLATT: Those seats are hard,g
20 aren't they? A couple weeks ago, the planning g
21; board was kicking around this whole DEIS and we ?
22i come up with a rather tongue-in=-cheek sinplistici
i
235 idea of how to pay for thi= $190 million I
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improvements. If we charged everyone taking off
from Albany County Airport $3 and when they

landed, before they could get off the plane,

they pay us another $3, we'd have §189 million
in 20 years and only be a million dollars short |
and be able to accommodate everything that has

been proposed tonight.

T think the format, we'll do what’

we normally do. We'll have everyone that wants |,
to speak feel free to do so. We'd only ask that|

1
!
you give us your name, if you're affiliated with!

an organization, with a homeowner's group, !

whatever it is, and then fire away at us, If we?
can't answer the questions, I'm sure the staff
Erom Clough, which is Larry, Larry, Peter, John,?
and Peter.

Okay. We aTe open now for
comments and guestions.

Yes, Ma‘anm.

MS. GHANDHI: Good evening. My
name is Cecilja Ghandhi, and I'm the pregident

of the Shaker Ridge-Vly Road Neighborhood

Association, All the memnbersz of our asgociation

PAtLINE E. WILLIMAN
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reside within the airport GEIS area, and we live:
not very far from the airport.

We wish to thank the town,
village, and county for this opportunity to
comment on the airport dééa draft GEIS, and I'1ll
try to keep these remarks brief since we will be
submitting more written comments very shortly.

T would like to emphasize, as I
think Mr. Conway did, that this is a draft
GEIS. We fully recognize the dangers of
economic stagnation. I think we all do, We
recognize that thi; area will be subject to
further development, but we are also critical of
the kind of runaway development we have seen in
Colonie dyuring the last ten years or €0. We are
in full support of this GEIS effort to
rationally define the possible ways in which
that growth will or will not occur. And, in
fact, this Association of Homeowners supported
that effort even before agreement was reached to
dratt this GEIS.

In recent weeks, I've heard many

denigrating remarks about this draft planning
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document. I'm sorry. However, I believe that
many of those comments are unjustified and that
the reason for this belief is simply a matter of
perspective. If we view this document for what
it is, I think we all beééme a bit more
charitable,. It is a draft generic environmental
impact statement. It is not the final
document,

As a draft, it has merit. It is
interesting and educational, and we recognize .
that any flaws and omissions have yet to be
worked out. The purpose of the public comment
period is to help insure that they are. With
that thought in mind, I would like to summarize
some of our assocliation’'s conclusions to date.

1. We wholeheartedly agree with See App. 14

" Response II.B.7.

the conclusion that the high growth scenario is
ynacceptable. A devaloplent projection which
would necessitate a 10-lane Route 7 and a
16-lane Albany~Shaker Road, for exanple,
deserves to be rejected.

2. Por various reasons, and

we'll outline them in our written comments, we
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£ind the target growth scenario egually
unacceptable. The threat to prehistoric ang

historic sites, the fresh water wetlands, the

water shed, traffic and air and noise guality,
which it presents can ne;;r be syfficiently
mitigated, We are not convinced of the sccial
and economic need for the huge amount of _
residential and commercial development presented;
in the target growth scenario, and it also seemsi
somewhat impractical to us that so much buildinq?
could actually be accomplished in the short ;
space of fifteen years. Are there that many }
construction workers in this area? Are there
enough building seasons in the year to
accommodate the actualization of these
projects. We very strongly request that a more i
reasonable low-growth scenariolbe documented,

|
considered, and advocated in the GEIS. !
]

3. Neither of the two options 5
|

presented for the proposed north-south arterial

are particularly attractive or economical. We

would like to see several more options }

included.

PacLINE E. WILLIMAN
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4. The sectionsg regarding air
and noise guality deserve more alaboration.
Relying on hypothetical future air and noise
quality studies on a case-by-case basis seenms
unrealistic. It is obvigas that most of the
target growth scenario proposed projects will
never be subjects of environmental impact
statements, even on a supplemental basgis,. They
don't meaet the criteria in SEQRA. We,
therefore, request that level 2 and/or level 3
analysis of air quality be included in this
GEIS. We also request that p;ojections be made
on the noigse impacts which will result fronm
increased traffic and projected development.
Limiting the consideration of noise to that

eninating from increased aircraft operations

from Albany County Airport is, we feel,
inadequate. While recognizing that our previous
regquest to actually monitor airport noise levels

for the stuydy was duly ignored, we make that

regquest again.
Also given short shrift in the

draft GEIS was the presence of nighttime engine

See App. 14
Response II.I.1.

See App. 14
Response 11.J.8.
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i
maintenance noise. The GEIS simply states, and
I gquote, "Albany County Airport has established
a policy which prohibits nighttime engine Tunups;
at the airport.” The fact is that the policy
prohibiting runups between midnight and 6:00
a.m, was established in 1985 and has never been
enforced or enforceable. The pnoise keeps |
getting uorsé, and residents of the area are
increagsingly resenting it. We had hoped that
this draft GEIS would have produced data on this
from some sort of monitoring progranm.

Obviously, it didn't. We again regquest that See pp. 1[-182
through [I-185.

this type of noise from the airport be monitored

and the resulting data be included in this GEIS.

Fifth, and finally, this draft

GEIS recommends development of a detailed inter-

municipal agreement among county, town, and

village for coordination of highway improvements

and transfer of funds from the collection of

development mitigation costs related to traffic,’

water, and recreation improvements. We strongly See App. 14

Response II.H.10.
support this recommendation and would go so far esp

ag to say that no future developaent in this
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1! area should take place without such firm inter-
r municipal commitment. In addition, if any i
33 traffic improvements are tc be successfully
4‘ " implemented, strong agreements must also be ;
5‘ considered not only anonéﬁthe municipalities E
€ involved in this GEIS process but also with f
7 surrounding municipalities.
8 While this is probably éﬁtsi&e 1 See App. 14
Response [I.H.10.
9 the scope of the GEIS, let's face it, neither
10l Route 7 nor Route 155, for example, drop off theE -
11 face of the esarth when the airport border GEIS
12 is reached. Any widening of rocads in this area i
13- will have to be continued on into other
14 municipalities, Egually important, costs to
15 those municipalities will have to be considered.é
16i Thank you.
17; MR, PLATT: Thank you.
18. MRS. WEIS: I hope to put most otl
195 my documentation in a written account. If you
20 want to guestion me on where my figures came
21 from, I'll be happy to give that. 1If I get too
22 bad, Mr. Platt, Just signal me and I will put
23 the rest of it in writing. '
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First of all, I want to

compliment you on the GEIS report. I £ind it
excellent, I found your maps especially
helpful, and your presentation tonight was very
well done. On your research, I give you a gradei
A, I realize it was limited because some of
your inguiries didn"t receive responses, but I
thought you did an excellent job in attempting
to get the material you could. :
However, your field i
investigations in some of the traffic and in !
some of the environmental sections, particularly!
on the animals and the flora and fauna involved !
mention field investigations, but I could not
find them documented in the index, and I would

be grateful if in the final that you would add
them, especially in ‘the environmental section
which I think was a masterful job. I don't
think you had time tonight to do full justice to
it, and I highly recommend it to anyone for
reading. It was a wonderful! wonderful job.

Now, the only thing I disagree

with are your conclusions.

PAaCLINE E. WILLIMAN
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1% (Laughter.) 5
2 And I have strong disagreement. |
3 Now, it also coincides with what Mrs. Ghandhi ?
. has said. Your build-out scenario in the target! See App.l4
, .. Response II.B.1.
5 growth is where I disagree, because, if you'll
6 forgive me, I believe it was based on two taultyé
7 premises, i
8 First, the way you set up the study, you 5
9 asked the owners what they would like to do. Toi
i
19 gy mind, it was their dreams versus the i
11 realities of what was possible to do, and I ?
‘ 12 think that skewed the conclusions. i
13 Secondly, I believe there were
14 misconceptions about the airport and the area; ;
18 and, thereafore, that the conclusions for your i
16 1S-year growth scenario are not supported by thei
17: internal data. !
1ai Néw, here's where 1 get tedious,
19: and I'll try not to, 3o any signal aﬁd I will
20 just, you know, write it,.
21 First of all, as was documented : See App. 14
22 by some of the excellent newspaper reports, we Response 11.8.2.
23 are no longer considered a major hub. As your
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own documents prove, we are Now a coamuter.
Your own growth studies of the taxi fares. So
we are not looking at a major hub any more, We
are a coamuter airport.

The ANCLUC estimates were
overoptimistic in each respect except the air
taxis which you have mentioned. Air freight and
military traffic is expected to be about the
same in the previous airport study that Albany
County did.

Now, also I feel your projectionsE
are optimistic in regard to the economy. The
airline consolidation, the prohlems of USAir,
plane occupancy has only grown from 40 percent
to 50 percent. There is 3till a lot of space
there, so0 I don't see all that growth. We nighti
face cuts in traffic controllers. We are facing
expanding fuel costs; ;

Also, in the airport study -- andi
not mentioned, I believe, only referred to in
your section on the airport -- the majority,

almost S50 percent, in our earlier airport study

of the flights come in Augugt. And so some of
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the growth projections are skewed because of
that. I don't think we're also considering the
impact that Stewart Airport is having on our
airport, and also that Saratoga is expanding
and, therefore, will tak;ﬂsone of that August
traffic away. So I think the airport
projections do not justify all the growth around
it.
If you will also notice in your
own figures, in 1989, the general aviation jet
operations were only 1,825 instead of the ¢,171
projécted.
Now, my major problem in the See App. 14
Response
entire study is I feel in demographics. I would J[I,A.1,
like to see you expand that. Now, for instance,’
you projected -- one of your slides has the
projection of 81,000. The town itself is
predicting 80,000. Now, we did an excellent

LUMAC study and that predicted the 76,000. Now,:

actually, for our census, we're going between

76,000 and 77,000 peocple. So you see that,

right away, I think it puts in question your

whole projection for the growth for the year

Pavtine E. WILLIMAN
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1, 2005, We haven't grown as much.
2_ But, more important, I would like;
3 to see your demographic study. Note the kind ofé
3 4i growth that we have and how our area differs i
5 from the others. Let mezbut it simply. We are
6' now and this I got ~-- there is an excellent part%
-7 put out by the Chamber in this morning's paper, ;
8 and I hiéhly recommend it to you. ; fhink you
9 could use a lot of that to put into your final
| 10 study. Mostly what it shows is that our young ;
11: adults coming up are a much -- they are |
12 declining, as you know. The colleges in the i
13° area know the declining population is geoing to ]
14 affect our colleges. But mainly, as we have
15 fawer adults even in this area than nationwide f
15_ -~ you don't want the figures, do you? i
17; MR. PLATT: No. ;
181 MS., WEISS: No, you don't want %
_ !
19; the figures. % )
. 20° - And it affects growth. All I
i
21 right. But, mainly, we have fewer young adults ;
22 coming nationwide, nationwide declining. Now i
23 the enrollment that we are now seeing has
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started about 'B4 in the grades, We are just
really hitting the kindergarten peak now. 50
that this next little boomlette will only be
buying cars by the end of your projection, and
they won't be buyying homes really until
approximately ten vears after that, with the
average age of matrimony increasing. In other
words, the boom isn't coming because the
population there, the demographics don't support
it in this area, -
Secondly, we are an older
population. The people that are going to be
taking planes and buying homes, as our
population ages more significantly, the aging of
our population with money has been leaving this
state, and the ones coming back into the state
have less money. fheretore, the need for all
this office space, particularly, is not
necessary. We are already overbuilt in office

space in the area. So that’'s why I mean the
dream of what they would like to see built is

not in reality with the demand.

We are also a service econoay --

PatLiNE E. WILLIMAN
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that has been increasing 47 percent locally --
rather than manufactuyring which gives ys less
money to spend. Therefore, that knocks out a
lot of the retail. Because of the increasing
debt and paying for the debt, we're going to
have less disposable inconme, And if the new
changes in Medicare go on, since 50 percent of
our older population have that much of the
disposable income, we're going to have a lot

less income if we're paying more for Medicaid.

So even your old people will not be able to get

it,

Now, on the noise part of the
study, when the ANCLUC stydy was done back in
1974, your noncompliance in the area went from
47 percent to 57 percent. There are severe
limitations for growth in the area. I'1ll
mention a few. I'll give you the statistics
some other time,. First of all, you've got the
height of buildings because of your approaches

to the airport. You have the cost of

development. You are projecting that 95 percent;See App. 14
Response II.H.10.

of the costs for future developaent should be

R
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applied to business. I wish you luck. I'd lovej
to see it, but I don't think that they will go
for it, to tell you the truth. I agree with

i
:
|
you. 1It's logical, but I don't think they i
i
will. {

Secondly, there are water !

problems at the airport. But, mainly, your own z
projections show that the depth of the water :
table in the entire area all around the airport i
except for a saall area south is from zero to 14%
inches. In other words, whatever you do, wWe'Te i
hitting water in the area and that makes for }
i

expensive developaent and, I think, almost

eliminates your proposal to build the road underg
the airport runway. I feel the angineering !
costs would be tremendous for development in thep
area because of that high water table.

Secondly, it was suggested that
the land use in airport property must be
compatible with the goals of the comaunity. And
the community would like green space as proved

in our ANCLOUOC study.

Now, in the environment =-- this
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is in the index =-- letter from Clark from the See App. 14
Response I1.0.5.

Department of Environmental Conservation talked
about the dwindling open space and the need for
permanent open 3pace, especially in relation to
the Albany Shaker Historiéal District; that the
open spaces are just as important as preserving
the buildings because that is important to the
whole ambiance of the Albany Shaker,.

Also in the environmental, all of See App. 14

Response II.F.3.

the stormwaters in the airport -- (whispering)
all of it -- empties eventually, as you point
cut, one mile west and ;pstream of the intake to
the Latham Water District. In other words,
everything in that land, we're going to get back
in our water system. We don’'t filter for
chemicals, We test for chemicals, but we don't
filter for chemicals. So everything coming out
of that airport and developed in that area is
going to wind up in our water system, It's a
horrifying thought. BRorrifying.

"All watershed...” -- Your own

gquote. "All watersheds drain to either Class A

drinking water supplies or to environmentally

PAUCLINE E. WILLIMAX
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seansitive wetlands.” Also, you refer to

flooding problems in the area. I won't list

|
|

!

them. You don't want to hear them. I should be:

off here soon.

Now, transportation. I have
spoken to the Capital District Transportation
Committee on my recommendations for this whole
transportation section. This alsoc was
excellently done. I especially appreciated all
the ztatistics and especially your maps.
Basically .= I will just summarize,.

Firest of all, if I may gquote Mr.
Clark again. "Tt*s unlikely that highway
improvements will withstand overcapacity very
long."” Which, as you know, we've proven.
Alternate 7 is already overcapacity. We've
improved our roads, and they go overcapacity
much sooner. So building roads isn't the
answer, That new arterial you are projecting

isn't the answer, and I will tell you why.
If you look at your figures on

Route 7, where you are closest to Schenectady

you are roughly 35,000. As you move down, when

i
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you get to Albany-Shaker =-- no, it's 37.
Roughly, it's 37 up by Niskayuna. When you get
down to Albany-Shaker, you are down to 35,000.
Down near the end of your gtudy area, You arTe
only down to 34,000, In other words, your
demand for traffic relief on 7 isn‘t up there.
Most of the traffic is just c¢oming through. And
if you speak to Mr. John Foorman of the Capital
District Transportation Committee, you will note.
that he notes in his analysis of the area, most

of our traffic is going through Colonie. And

most of our problems are for traffic going

through Colonie. So, therefore, that isn't . See App. 14
Response
needed. The airport road isn't overextended. - 11.0.9.

Roughly, your own count is, I think, 14,700
traffic on that road. Now, your own
transportation section recommends that the
through traffic -- the earlier airport study
said 40 percent of the traffic went through, ;

Your study -- and that's only a short time ago

-~ hasz it already up to 46 percent of the

traffic isn't going to the airport. 1It’'s going

through it. Therefore, your suggestion, which I
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find excellent, is that you eliminate through

PR —

traffic, and that will take care of your traffic
problem at the road.
I recommend, also, several other

things. First of all, in your excellent report

is a whole summary of, I think, 36

recommendations from the Capital District i

Transportation Committee, involving a minimum of,

money, mostly widening of some of the exits and

changing traffic signals. That will improve our,

tratfic conditions at very little cost, and no
new highways are recommended presently in that
particular section. !
I do think that we should give --;
before we project any new roads give these auch |
less expensive improvements a chance and then
perhaps recount and restudy. I think if we do
that, if we stop the through traffic in the
airport -- and I have one other suggestion of ay

CWN. T offer it in good faith. First of all,

if you notice your figures, Exit 5 of the

Northway is much underutilized compared to Exit

4. However, there is a problem I think there

PACLINE E. WILLIMAN
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that isn't mentioned in your study; and that is,
where the western entrance to Exit 5 coincides

with the Exit 4 entrance. Do you follow me? Do!
you know where I am? Rhen you come off the %

Northway at Exit 4 and there is also traffic

coming on from S, Now, my suggestion I offer toz

See App. 14

- Response II.H.16.

you. First of all, you close that western exit,

that western entrance to 5. It isn’t much used,

but it does conflict with all the traffic coming

off 4. Secondly, I would keep that Exit 4 exit

coming ocut where it comes to the airport only

for cars. I would have all trucks exit at Exit E
S. Exit S doegn't have anywhere near the amount:
of traffic. So iFf you force the trucks to get

off at Exit 5, block the western oncoming
traffic there at 5§ -- you still have the eastern;

access but block the western -- then you would !

free up that Exit 4 for all the traffic, and it g
would eliminate a lot of the probleas that you i

have there at Shaker and 0ld Wolf and in that

whole configuration, because you are limited

there. You are severely limited there by the

bridge and by the road configuratjons, and I
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think thig might help you in that area.

I should sit down. Il =git

down,

A VOICE: _No.

MRS. WEIS: Your noise level a
few quibbles, The noise levels didn't include
helicopters. Now, the pecple on Route 7 find

the helicopters particul;rly annoying especially
on Sunday morning when they practice the
formations three in a row. So I would recommend, -
with Mrs. Ghandhi that you do need, again, the See App. 14

. Response I1I.J.8.
monitoring, and you also should include the
helicopters.

I didn't see -- I might have
missed it. You didn‘'t have the impacts from the
town buildings, and I do think that will affect
it all. There uefe some government
recommendations in general I found excellent,
and I would like to just highlight them here !
because I think your staff did a fine job,.

Protection of open space.

Archeological surveys. This is particularly

important. Because as you mentioned in the
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historical section because they don't want
people, amateurs digging there, we don't have a

map of the archeological sensitive areas. I .

ynderstand that, but that means we don’'t know ini
this area -- and it's sai& there are many areas
here that are archeologically sensitive. We
don't know where they are, gso we don't know uhat.
any of this development might turn up.

Therefore, it's important that we have an ;
archeological survey before any development is i
done in this area. :

You also recommend a map of noise!

|
v

overlay zones. This is very important, and I |
also endorse Mrs. Ghandhi's suggestion for |
monpitoring. I'll tell you why. I Qns at a L
meeting on the airport with some of the people
from the city of Albany, and it was pointed out
that some of the traffic impact, the noise
impacts were not as accurate because they have

changed some of the flight patterns; and,

therefore, it's very important that a new noise

impact study be done to monitor the new flight

patterns because they are affecting areas that
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they were not supposed to affect. And also

especially in some of the development, the new
homes that were developed east of Wolf Road in
betwean Albany-Shaker and Sand Creek. So aqain,f
if you could please do s;;e noise manitoring.

I would like to mention a quote
in that article from Mr. Michael Picotte. He
says, "Development in the '90s will be
characterized by caution, compromise and
concern.” Under "Caution™ he mentioned future
demand, time and impact fees; "Comproaise” with !
the municipalities; and "Concern™ for the !
environment. Now, when you consider all these i
things, I think the development will be severelyz
curtailed. i
Pirst of all, if you look at yourL

environmently sensitive areas in the area
itself, you've got the water problems around the

airport itself, To the north, you have wetlands

along the river and, again, environmentally !

gensitive. You've got water up there, You'Tre

already constrained by the roads you have to the

south and the traffic problems there. To the
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east, you have more flooding problems. So I

think when you consider the costs of the

development plus you are going to ask them for

95 percent of the inpac;lfees. I agree with

Mrs. Ghandhi. I don’t t%ink even your target See App. 14
Response II1.B.1.

growth scenario is realistic for this area.

Thank you.

{Applausge.)

MR. PLATT: Mr. Mitchell.

MR. MITCHELL: Bob Mitchell,
representing the Albany Area Bujlders
Association, and I would like to add ;y thanks
for the presentation tonight. I thought it was
very well done. And my comments really revolve
around the future growth and the phasing and, of
course, the costs, the mitigation fee.

Our members of our assocliation
are home builders and office builders, shopping
canters and things like that. I looged at the
last numbers that were put up at tﬁé end, at the
economic cost per square foot, On a commercial

building, I think was around $11. A resjidential

home 2%4500. And with those kind of numbers
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being added on, the last person in is going to

be paying the big fees to pay for these things.

!
And because these fees are so large, we are very! See App. 14

| Response II.0.3.
concerned that you may turn off some of the very|
people you are depending upon for the growth and;
to pay for some of these improvements.

We would like to see, number 1, a See App. 14

Response II.H.9.
phased implementation of these projects such as and Response

¢ 11.0.14,
transportation improvements, the water .
improvements and the treatment plants. L ~
Oobviously, some of these things have to come !
first., It's a chi;ken or egg type of !
situation, But we feel that the major trunk
lines for water have to be put in. Some of the

road systems have to be put in.

As far as paying for these t.him;:sE See App. 14
Response [1.0.11.
is concerned, rather than trying to collect all ‘

these fees up front as individual projects are

approved and developed, we would like to zee a

special assessment type of deal arranged, where

jt is spread over the total area to be :

i

developed. And possibly in phases, bonds can be;

issued over a 20-year period of time, and the ‘
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fees for these special assessments can be used
to pay for these bonds so the improvements can
be made all at one time in steps 30 we get the
work done in phases so that the development can
take place. This uilllaiQO mitigate the
development cost so that builders and developers
when they come in, instead of having to pay §ll
a square foot for office space on the cost and
having to compete with existing office space
that did not have to pay this impact fee, it
will be spread over a long period cf time. The
cash will not have to be paid up front by the |
developer but over a longer period of time as a
special assessment on the land, and the town can;
go ahead and implement the improvements

immediately that they need to get the first ;

phase going here with these special bonds backed%

up by the special assessments. i
We think that the town has an %

exceptional plan here for future growth. We

feel that the growth is going to take place. It

may not take place as fast as you anticipate,

After all, we know it takes four or five years
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1 to get through the planning board on any %
2. project. ;
3; {Laughter.) ;
«Sl ' Seriocusly, I think you have a lotz See App. 14
j _ : Response II1.0.11.
5 of concerns that want to come in here, and they i
6‘ want to do development on a spot basis. And to ?
7 hit them with these large mitigation fees, %
i
8 specifically if they want to come in and may be
9 competing with somebody right next door who E
10 built four or five years ago, we just don't |
11 think this is going to set right, and you may ;
12 h find that some of these people will go to other i
13 places to develop. :
14: And the improvements that are
15 necessary in the town right now -- because, as %
16‘ you pointed out, almost 50 to 60 percent of the i
17% people that are currently working in this area E
18 go north or south at sometime during the day and!
19% leave the market. Now, true, they are coming in
20 to the Town of Colonie to use the facilities,
21 the commercial facilities, the retail |
22 establishments, and then they are leaving. So,
23 therefore, it's these people who are geing to
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have to bear the costs, and they are going to
have to decide whether it's economically
feasible to go along and to continue this.

We need these highwavys. We need
the improvements. We a;é'goinq to have to pay |
fér them, and we require the development to pay
for themn. And we would seriously and strongly
suggest that you look to an alternate method of
financing these improvements that are more 5
realistic and certain than just mitigation fees.%

Thank you very much, ?

MR. PLATT: .(Indicating.)} :

MR. SIMPSON: Good evening. My
name is Hob Simpson., I live at 61 Mill Road.

I'd like to speak to you tonight
about noise impacts. That's the only area of i
the draft environmental impact statement that I
have had an opportunity to review. 5

The point I would like to make --?
I mean I don’'t want to appear overly critical. ‘

But I think the area of noise impact is woefully

inadeguate in the impact statement. I would :

like to point out some of the areas where I

PacvLiNE E. WiLLiMAN
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think improvements can be made; otherwise, you
won't have the information that you need to make:
informed decisions about planning and growth in |
the town. E

The inpac;'state-ent has a nunberE
of charts on expected noise levels; but as far
a8 I can determine, there are no recent
measurements of ambient conditions, ambient
Noise levels, You have to know the base.

There was a study done in 1981,
but there's nothing aocre recent. You need a
baseline from which to project ;upacts, and I
don't think you have that.

You have predictions of noise
levels by aircraft but nothing showing the
number of flights and noise levels they qeneratei
by time of day. That's very important because
sleep interference is one of the priaary inpactsi
from aircraft noise, And, frankly, there is no !

discussion of that. 1It's very important to havei
i

that correlation of flights by time of day, and

you don’'t have that in the impact statement.

There is a statement that there

PArLINE E. WILLIMAN
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-
will be a slight increase in noise in the 1995 ' See App. 14

. Response II.J.8.
period. There is no discussion of the
assumption supporting that statement. In fact, ;
it's counter intuitive. You saw the figures ;
tonight on the number of“;emplanements," they
call thenm. It just makes no sense to say that
noise levels are going to slightly increase, and
yet you are projecting all this additional
aircratt traffic. It makes no sense to me, I
think there's something fundamentally wrong with?
the impact statement in regard to that

assessment.

You have no data on the type of  See App. 14

Response
aircraft, their number of flights, correlated . I11.J.8.

with noise level and time of day. You need to !
see the distribution of flights between day and
night. The expected noise levels from those

flights are necessary to tell the impacts. The

ldn's which are the standard measurement used in:

an impact statement could get much worse, and “
You really don't have any way of knowing how

much worse they are going to be without that .

baseline and without that distribution between

PasrLise E. WiLLiMAN
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day and nighttime noise levels.

Finally, and most importantly,
there is no discussion of impacts on humans.
You present a lot of statistics. Aircraft noise

is k¥nown to create speech interference and sleep

interference, its two primary etfects. It
interferes with people‘'s conversations. You
can't hear TV in your house. It lowers property
values. You can't listen to the radio. These

are things people engage in in their everyday
life,

There is no impact analysis,
That sleep interference is a big thing. Sleep
interference has been associated with
stress-related diseases, hypertension,
cardiovascular diseases. There is no discussion
of that.

I also heard a lot about traffic
tonight. Now, I haven't reviewed the trattic
portion, but, again, I didn't hear one person
talk tonight, in the presenting body, about the

impact on humans that live along these

arterials. Again, these people are going to be

1

E

% See App. 14

. Response [I1.J.9.
|

!

1

|
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experiencing increased ncoise. There are going
to be violations of the air guality standards.
Those violations create additional respiratory
illnesses, and things like that., There is no
mention of that in the ihéact statement.

You are talking about people
impacting humans lives here, and somebody has
got to come to grips with that and address it.
It's just not there right now.

Regarding mitigation measures,
Know expansion is going to come, I am willing
to accept that. I think we have to participate
with you in trying to minimize impacts. But,
frankly, as was pointed out earlier, our
government is not supporting us right now in

that regard.

The impact statement talks about

an existing Albany County policy, ™"No engine

See App. 14
Response I1.1.2.

I See App. 14
Response II.B.7

runups in the middle of the night.™ Anybody who See pp. II-182

lives near the airport knows that that is a
misleading statement to say that that‘'s a

mitigation measure, because, frankly, it isn't

enforced,

through 11-185.
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1; ) Now, I am a citizen of this
2 town. I want to be for as far as I can project
3, into the future, but I want to have some

| 4. © confidence that this government is going to E
5? protect me. Frankly, to:;ay in the impact !
6- statement that that's a mitigation measure and
7; it's not enforced doesn't give me a lot of
8 confidence that government is out there looking
9l out for my interest,. 1 have a right as ;
10; everybody in this town has a right to live in a i -
11 healthy and safe environment. And, frankly, it
12 isn't being done right now. Something has to be?
13" done abeout that situation.
14: I think once that situation js
155 resolved, those runups in the middle of the
161 night, you are going to develop a lot of
17§ confidence on the part of the people that live
18 " in the community that you are out there to
19; protect us. And we'll support what you are
20: doing, but you've got to show us that you care %
21‘ about us, especially with respect to those '
22 engine runups. ;
23 . Another thing that I think would
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be very effective would be a prohibition on
nighttime operations. That's mentioned in the
impact statement. I think it's an outstanding
idea. People need to be able to sleep. We all;
need to recharge at nighi'and yYyou go to work
during the day. If you go to work tired, you're.
crabby. You're ¢rabby to your family. You're
crabby to your boss, a lot of conflict in the
offices and in families. And what's it
attributable to? Because you didn’'t get a good é
night's sleep. It sounds very simple but that, |
in fact, is what happens. And there are a lot
of illnesses caused by sleep interference.
There's a tremendous impact in terms of human

illnesses and lost Wwages from people who can't i

sleep at night.

Finally, I want to emphasize

again, T aa not here to oppose this thing., I
think the town has made a good effort, but thereg
needs to be a lot of improvement in that impact i
statement, and I hope we can all work together

and do that.

Thank you very much.
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MR. PLATT: (Indicating.)

MR. CONROY: Yes, gentlemen. M
name is Jim Conroy, and I am employed with the
Center for Economic Growth as a community
development consultant. hin that capacity, I
have been working with a number of major land-
owners who have properties within the airport
GEIS area. Upon review of the draft GEIS, we
have a few major comments,

Number 1. The assessment of
mitigation fees based on the fact that 95
percent of roadway jmprovements needed to
accommodate growth in the airport area, that
they should be attributed to new growth alone,
is absurd. This calculation does not include
sufficient allowance for existing infrastructu
problems and deficiencies within the area,

There is evidence that many of
the transportation improvements recoamended in
the draft are needed today to handle existing
traffic. In fact, virtually every major

intersection in the study area currently

operates at a failed level of service during

1

Y

re|

|
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peak hours. i
The Capital District

Transportation Committee has stated, as was i
pointed out earlier, that much of the traffic in;
this area is background traffic or through
traffic. Other traffic demand is generated by
increased passenger load of the Albany County
airpert. Still other traffic is caused by

social change which has resulted in more cars

per family and more drivers per household. Nonei

of these influences were adequately addressed in|

the dratt plan.

At the outset of the study, the
consultants recognized this in saying that
developing feasible improvements at certain
locations could not be accomplished to provide i
adegquate level of service D. !

A new north-south arterial, EBExit

i
i
31 off the Northway, Route 7 expansion, and E
i
improvements to Albany-Shaker and Albany- |

Watervliet Roads, and many of the other traffic

improvements recommended in the study are

required today. It’'s not justifiable to \

PACLINE E. WILLIMAN
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allocate 95 percent of these costs to new
development.

The problem will only get worse
if the county and town do nothing to solve these
longstanding traffic proﬁiems, even if no new
buildings are ever constructed in the area.
Given the cost of these mitigating fees, the
stagnant economy and the amount of development
proposed under the moderate growth scenario, it
is unlikely that these improvements will ever be .
made through the jmplementation of guch an i
unbalanced and unfair mitigation percentage.
There is siaply not enough demand or absorption
rate for the level of development necessary to
pay these astronomical fees.

The second point. The omission See App.14

- Response II.B.7.

of recent discussions about ownership and
development of the airport is another major

deficiency in the draft GEIS. The failure of

the study to adeguately evaluate the impact of a;
number of different development scenarios and

options, including the potential enlargement of

parking facilities, realignment of roadways, the?
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expansion of the terminal, is a serijous flaw in
the entire project, which may make its :indinqs
moot after a final airport construction plan is
implemented, specifically, when these proposals
included a dramatic incr;;se in the size of
properties used for airport purposes.

Finally, the settlement upon
three basic development scenarios is too
simplistic for such a complex and jimportant
regional area. Little work is evident as to
realistic absorption rate of either of the
development scenarios. The no-growth cption,
the high-growth option, and the target-growth
option do not provide sufficient discussion on

the potential mix of these scenarios or on the

possibility that certain areas may be suited foré

high growth while others are not. This study
does not adeguately address the varied
development alternatives which are possible.

In closing, I want to say that

the property owners with whom I*ve collaborated

in this effort all want the airport to be

improved to a first class regional facility. We

i
1
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support the town of Colonie in the GEIS
progranm. The improvement of the airport will
require considerable improvement to the existing!

road system, and these property owners are not

opposed to participating in a fair allocation of!

the improvement costs, but the plan to allocate
these costs included in the draft GEIS is

unacceptable.

Please accept these coaments as
preliminary. We reserve the right to subamit
additional written material in the balance of
the comment period.

Thank you very amuch.

MR. PLATT: (Indicating.) i

MR. NORMAN: My name is Craig
Norman, I'm with Cooper, Erving, Savage, Nolan
and Heller, attorneys in Albany. We represent
several parties who own developable land within
this area. I'd like to make a few comments,

First population. I think Mrs.
Weis was right in saying that you do not have to

predict a doomsday scenario based on population

history in this area. The census figures are
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in. They show just 3 percent growth in the
entire Town of Colonie over the last ten years,
which is a substantial, a very substantial
decline over historical growth in the Town of
Colonie.

You also have to consider that See App. 14

Response II.B.1.
developers may be advancing proposals with the P

town to simply protect their interest, protect
their rights in the future without any intent to
develop the property immediately, Also
developers may be advancing proposals to sign up:
legsees, with the hope of signing up lessees in
order to take the leases to the bank and thereby
finance their developments. The lessees Ray
never appear; therefore, those developrents may

never happen.

Secondly, the improvements to be See App. 14

Response II.0.9.
made in these highways, which is the primary

cause of the impact fees or the mitigation fee, !
will benefit all citizens of the town as well as
existing businesses. <Clearly, this will benefit

the new businesgses as well, but there has to be

some sharing as between existing businesses,

PAUCLINE E. WILLIMAN
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existing residences and new residences and new

businegsses.

Next, I don't think the study . See App. 14
Response II.0.1.
takes into account tax revenues generated for
the state and county in the form of sales and
payroll taxes. Sales taxes, for example, on
some facilities within the town of people whom I
already represent and who already have a
building up would generate $40 million worth of
sales. That would be $2.8 million at 7 percent .
sales tax. That alone would be sufficient to
cdver a large portion of the work to be done on
these highways. Obviously, sales taxes are
revenyeg for the state, county, and town, and
they are shared among those three taxing
organizations. Those should be considered just
as any other tax. Payroll taxes similarly.
The mitigation fees proposed =-- I: See App. 14
i Response 11.0.3.
think a number of people have said this -- would!
have a very serjous impact on the development
prospects, adding between 15 and 20 percent of

the cost of an office building in this area,

Can our area afford to¢ have this type of
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restriction in this recessionary environment? I
think you have to consider that.

Next, will full credit be given
for all on-site development advancing the intent
of the GEIS? .

additionally, I think you have
the legal guestion. How will the town proceed
to collect mitigation fees on behalf of the
state and the county? Are we going to have to
wait for state legislation in order to allow the.
state to accept this type of arrangement with
the town or the county if the mitigation fees
are going to be collected on behalf of the
state, Frankly, I haven't heard anybody say
that the state is in favor of this proposal. We
don't know where the Cuomo Administration or
whatever, the state itself, stands on this type
of concept. Obviously, there are a number of
programs in the state to cause development to
occur within the state, I wonder what their

reaction would be to proposals which, in

essence, would have the effect of reducing the

amount of development within the state. Can :
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1. that be imposed merely for the Town of Colonie
2 or will that be imposed statewide? It seems to |
3! me it's going to occasion delay waiting for the ;
4 state to make up its mind. It doesn't seen likeg
. i
5: this is going to take right off. Although 1
6 know the town has the Boght Road mitigation fee !
7 situation already in effect,. ;
|
8 Now, I think with respect to the 1
9 air guality, finally, you might want to consider;
10 that the state and the federal government are in|
11 the process of at least proposing and in some i
12 cases enacting changes in air gquality emission %
13 standards for automobiles. Obviously, no one E
14. wants to breathe polluted air. That's one of
15 our big factors in our environment right now. 2
16 Auto emissions are probably the number one i
17 polluter. But I think that has to be addressed ;
18 and is being addressed very strenucusly right i
19> now at the state and federal level. !
20 I don't know that you can do very:' See App. 14
i Response II.I.3.
21 much at the local level other than to stop
22 developments and stop traffic to deal with é
i
23 pollution from automobiles.
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Thank you.

MR. PLATT: Mr, Burhmaster. i
MR. BURHMASTER: I'm Ed :
Burmaster, Albany Countg }egislator. I l
represent the area around the north end of
airport. We've heard a lot of noise about the
airport, a lot of words spoken. The biggest

problem is, is the revving up of them airplanes :See pp.11-182

“through 1I-185.
at night when they work onto 'em., One of your = 9 185

studies, it shows we have commuter planes ratheré
than jets. The more increase was to more of the%
commuters, which I agree with that study, but l
that brings the problem of working on the j
airplanes. They couldn't work on the jets, but

they can work on the commuter planes, and that’s:
where we get the problenm with the noise, The %
noise increased when we got the commuter planes.?

They never work on the jets there, They're doneé

|
{
at the bigger airports. They don't have the
facilities here to work ontoc 'em.
ts there anybody who'd say that

we're not going to have this growth. I don’'t

know, I'd hope we didn't have the growth. We
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have to plan for it and that's what you people
are doing, so I congratulate you on your study.

And anybody that says we don’'t
need some work on the roads, well, Albany~Shaker
Road, when they say they are going through
Albany-Shaker Road, they're not going to the
airport. All you have to do is drive over there
and see which way they are going at 4:00 o'clock
at night. They're coming out of the airport,
coming off of Albany-Shaker Road, the businesses
establizhed there. Paul Cooney here, the county
engineer, will verify that, I'm sure. You go
over there at 4:00 o'clock and just try to get
out on Route 7; and if you're going the other
way in the morning, you just try to go the other
way,

So as soon as that project is
under way, we need the money. We need someone
to pay for it. Who is going to pay for it? I See App. 14

Response II.B.8.
don't know. Mitigating fees? The state and the .P

federal government is not going to do it,
Albany County? T suggested that if we're going

to turn the airport over to someone, we turn
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that road over to airport. If we can't take the.
-- FAA says we can't take the money ocut of the
airport. Well, let's give the road to the
airport and then the money will not be a
profit. It will be a dé££iment. It will be
paying for Albany-Shaker Road, and the people
that cause the problem will be the userz of the
airport.

Sc that's the way we can pay for
Albany-Shaker Road. Turn it over to the Albany
County Airport. FAA says we can't take the
money out and put it into the general fund.
Well, the airport owns the road. IE we didn't
have the airport, we wouldn't have the problem
on Albany-Shaker Road; and if we didn't have
Albany-Shaker Road, we wouldn't have an
airport. S50 there's how we can solve one
problem. j

And anybody that knows, we have %
noise around that airport. Talking about not
having flights come in after 10:00, 11:00

o'clock maybe at night, well, if there's an

airplane up there, I'm sure the controller isn'tf
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going to say, "I'm sorry. We're closed for the
night. Go onto the next airport.” So it's good
idea, but I'm sure it doesn’t work. It isn’t
practical.

Thank you ‘for your tiae.

{Applause,)

MR. ZADBINSKI: My name is Mike
2adbinski I live at 8 Larkspur Drive.

I won't belabor the point. I
want to address the guestion of nighttime
runups, simply because I believe it was totally
inadequately addressed in the dragt document.
And I have submitted some written comments, but
I just want to make them available to everyone

here.

Number 1, I think carriers . See pp.11-182
" through 11-185.

performing off-hour maintenance work at the
airport should be contacted, and their present
and future needs and requirements for such work

and facilities should be defined.
2. Just which repairs and See pp. L1-182

through 11-185.
services actually require that engines be run up

for testing should be determined in order to
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avoid needless and gratuitous runups.

3. Careful measurement of the
noise generated by the various maintenance
practices should be undertaken, This
infermation in conjunctioh'with number 2 above
could then be used by planners as the basis for
preparing rational airport policies which would
restrict or otherwise regulate procedures which
generate unacceptable noise levels during guiet
hours, while allowing maintenance personnel the
greatest practical way for completing their

necessary work.

Now I will move into a section

that I .think is of vital importance particularly

since we've geen that the projections for

propeller-driven airplanes, that is, the air

taxi operation, have been way up and totally off

base. Projected expansion of hanger facilities
for prop-driven planes, their design,
construction, lecation and orientation within

the airport, and the impact of these variables

oh noise generation within them should be

discussed.

PACLINE E. WILLIMAX
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A discussion of prospects for
mitigating noise by proper design of maintenance
facilities should be undertaken.

Currently, runups are performegd
out in the open. Coulgd ;;cilities be designed
which would allew maintenance to be performed
during the night hours while containing or
attenuating the noise in some way, i.e., larger
hanger facilities that would allow these tests
to be done indoors? Are there any landscape
techniques, e,g., plantings or modification of
terrain which could be employed to contain these
maintenance areas and isolate the noise that
they generate?

My observation of noise generated
by prop-driven planes revealed that certain
models of aircraft are considerably noisier than
others. In light of this, I feel that some
discussion of this fact be included -- in ;

particular, how adjustments to the aix of planesl
at the airport may be used to mitigate nighttime.

noise in a manner similar to that described for

jet planes in Section 7J.
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Congiderable research on
propeller design aimed at increasing fuel
efficiency and reducing noise has been
undertaken and continues: What would be the
impact of adoption ot th;; new technology on
future ajirport operations? And do current and
likely future carriers have any plans to adopt
this technology? In a manner similar to that
discussed in Section J regarding jets, what
steps can be taken to provide incentives for
carriers to utilize quieter planes?

It hag been my observation that |
atmospheric conditions play a significant role
in propigating noise generated at the airport.
This phenomenon should be axamined in greater
detajil and results and implications discussed in
the report.

Without any effective physical
controls to attenuate grpund—based noise, what
could be done to enforce current regulations on
the generation of nighttime noise? Let me give

you a little background on my experience with

the regulation of the -- of the == of the %
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regulations that are currently in place. There
i=s no regulation. And the only relief, although
it's been, at best, a partial relief, that I
have been able to obtain is by calling the upper
level management of the éffending airlines and
talking to them directly. They have a2 problem,
though, in that the main offenders are both
headguartered out of town and they can't watch
what is going on at the airport day-in and
day-out.

Lately, I have taken to going
over 3:00, 4:00, 5:00 o'clock in the morning angd
taking down plane registration numbers and
providing that information and the time of
runups to the management, They have been
responsive, but they can’'t stay on top of it.

We need to look into what can be done to enforce
the regulations that are currently in place, and
I think that that needs to be addressed in the
draft document.

I think we should also seriously See App. 14

. . Response II.J.7.
consider what the impact of expanding the guiet

hours at the airport from the current midnight
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to 6:00 a.m. to say 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. -~
what that impact would be on airport operations,
what the economic impact would be, et cetera,
None of these points are
addressed. The only conn;nt, or the only
statement made in the draft document about
propeller-driven airplanes is that they don't
make as much noise as jets. Well, I think that
that is a totally inadequate handling of the
question of propeller airplane noise generated
during guiet hours. I think you must be getting

that idea that it's bothering a lot of people

now, and it's something that really needs to be

looked at both by the planming board as well as
the Clough, Harbour.

Thank you.

MR. PLATT: (Indicating.)

MR. MONTEIRO: Thank you. My
name is John Monteiro and I aM co-chairman of a
group in Colonie and I Wwork on waste for an

environmental services group, and I'd basically

like to give you some feedback I guess on the

draft piece.
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First of all, let me say that we
are pleased to see the town, the county and the
village undertake this study. We think it's a
great opportunity for us as residents and also
folks who are concerned about what happens in
our town to look at a major area in our town and
have input in terms of what will happen in that
area versus a sort of piecemeal process that was
ongoing where soamebody would just come in to the
planning board at any given time and present
their proposal. So for that, we thank you very
much, The first thing i would like to say, I
guess one of the speakers prior to me, and I'm
not sure who it was, talked about a moderate
scenario. I don't think there is a moderate
scenario. I mean I don't call 7 million sgquare
feat of office space a moderate scanario.

I think we also stand with sone See App. 14

Response

of the other speakers today that, to us, both .I11.B.15.
gcenarios are also not acceptable for a number

of reasons, a humber of which have already been

stated. We feel that the impact that even the

target scenario would have in the area,
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especially now hearing the objection of the

folks that would be building this Tegarding

mitigation fees, I think would be potentially

dramatic not only on our taxes as residents --

and we are also concernéd'ahout that.

As far as the impact on the

environment, we are encouraged by the section

that was prepared in the draft GEIS. However,

guess this is both guestions and also

statements. LUMAC is referred to in the draft

document,

It was also referred to in a

presentation teday. A number of the

recommendation made by LUMAC have never been

accepted by the town board, so I'm not sure how

they are referred to in what context.

In addition, they also spoke

during the presentation about the watershed

legislation that's in place in the town, 1

don't know if you notice or not, but that is no

r

|
]
1

guarantee that development will not tccur within

100 feet of a stream. Recently, the town was

approached, and there is a committee for

variance,.

It was approached by the Michaels

ParvvLine E. WILLIMAX
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1 Group, and they were allowed to develop well
2i within 100 feet of a stream. So that is not a
3; guarantee that that land there will be
4f protected, as well.
5 I think tﬁ;t the loss of open
6 space in that area is certainly detrimental to a
7 town which over the last ten years has lost
8 significant areas, and I think that we Teally See App. 14
o need to look at an open space plan in the town Response 11.D.1.
10 versus just the green belts that you recommend.
11 Those are basically buffer zones, and I have
12 been to enough planning board meetings to know
13 that those were always required on developers,
; 14 to a certain extent., We would like to see
15 something bigger than that. ®We would like to
| 16 see an actual open space plan.
17' Somewhat confusing -- and maybhe I
13. just didn*t pick it up in reading the document,
19 but you did an excellent job in peinting out
20 what the mitigation fees would be on developers.
21 But as a resident of this town, I have no idea
22 what the cost will be on me as a taxpayer in
23 terms of, once these improvements are done and
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CERTIFIED SHMORTHAND REPORTER




11
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
20

21
22

23

(John Monteiro) 109

and they're deeded over to the town, it now
becomes my responsibility out of my pocket to
improve it and to maintain it, and I guess more
80 the maintenance of the;e improvements. What See App. 14
e Response II.0.16.

is that going to do to me as a taxpayer?
Because it is my understanding that is not going
to come out of the mitigation fees,. I would
like to see some projection in terms of what
would be the cost of maintaining this
infrastructure over maybe a projected study
period. I think that that's important,
especially given the kind Af volumes you are
anticipating to travel these roads.

I guess -- and I'm going to be
brief because it's getting late. The GEIS, as I
understand it, is a tool. I would just leave, 1
guess, Mr. Platt and members of the planning
board with this in mind; that once a final
document is developed and everybody hasz had
their say and, hopefully, there is a product
which is acceptable to everyone -- whether it be

the folks that are here who are interested in

developing, the residents that are concerned

ParLiNe E. WiLLIMAN
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1 about what's happening to our town, the people

2 that live near the airpert -- once that is done,

3 I hope that the planning board and the town will gee App. 14
4 adopt it and follow it anél stick to it. Response

N II.B.7.

] In the past, we've had planning

11 tools and, unfortunately, they have not been

7 used, and I hope that that will not happen with

8 this,

9 Thank you.

10 MR. PLATT: (Indicating.)

11 MR. BERGNER: My name is John

12 Bergner., I'm a past president of the Coalition

13 of Homeowners and president of Eastern League.

14 I have two coaments and then two

15 gquestions on the thing.

16 My first comment is we definitely See App. 14
17 do need development because one of the reasons ??iﬂ??q
18 the town tax increase coming up this fall is 12

19. percent is there hasn’'t been enough commercial
20 development to override that, and we have aluays'
21 relied on expanding growth to keep the taxes
22 low, and that's why they are going to start

23 increasing.
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My second comment iz I agree withisee App. 14
Response II.0.15.

someone from the Business Council that a special

tax district should probably be established in

that area because that way the maintenance of

the roads and the infra;iéucture could also be

handled through the special tax district if it

was established with that clause and not just

established to pay off the original things. It

you did establish one, you would have to find

some way that you could draw the line to excludei

the houses that are buried in the middle of thatz

area, because they could never afford to pay

something like a special tax district on the

thing, or maybe there's other ways of doing it.

There are many ways that you can establish a

district. !

My two questions are on
transportation and possibly if the engineer for
transportation could answer them tonight, that
would be good; and if he couldn’t, then -- ;

One was on your Watervliet-

Shaker Road tunnel, tunnel under

Watervliet-Shaker Road. I looked at the study |

PacLiNE E WILLIMAN
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and the like, and it seems to me that the
Northway at sometimes approaching capacity --
and many of the people who work with me no
longer would ride the Northway. They use Route
9 becayse they can't sta;; the Northway

anymore. T work in downtown Albany. It seens See App. 14
' Response II.H.25.
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to me that if you put a tunnel reconhnecting
Watervijet-Shaker Road, the traffic that does
not go onto the Northway =-- you are blocked to
go to the west, unless you're Schenectady bound;
most of the traffic is Saratoga bound -- will be
dumped onto Route 9. Route-9 during rush hour
is already a mess. So it seems to me the tunnel
would improve traffic in the airport area and
just move the problem over to Route 9.

And the second technical questioni
I have iz, you are recommending a six-lane Route,
7, which I can see where from your projections
the traffic would need a six-lane Route 7, and

you have also stated that Exit 5 is underused.

The one gquestion I have is, if you lock on the

airport, Sicker Road was cut in two by the

expansion of the northwest runway. Due to noise:

PAaCLINE E. WILLIMAN
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abatement, all the buildings and all the langd
around Kelly Road -- or is it Kelly Avenue? I'R
not guite certain -~ is owned by the county.

All the land between the dead end of Sicker Road

L

and Kelly Avenue is owned by the county. If you Gee App. 14
Response II.H.19.
were to connect S$icker Road to Kelly Avenue,
Kelly Avenue connects to 0ld Niskayuna Road
which goes down to Exit 5, you would have a two~-
lane service road south of Route 7. You
wouldn’'t have to pay the extraordinary costs of
land acguisition for widening Route 7 to six
lanés. and I was curious why that was never
considered or appears to have been looked into,.
MR. CONWAY: To be honest with
you, wWe have a stenographer here and all the
comments are being taken down. I think we need
some time t¢o take a look at that in order to
Fully address -- to give you a responsible
answer, I don't think we can do that at this
point here tonight. Obviously, it's just been
brought to our attention. We would like to

spend a little time to look at it,

MR. BERGNER: I had mentioned it

ParLiseE E WiLLIMaAN
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at the original hearing when they were doing

the --

MR, CONWAY: Scoping?

MR, BERGNER: Scoping session,
yes. That's why I was c;;ious about it,.

Because all the land there is already owned by
the county because of nocise abatement, even
though there are buildings there. And it was in
the paper. I guess they are leased to county
enmployees or something, currently. They are
owned, all the land, all the houses and the
like, So there uould-be no land acguisition
cost, and then you would have a two-lane service
road from Albany-Shaker Road all the way to
Northway Exit 5.

MR. CONWAY: It's something we're
going to have to look into.

Thank you,

MR. PLATT: (Indicating.)

MR. CONDELL: My name is Bob
Condell, Neighborhood Association, also County

Coalition of Homeowners Associations.

I'd just like to say this. These
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]
|

men up here on the board are here every Tuesday
night as well Mary Brizzell, who is here every
Tuesday, as well as Kevin Smith, as well as thisi
lady here, the stenographer. All I'm asking is |

let's give them a good round of applause,

Please.

(Applause.)

MR. PLATT: {(Indicating.)

MR. WESTCOTT: My name is Bill
Westcott. I'm the Executive Vice President of

the Albany-Colonie Regional Chamber of
Commerce.

With a few exceptions, we haven't
done a very good job of asking questions which
is what Chairman Platt has suggested we could do:
at the ocutset here, I have a guestion, but
first I'd just like to make a comment, i

I think that the target scenario
that we have been talking about certainly is
sufficient to strike terror into the heart of

any environmentally conscious resident of the

?5wn of Colonie, and it is not, apparently, a

realistic scenario upon which to build all these,

PatLINE E. WILLIMAN
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calculations.

Is there consensus within Clough, See App. 14
Response III.B.1.
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Barbour at this point or within the board that
scenario between the "no growth® and the "target
growth” scenario needs t;”be evaluated?

MR. CONWAY: I think that will be
looked at during the 30-day comment period.
It's one of those comments that's several times
been raised during the night, and I believe it's
something that we'll have to evaluate and take a
look at.

MR. WESTCOTT: Okay. Thank you.
I certainly encourage you to do that. The
Chamber of Commerce ig interested in growth.
It's really one of things that we stand for, but
we'rTe interested in moderate growth, and we're
jnterested in growth which can help to pay for
infrastructure which is needed, not a situation

which creates a concerhn and a degree of anxiety

" whieh would levy fees that would discourage the

very growth which could help to pay for the

needed improvements.

Thank you.
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MR.

MR .

else?

MS.

My question is to Mr. Callander.

"Larry”?
MR .

MS .

ine Hillard) 117
CONWAY: Thank you.
PLATT: Is there anyvone
HILLARD: Corrine Hillard.
Is it
CALLANDER: Right.
HILLARD: The land use map See Exhibit

I[I-B-1

has us listed as open space and brush, and we

have a farm on the

Shaker,

end of Wolf Road Watervliet-

We have been there for 6% vears. So I

don't know where your men were when they were

mapping.

MR.
that location?

MS .
naxt to the Latham
the road.

MR .
indicated as -~

MS.
"open™” and "brush”.

there for 65 years.

They weren't doing a very good job.

CALLANDER: Whereabouts is

HILLARD: 0ld Wolf Road right

Water District, both gides of

CALLANDER: And it's

HILLARD: It's indicated as

It's a farm. It's been

Also the section on 0ld

PavLisne E WiLLIMAN
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Niskayuna, part of it is listed as "farm,” but
it extends to Watervliet-Shaker Rocad.

MR. CONWAY: Thank you.

MR. PLATT: {(Indicating.)

MR. TRIBBLé: John Tribble.
Currently, I'm president of the Town of Colonie
Coalition of Homeowners Associations. We're
going to submit our remarks in writing next
week. Tonight, my comments are primarily my
own.

I, like a lot of other people,
have been troubied by the target scenario,
becayse it isn't a target. As you look at the
description of how it was arrived at, it was
arrived at by eliminating what were considered
to be speculative projects. One wonders why the:
authors of the document didn’'t refer to it as "A
most likely scenario.” And the fact that they
called it "target™ rather than "most likely,”"

makes me wonder. Maybe they didn't think it was’

most likely., Was it just a *“likely” scenario
instead?

As I go through the document and
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|
I look at how we are depending on that target as’

a8 measuring stick against which we are going to

measure the various impacts, the question that I

come up against is, "Shouldn't we have within | See App. 14
L Response
the recommendations some explicit 11.8.12.

recommendations as to how we are going to
achieve that target or that norm?*

I think there may be a tendency
to want to get on with the proceass to get ahold
of what we're going to do with those mitigation
fees, and I think that's premature at this

time.

I think, instead, we need to pay ' See App. 14
Response
a great deal of attention to the material in the fIB 10

report in Section 3, pages 18 to 24, that focus
on how we control growth within the area. Therei
are some specific suggestions there, They are
given as suggestions rather than
recommendations, and there were some o6f thenm

that I would like to see us proceed with very

quickly in terms of taking them as

recommendations -~ in particular, the rezoning

of the undeveloped land into a large-lot

Parvixe E. WitLiMax
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residential kind of zone and the implementation
of the historic district ordinance,

Those are things that I think the
town should be moving on very, very quickly and l
that, before the process-ﬁroceeds too much
further, we arrive at what would be considered a
"most likely" s=cenario.

MR. PLATT: Yes.

MS. CONROY~LACIVITA: My name 4is
Diane Conroy-Lacivita, and I am director of the
Shaker Heritage Society.

T just want to make a couple of
comments, First of all, I want to say that the
Shaker Heritage Society looks upon planned
developaent as being positive, and we are
willing to go along with this aréa, but I would
like to make a couple comments onh the GEIS,.

First of all, we are acknowledged% App. 14

. Response II.K.2.

in the beginning for our input. We were never

asked orally or in writing for any input; for if’
we were asked or had been contacted, you would

have found out how detrimental the proposed

expansion of Albany-Shaker and ﬂatervliet-Shaker;

N
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Roads would be to our site.

Our interpretation of the Shakers
is dependent upon a contiguous site, and that
being the orchard, the graveyard, the Ann Lee
Pond, the pastures and the Tripp family site
buildings. If the proposed expansion is to go See App. 14 )

Response II.K.1.

through Watervliet-Shaker Road and Albany-Shaker
Road, it's in essence going to cut our site in
half.

Right now, our primary mission is
educational, that being that we have over 10,000
pecple come to our gite annually, and we
interpret how the Shakers once lived. If we are
unable to bring people across the rocad to show

them the orchard, the pond or the graveyard, in

essence, we're cutting our programming in half.

The Shaker Heritage Society would
hope that other options for the expanded

roadways would be looked at,
Thank you,.
MR. PLATT: Yes, ma'anm.

MRS. DAMMER: My name is Deborah

Dammer. I live at 31 Vandenburg Lane.
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First of all, I apeologize that
this presentation thisz evening was the first
time that I have heard about this report, but I
didn't feel that I could really leave without
making at least a couple Of comments. And if
they are naive, I apologi:ze.

First of all, with respect to the
traffic levels, the report indicates that the
level that you shoot for is level D, and I
believe the speaker said that's generally what's
acceptable to the motorist, The charts that you
showed on the wall indicated that D is the
egquivalent of long traffic delays. I am only
one mMotorist, but it doesn’'t seem to me that
that's at all acceptable,

Another comment with respect to
transportation. You have talked specifically
about the need for aggressive Traffic Systenms
Management because of the significant lncrease
in volume of traffic that will occur as a result
of the improvements, and I wonder specifically

about the issue of variable work hours.

1 work on the State Office

PatLINE E. WILLIMAX
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Building Campus. We have 11,000 employess i
there, To the best of my knowledge, virtually
all of those employees enjoy some form of
variable work hours already. If you expect to !
rely on aggressive TSMs, I think you need to
know whether or neot and to what extent those
programs are already in existence.

The last is an issue of specific
concern to me given where I live, and that is
with respect to noise. And I would appreciate
it if at some point somebody could explain to nei

i
how it is that my house is now in what is zoned

- See App. 14
Response I[I.H.26.

. See App. 14

- Response II.J.9.

as incompatible land use, and what the
implications of that are for my husband and the
other people who live on Vandenburg Lane?

Thank you.

MR. PLATT: Ed.

MR. BURHMASTER: In that study 1
there, the fire departments are finding out that!
(inaudible). WHe had a meeting this summer and
they was wondering why they weren't contacted.

I called Clough, Harbour, and they said that

somebody would contact them. Already cover the ,

PatLixe E. WILLIMAN
(CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER

See App. 14
Response II.M.2.
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biggest part of that airport area in fire
protection.

About the tunnel under . See App. 14

 Response II.H.10.

Watervliiet-Shaker Road, way back when we shut
that off, I think you will find a resolution to
that faect -- it was put in by someone to
through-tunnel that road. At that time, the
engineers said we couldn’'t because of the water
Problenm. I can see that. But since then, I’ve
been to O'Hare, and you can drive out of the
parking lot and you can see planes going right
over your head on bridges. So the rumway could
be bridged across and you would be running the
airplanes up %0 you wouldn’'t have to go down in
the water, and you could stay at the same
grade. So it is a practical matter and should
be done.

What created all the the problens_
around the Shaker Road and 0ld Wolf Road area isi
because of people coming down from the
northwestern part of our town, which is now the

growing part of the town. You have to go down

there to get on the Northway, to go to

PavLisxe E WILLIMAN
CEWTIFIED SHORTHAND REFORTER
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Watervliet or if you're going to the arsenal to
work or you're going to Troy, and some go to
Cohoes to work.

So it is a good idea to look at
that tunnel situation at Watervliet-Shaker Road
baecause that should never have been cut apart,
and that will just ¢reate a problea at both the
intersections, 0ld Wolf and Watervliet-Shaker
and Albany-Shaker and 0ld ®WolE.

We really could create one of the
biggest problems that the town ever had.

Thank vyou.

MR. PLATT: Is that it? Okay.
Thank you all for coming. The board has been
grappling with this for almost a year now. We
were gquite surprised by the initial census
figures that the town has only grown somewhere
betweean 2 1/2, 3 percent a year as far as
population goes., It's also a fact that I
believe the automobile population is increasing
roughly 3 to & percent a year, so if you

multiply that over ten years, you've got 30 or

40 percent more cars than you had back in 19840,

PAvLINE E. WiLLtmMax
CERTIFIED SRORTHAND ReFORTER
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I have been told that the
population of the town on any given business
hour of the day approaches approximately a
gquarter of a million people. If the population
of the town is 75,000, 16:000, we have to
provide at least basic services of police and
paramedical protection and things like that,

The airport is certainly a big draw in our
community from the outlying areas. But I think
also another factor is that the average number
of people living in a dwelling in town is I
believe going under two per dwelling, if I am
not mistaken -- 1.7, 1.8, maybe 2.1, or
something like that.

There are many, many factors that
give us this perceived growth; that if we're
talking in terms of just population growth, it's
just not there, taking Albany County as a whole.
It*s grown substantially in Saratoga County;

but, unfortunately, Saratoga County is basically
a bedroom community and everybody gets up in the

morning and heads south, goes home in the

evening at 5:00 and heads neorth.

ParLive £ WiLLIMaXN
CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REZPORTER
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I think on both sides, there has
been some undue criticism of both developars and
builders and likewise the developers and
builders have learned to do their homework and
realize that they are géihg to have to share in
mitigating fees at present and in the future,.

The balancing act is it's just
net going to happen that somebody is going to
pay $11 a square foot to put up an office
building and even think that he is going te be
competitive with an office building that's
already up or is located in a different area of
the county. The same thing for paying $4500 for
a residential lot. I mean that’'s the worst case
scenario that Clough, Harbour haz given us, but
I think it's going to be the job of this board
and working with the county and village to bring
these figures down to something that everyone
can live with and still be competitive. I don't‘
think we are looking to develop a no-growth
scenario here. That is going to be an

interesting challenge, but --

(Applause.)

Partine E. WILLIMAN
CERTIFIED NHORTHAND REFoRTER
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-- but that's something this
board it going to have to face. I don't think
we'rTe looking for large-lot ordinances any
more. We just went to 18,000 feet. And to say
we're going to go to the:;cre lots in the Town
of Colonie, I mean that's just being
ridiculous. Because we’'re not in Knox. I often
refar to hill towns. That's not a slam against
them, but they are just much more less-populated
than we are,

We do want to keep younger pecple
here, toco. We don’'t want them all to go, and
Mrs. Weiss referred to the aging of the
population in the town. I hope that s not
true.

So, Pater, Kevin, would you just
briefly outline how this Wwritten comaent period
where that falles into the whole structure of the'
GEIS and where we go from here?

MA. CONWAY: Kevin can assist
me., I balieve the written comments will be

directed to Engineering and Planning Department,

addressed to Mary Burke. We will receive all

ParpLine E. WiLtimax
CERTIFIED MHORTHAND REPONRTER
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Wwritten comments up to October 19, and each and
all comments will be addressed in the final
generjic environmental impact statement.

As Chairman Platt indicated, we
will be working closelyﬂﬁﬁth the Town of
Colonie, the Village of Coionie and Albany
County to address many of the issues that were
raised here tonight. It is a very complex

project. It's a comprehensive project that we

put teogether here over the past year and a half,

and we appreciate the comments that were raised
here tonight.

MR. PLATT: Any other gquestions?

(There was no response.)

With that, the meeting will be
adjourned.

(Rhereuvpon, at 9:50 p.m., the

hearing was adjourned.)

Parting E WitLiMaN
CERTIPIED "HORTHAND REPORTER

_—
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Jaruary 3, 1991

Ms. Mary Burke

Senior Planner

Town of Colonie

272 Maxwell Road
Latham, New York 12110

Dear Ms. Burke:

Re: SEQRA
DEIS for Albany County Airport

Town of Colonie, Albany County
S0PR2570

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP) has received the section of the Draft Ervirommental Impact Statement
(DEIS) regarding cultural resources for the Albany County Airport study
area.

Based upon this review, the archeclogical camponent of the DEIS provides
appropriate discussion and guidance. One correction is needed, however, See
regarding the explanation of OPRHP's archeological sensitivity map (p. II- 11-200
187). The key to that map is: circles identify zones sensitized by the New p.lis :
York State Museum file date; squares identify zones sensitized from OPRHP
site files; stipiled zones identify overlappirg sensitivity. The notion
that circles are prehistoric zones and squares are historic zones of
sensitivity is a complete misconception.

In reference to historic structures, it is the OPRHP's opinion that an
excellent jcb was presented in identifying known historic/architectural

structures such as the National Register listed Town of Colonie Multiple iee 14
Resource Area and the Watervliet-Shaker Historic District. However, there PP-
are properties within specific project area has not been professicnally Response

surveyed for historic and architectural significance. We recommend that all II.K.3.
buildings or structures more than 50 years old within or adjacent to this

area be identified and forward to our office to be evaluated for historic

and/or architectural significance. We have included our Structure/Building

Inventory Form and instructions to assist in this identification.

Please note that if any State Agency is involved in this undertaking, it
is appropriate for that agency to determine whether consultation should take See
place with OPRHP wxler Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation A 14
ard Historic Preservation law. In addition, if there is any federal agency PP .

involvement, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's regqulations, Response
"Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" 36 CFR 800 require that - 11.K. 4.
agency to initiate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer

(SHFO) .

Historic Preservation Fisld Services Bursau + 518-474-0479
Urban Cultural Parks « 513-473.2375

An Equal Opportunty/Allemative Aciion Agency
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If you have any questions or need additional questions, please call
Linda Barvey-Opiteck of cur Project Review Unit at (518) 474-0473.

JSS/IHO: tr

Enc: 50 Blue Forms
Blue Forms Instructions

RECEATT
T

[ry i3
ENGINEERING &
P ANNILE




61 Mill Road
Latham, NY 12110
Octeober 18, 1990

Town of Colonie Planning Board

Engineering & Planning
Services

227 Maxwell Road

Loudonville, NY 12211

Re: Project No. 1912-01 - Comments on Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Airport

Expansion

Gentlemen:

The following represent my comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by Clough Harbour
and Associates for the airport impact study area. These comments
relate specifically to Section J on pages II-166-179 of the DEIS
and concern the impact of aircraft noise on individuals within
the study area and beyond.

The DEIS Lacks Sufficient Data to Evaluate the Effects of
Noise on Residents

The DEIS has charts on expected noise levels within the
study area. These data were apparently developed during a noise
survey taken almost 9 years age. There are no recent
measurements reported that would confirm that the data are valia
for today's conditions. Considerable development has occurred in See App. 14
the area since 1981 and the ambient noise levels have undoubtedly Response
increased since then. There was an attempt at the public meeting II.J.8.
before the Town Planning Board on October 2nd to demonstrate that
the 1981 data are still valid by comparing data on predicted
versus actual number of aircraft flights from the 1581 study.
The presenter focused on jet aircraft stating that these were the
only source cof concern. 1In fact, any resident of the area can
confirm that non-jet flyovers are a major source of noise.




Additionally, several of the 1981 study's predictions versus
actual results for number of flights were exceedingly off.
Moreover, it cannot be assumed that aircraft will necessarily
produce the same sound levels today or that they are necessarily
quieter today without specific study of the type of aircraft in
use at the airport and their noise characteristics.

Accordingly, the only reliable method to ascertain
ambient noise levels in the study area is to conduct a new noise
survey, Further, without knowing the distribution of flights
between day and night time and correlating that with the measured
noise levels from a new study, it is impossible to reliably
predict impacts on residents.

There is a statement in the DEIS that there will be a
slight increase in neoise in the impact area in the 1995 period.
There is no discussion of the assumptions supporting that
statement. In fact, that conclusion is counter-intuitive
considering the addition of new sources of noise in the study
area since 1981, including increased air traffic which is alleged
by some to support the need for airport expansion.

The DEIS Fails to Discuss Impacts of Noise on Humans

It is well established that audible noise can cause
sleep interference, speech interference as well as contribute to
stress which is related by medical authorities to illnesses such
as hypertension, cardiovascular disease, etc. Sleep interference
is probably the most severe impact that can be erxpected from
increased aircraft noise. Sleep interference is known to begin
at levels in the neighborhood of 35 dB(a) or lower.

The DEIS implies that an Ldn of 65 is acceptable in the
study area. There is absolutely no basis for this assumptiocn,
especially in view of the scientific data on sleep interference.

The DEIS should be revised to include a statement of the
number of incidents of sleep interference that can be expected in
the study area an on annual basis.

While some may scoff at the significance of sleep
interference, one need only to recollect how one feels after a
night of interrupted sleep. Residents of the study area can be

See App. 14
Response

I1.J.8.

See App. l4
Response
IT.J.9.

See App. 14
Response
I1.J.9.




expected to experience this on a continuing basis. Economically See App. 14
the impacts from sleep interference can be measured in lost Response
worker productivity and lost wages attributable to absence from 11.J.9,
work. None of this is discussed in the DEIS.

Also, speech interference is ignored. It will occur
both inside and outside residences during aircraft takeoffs and
landings. Speech interference occurs at levels of 50 AB{A) and
higher at normal conversation distances and this level will be
experienced throughout the study area during aircraft flyover.

The DEIS would also be improved markedly by comparing

ambient noise levels with the International Standards
Oorganization's recommendations on noise exposure for humans.

The DEIS' Discussion of Mitigation Measures is Misleading

certain statements in the mitigation measures section of
the DEIS are misleading. For example, it is asserted that Albany
County has established a policy which prohibits night-time engine
runups. If there is such a policy, it most certainly isn't See p.II-179.
enforced. For example, during this past week I was awakened
twice by noise from engine runups at 2:00 am onh one occasion and
at 4:00 am on another. Anyone who lives near the airport can
verify engine runups continue notwithstanding the County's
policy. It is wrong to suggest that local government is
protecting its citizens today when in fact, the policy is not
enforced. The credibility of local government could be enhanced See App. 14
considerably if this policy were enforced. I, therefore, Response
recommend that the DEIS be modified to recommend that the County 11.J.7.
and Town develop regulations prohibiting engine runups during
night-time hours between 10:00 pm and 7:00 anm.

I also recommend a prohibition on night-time aircraft
operations. People need to sleep to function effectively at home See App. 14
and in work environments. Without a ban on aircraft flights, Response
including jet and other type of aircraft, between the hours of 11.J.10.
10:00 pm and 7:00 am, people in the study area are not given a
fair opportunity to live in a reasonably acceptable environment.

Finally, I would strongly encourage the Town to obtain
the services of an expert who can provide advice for the conduct
of a noise survey of the impact area as well as analyze the data




that should be obtained to determine the expected impacts on
humans attributable to increased noise levels. Without this
information, governmental officials will not be able to make

informed decisions relating to further development in the study
area.

I1f clarification of these comments is needed, I can be
reached at 786-0764,

Thank you in advance for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

A&,ﬂ»u;f' /9- j:tw7n¢pf_f

Robert A. Simpson

See p.1I-186.
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October 11, 1990

Mary Burke

Engineering and Planning Services
Town of Colonie

272 Maxwell Road

Latham, NY 12110

RE: Comments and Recommendation for the Airport DGEIS

"Target Growth Rate"
The concept of "target rate of growth" in this report must See
be clearly understood. It is not a desirable rate which we App. 14

Wish to achieve. It is instead a reasonable measuring Response
Stick, a norm, against which the impact of airport area II.B.1.
development could be measured.

The methodeology described in the report reflects that it has See
sSome elements of a "most likely" scenario, but the authors App. 14

of the report seemeg unwilling to use that termlnology_ _ Response
That unwillingness leaves us with the impression that it is P

a likely scenario, but not hecessarily the most likely. 11.B.1.
It should be noted that the suggested mitigations do not See
directly address the guestion of achieving the "target rate pp.111-22
of growth." There are no Suggestions for limiting qrowth to through
the "target rate." There is no impediment to the 111-37
speculative projects which were eliminated in moving from

the "high growth scenario" to the "target growth scenario."

Mitigation in the No-growth Scenario
The law mandates that the alternative of a no-growth

See
Scenarioc be considered, This alternative proposes as a App. 14
mitigation the Purchase of 3,320 acres at.a cost of R se
$200,000,000. Since this would effectively curtail espon

development there would be no viable funding source for such III.B.6.
a4 purchase. The alternative is unreasonable, but does point
one viable way to restrict or control growth

Section IIT suggests that one possible way of controlling See App. l4
growth is the ‘public acquistion of properties", This Response
alternative should receive careful consideration. III.B.6.

Transportation Alternatives
Members of the Coalition question the magnitude of the
traffic estimates. Even the "target rate of growth" seems
overly optimistic. Neither of the two options presented
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for the proposed north=-south arterial are particularly See App. 14
attractive or economical. The Coalitlop would like to see Response
additional options receive serious consideration. II1.H.22,
ITI.H.17,

An option we feel has merit is to sCrap the arterial, widen

Albany Shaker sufficiently from Route 7 to the Airport See App. 14
access, close Albany Shaker between the Ann Lee Home and the Response
Cemetary and the Ball Park, build a road of sufficient width 11.H.17
between the Ball Park and the County Jail that would WL

The Coalition strongly supports the DGEIS recommendation See App. 14
that a detailed intermunicipal agreement among county, town, Response

improvements and transfer of funds from the collection of -11.B.8.

If any traffic improvements are to be sSuccessfully
implemented, strong agreements must also be established
among the municipalities. The narrow scoping of the Airport

consideration of the broader regional transportation éeeJApBilﬁ‘
problems. EG. Route 7 and Route 155 do not end at the edge R s;—‘
of the airport study area. any changes in road widths would Response -,

likely extend beyond the study area. It is important to I1.B.8. &
consider the cost that these municipalities would have to p. II-259
bear,

Environment - The Green Belt - and Stump Pond
The Green Belt is a vital element of the overall mitigation
plan. A determination needs to be made on how it will be
brought teo fruition - will we restrict the cutting of
vegetation in these areas; will we prohibit the building of
structures in the areas; will we purchase this land to
Provide for a permanent preserve? During the course of the
summer the Village of Colonie Planning Board exempted one
Project from the Airport GEIS. Their negative declaration See App. l4

seemed to ignore what was, by that time, a known conclusion
of this report, that Support would be given for a Green Belt
through the area of stump pond. . To effectively bring off
the green belt public land acquisition may be a necessity.

Response
I1.D.1.
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Noise
The sections of the report regarding air and noise guality See App. 14
deserve more elaboration. Relying on hypothetical future

sponse
air and noise quality studies on a case-by-case basis jis ¥§_§_1&
unrealistic. Since projects within the study area may be ‘ 188
exempted from even supplement Environmental Impact pp.II-188-
Statements, it is important that this issue be dealt with 191.
fully.
The Coalition recommends that a Level 2 and/or Level 3
analysis of air guality be included in the Airport GEIS. See App. 14
The limitation of noige impacts to aircraft operations is Response
not sufficient. Projections should be made for the noise 11.1.1 &
impacts which will result from increased traffic and 11.7.11

projected development.

Mitigation strategies for "quiet time" noise management need See

to be enforceable and effective. References in the report pp.11-185,
to current regqulation, which do not work, are inappropriate. 11-191.
The GEIS should include actual data based on a monitoring

pbrogram on which more specific recommendations cab be based.

Econonics

The GEIS needs to include an accurate assessment of the
costs and anticipated revenues derived from the projected

development. Given the nature of the commericial See
development in the area there will be a substantial p.11-251
generation of sales tax revenues, A reasonable estimate of and App. 5
these should be included along with revenues from new

property taxation. However, the estimate should take into

account the fact that new revenues within the Study Area may

See .
Achieving an Optimal Level of Growth App. 14
Somewhat Below the "Target Rate" Response
There may be a tendency to focus on the $ associated with LI-R.13."
mitigation fees - to worry about whether or not $12 per b
Square foot is a reasonable cost. These worries are
Premature.

The first questioned to be addressed is what level of growth
do we want to achieve and which of the measures suggested on
pages III-16 to III -24 will be implemented,
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A lower rate of growth will mean that the impact fees will
be spread over fewer projects (ie. higher fees). A
reassessment would be done at this stage to determine which
of the suggested mitigations could be eliminated.

The Coalition makes the following recommendations:

1. Establish a public land acquisition program for
the protection of historic sites and the
establishment of the permanent greenbelt.

2, Change existing zoning within the Historic

District to large lot residential.

. Implement the Historic District Ordinance.

. Zone all the Undeveloped zoned lands in accordance
with the LUMAC land use recommendations.

5. Consider alternatives to the building of a

6

L

north-south arterial.
. Establish an intermunicipal agreement for the
coordination planning and funding of highway
improvements in the area.
7. Consider seriously all options for preserving

green space in the area.

Sincerely yours,

John A. Tribble
President




Center for Economic Growth, IncC.

Kenneth C. Wagner
Dwrectior

Testmony on the Draft GEIS for the Airport Area
October 1, 1990

Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is James Conroy and | am employed with the Center for
Economic Growth as a Community Development Consuliant. In that capacity, I have been
working with a number of major land owners, who have properties located within the
Airport GEIS study area.

Upon review of the draft GEIS we have a few major comments:

The assessment of mitigation fees, based on the fact that 95% of roadway improvements
needed to accommodite growth in the airport area should be attributed to new growth See App. 14
alone, is absurd. This calculation does not include sufficient allowance for existing Response
infrastructure problems and deficiencies. There is evidence that many of the transportation II.H.5.
improvements recommended in the draft are needed today 1o handie existing raffic. In

fact, virtally every major intersection in the study area currently operates at a "failed” level

of service during peak periods.

The CDTC has stated that much of the traffic in this area is "background” maffic or through
traffic. Other traffic demand is generated by the increased passenger load of the Albany
County Airport. Still other traffic is cavsed by social change which has resulied in more
cars per family and more drivers per household. None of these influences were adequately
addressed in the draft plan. At the outset of the study the consultant recognized that
"developing feasible improvements at certain locations could not be accomplished to
provide an acceptable level of service D”.

A new north-south anerial, Exit 3 off the northway, Route 7 expansion and improvements
to Albany-Shaker and Albany- Watervliet Roads and many other waffic improvements
recommended in the study are required today! Itis not justifiable to allocate 95% of these
costs 10 new development. The problem will only get worse if the county and town do
nothing to solve these long standing traffic problems; even if no new buildings are ever
constructed in the area. Given the cost of these mitigation fees, the stagnant economy and
the amount of development proposed under the moderate growth scenario, it is unlikely that
these new improvements will ever be made through the implementation of such an
unbalanced and unfair mitigation percentage. There simply isn't the demand or absorption
rate for the level of development necessary to pay the astronomical fees included in the
study.

The omission of recent discussions about the ownership and development of the airport is

another major deficiency in the draft GEIS. The failure of the study 10 adequately evaluate See App. 14
the impact of a number of different development options including the potential enlargement Response

of parking facilities, realignment of roadways and expansion of the terminal is a serious IT.B.14.-. =.
flaw in the entire project which may make its findings moot once a final airport construction

plan is implemented.” Specifically, when these proposals include a dramatic increases in the

size of property used for airport purposes. ’\,@ u
o b
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Center for Economic Growth, Inc

The setlement upon three basic development scenarios is to simplistic for such a complex

and imponant regional hub. Little work is evidenced as to the realistic absorpton rate of See App. 14
either of the development scenarios. The no-growth option, the high-growth option and Response
the target-growth option do not provide sufficient discussion on the potential mix of these 111.B.1
scenarios or on the possibility that cenain areas may be suited for high growth while others rEst
are not. This study does not adequateely address the varied development alternatives which
are possible.
In closing 1 want to say that the property owners with whom 1 collaborated in this effort all
support the concept of the GEIS program. They want the airport to be improved into a first See App. 14
class regional facility and realize the improvement of the airport will require considerable Response
improvement 1o the existing road system. These property OWners are not opposed 1o 11.B.14
participating in a fair allocation of the improvement costs -but - the plan to allocate those PR
costs included in the draft GEIS is unacceptable. Please accept this comment as a
preliminary one. We reserve the right to submit additional writien material in the balance of
the comment period.
e F .
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VILLAGE OF COLONIE
ALBANY COUNTY
NEW YORK

v GE HALL GENERAL OFFICES

UNDER ROAD
ANY. N Y. 12208
518 . 869.7582

October 18, 1990

Lawrence ¥Woods, AICP

Clough, Harbour & Associates
3 Winpers Circle

Albany, New York 12205

Re: Airport Area DGEIS
Village & Town of Colonie
Additional Comments

Dear Mr. Woods:

This Jetter contains an additional comment on the OGEIS to supplement those in
my letter of September 20, 1990.

The DGEIS sucgests a pocket park just north of the Village's Sunset Boulevard
Neighborhood {see Exhibit II-L-1 and page 11-206). The Village has no interest g.,

in a pocket park at that location. We do not expect any additional residential A 14
growth in the service areaz and feel existing residences in the Village are PP.
served adequately. We also feel that access to, and maintenance of such a
facility might raise probiems for the Village. On the other hand we would
welcome any use of Wetland A-10 as permanent open space and buffer between the
Villaqe and commercial or highway developments.

Response
IT.L.1.

Sincerely yours,

erbert B. ruhn, Mayor

¢ Peter Platt, Chairman Planning Board
Robert Mitchell, P.E. Director
(T) Colonie Engineering 4 Planning Services
Laberge Engineering & Consulting Group Ltd. corvl s et gmmmy Tme
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Our firm represents a number of clients who have developable
property within the area encompassed by the Airport Area Draft
Generic Environmental Impact Study. I spoke at the public hearing
held and, as a supplement thereto, I wish to make the following
comments and observations:

See App. l4

1. The study fails to take intc account tax Response

revenues generated for the State and County in
the form of payroll and sales taxes from the 11.0.1.
new development. An auto mega dealership could

generate 40 million dollars in sales, with 2.8

million dollars in sales tax. A few such

projects would be more than sufficient to cover

the total cost of all the improvements in this

area without the necessity of the proposed

mitigation fees.

2. The study fails to distinguish between office
and retail developments. Office developments .
probably generate far more peak hour traffic See App. 14
than retail. Perhaps there should be some Response I1.0.2
differentiation in the amount of mitigation
fees imposed in these different categories.

3. Previous proposals have involved mitigation
fees based on trip generation. This creates See App. 14
an incentive for a developer to bulld & project
generating fewer trips. The study proposes a
method which would not do this. I think this
should be considered.

Response II.0.2




4, The mitigation fees proposed would have a
serious impact on development prospects, adding

between 15 and 20% of the cost of a building. See App/ 14
Given the obvious recessionary environment, can Res onse 11.1.3
our area afford +to have this type of P o
restriction? The economic section of the

report deals strictly with the economic effect
on the municipalities involved, without
considering the economic effect on the
businesses, and, conseguently, the populace.

5. The study should also state whether full credit
will be given for all on-site developments
advancing the intent of the GEIS.

6. How will the Town collect mitigation fees on
behalf of the State and County? It does not
appear that enabling legislation is in effect.
Therefore, if +the Town adopts the study's
proposals, a further moratorium may, in effect,
be declared until the State and County pass
enabling legislation, which itself is doubtful.

7. Since the roads in the area are already over
capacity in many cases, an egualization formula
must be devised to impose some of the cost of
new roads alleviating an existing troublesome
situation upon those who created it, i.e., the
current residences and businesses.

g. Both the State and the Federal Government have
recently imposed new air guality standards upon

the manufacturers of automobiles. This should  >e€ App.

See App. 14
Response I11.0.5.

See App. 14
Response II.H.1
and Table II-H-2.

14

significantly alleviate the air guality Response II.I.3.

problems found at sites in the area.

Fineally, one of our clients has asked us to express his
incredulity that an area such as ours, with a long history of
economic problems, would consider institutionalizing impediments
to development of this magnitude, whereas many areas, such as the
sunbelt, provide incentives. Neither of us is sure that this
proposal is consistent with the needs of our State, ©or area, or
with public policy (at least the expressed public policy).

Very truly yours,

COOPER, ERVING, SAVAGE,
NOLAN & HELLER

By:",-’ )
Craig H. Norman

CHN:sc

ce: Clough Harbor Associates




CHARLES T. MALE, INC,
3010 TROY ROAD
SCHENECTADY, N.Y. 12309

October 12, 19230

Mary Burke

Engineering & Planning Services Dept.
272 Maxwell Road

Latham, New York 12110

Re: Albany Area GEIS - Mitigation Fees

Dear Mary:

On behalf of Charles T. Male, 1Inc., I attended the
information meeting at Town Hall on Oct. 2nd. Without more
detailed study than I have had time to review the GEIS, I
cannct address the specifics and magnitude of costs on the
various infrastructure items. However, one important facet
was shown very clearly. The most expensive and costly
component is transportation.

It certainly appears from the statistics of traffic counts on
major highways that a significant percentage of traffic is
pass-through traffic. Very high counts are entering the
study areas from both Schenectady and Saratoga Counties and
almost equal numbers are leaving the opposite sides.
Reversing of this occcurs at the end of the day.

In my opinion it is not fair or equitable to levy mitigation
fees to pay costs of improvement for the high percentage of
pass-through traffic. One newspaper article says that the
future mitigation fee for homes in the study area, could
range between 56,000 and $7,500 per housing unit. Another
article gives the number at $4,500 per unit. I respectfully
request that the philosophy of mitigation fees be considered
to look only at the incremental costs of infrastructure
improvements required by the increased development within the
study area. Even then certain areas will probably be charged
a disproportionate share of the cost.

See App. 14
Response II.H.1.




CHARLES T. MALE, INC.

October 12, 1990
Mary Burke
Page -2-

In any event the fees should not reach a magnitude wherein
the future owners of these homes are penalized unfairly and,
in the best interest of the Town, not stop orderly
development of the Town.

Very truly ycurs,

Charles T. Male, Inc.

%i;/
Kennet . Male
Secretary

KM:dsl




CORRESPONDENCE

Laberge

ENGINEEI’?ING & ENGINEETS, N?Cl-ﬂ':CTS SUNEYORS&.H.AN\ERS
CONSUTING GROUP LD, O T o AT & UDCA
September 11, 1990 E M"f‘ﬁ\
R GEL! i
. . L:_J
SEP 14 1950

Lawrence Calliander, AICP

Clough, Harbour & Associates CLOUGH HARBOUR & ASSOCIATES
3 Winners Circle

Albany, New York 12205

Re: Airport Area DGEIIS
Viliace & Town of Colonie, NY

Dear Mr. Callander:

During our review of the Airport Area DGEIS, we found the following points
which you might want to clarify or correct:

1. Robert Graf is no long Chairman or member of the Village Planning Commis~ See.
sion; the new Acting Chairman is Christopher J. Demnis, Jr. References.

2. Project #3 on Map I1-B-4 and #2 on Map 111-8-1 should be shown as being in  gee Exhibit
the Town, not the Village; also, why is Project s1 on Map II-B-4 {motel 7171-B-4,
expansion) not shown on Map 111-8-17?

3.  Shaker Run Apartments is now proposed for 184 apartments, not 192 {Tables See App.la
11-8-2, 11-B-3 and III-B-1). Response
II.B.3.
4, Map II-D-5: you show an "Existing Town Watercourse Protection Area® along
Shaker Creek in the Village; the portion in the Village is protected by See p.11-66
agreement between the Village, NYSDEC and Shaker Runj; you may want to App. 14 <

correct the map and related discussion. Response
II.F.2.
§. Margaret Schwarz is Village Planning Coordinator, not Village Clerk; the s
Village Clerk is Carol A. Hendrick. ee
References.

§. e are not aware of any agricultural use in the Viilage (p. II-6, bottom). See pp.II-6.

7. The potential for conflicting land uses because of incompatible zoning
between Village and Town is reduced by Wetland A-10 which acts as 2 See pp.IlI-7,
puffer. There is one small area of potential conflict: the business zone II-8.
in the Town west of the Northway and north of Sand Creek Road is surround- '
ed by residential zoning in the Village; this has been brought to the
?‘i:tent')ion of LUMAC and an informal promise made to correct this (Map
-B-2).

4 COMPUTER ORIVE, ALBANY. NEW YORK 12205 518/458-7112




September 11, 1920
Lawrence Callander, AICP
Page Two

10.

11,

12.

13.

Why should Village storm water management plans conform to Town practices?
Are Village practices inadequate? Probably a moot point since virtually
all the Village's portion of the Shaker Creek watershed is developed

except Shaker Run which went through an intensive NYSDEC review.

Some of the "other costs" in Table II-0-4 are annual costs and should not
be added into the total without capitalizing them,

Mitigation fees are uniform for all types of dwelling units; is this based
on research or was this adopted for the sake of simplicity?

It seems that part of the increased demand for golf will come from people
who work in the study area, not just residents; the golf course mitigation
fee - if it is retained - should reflect this. :

It appears that the water mitiaation fee will result in the subsidization
of existing customers of the Latham Water District. Present water rates
are designed to cover operating costs as well as the amortization of the
existing system; as proposed, new customers would pay both for the new
system through mitigation feés as well as contribute to the cost of the
existing system through regular water rates.

“The continued growth of the Capital District economy is a function of how
well each municipality encourages economic development...” (p. II1-28),
should probably be re-written; municipalities have primarily a reactive or
negative role. - : .

If you have any questions or comments, we hope you will call,

VYery truly yours,
LABERGE ENGINEERING & CONSULTING GROUP LTD.

RJW:bb

c:

Hon.

Herbert B. Kuhn, Mayor

S¢e p.II-

and App.

Resnouse
I1.F.2

See App.
Response

II.0.12;
See App.

Resgonse
lll 08‘

See App.

Response
I1.C.13

See App.

64
14

14

14

14

14

Response -

IT.0.14

See App.
Response

11.8.7

14
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October 3, 1990 s

e T
Honorable Herbert B. Kuhn, Mayor 5?4Z“' “rxL»ﬂ*J"L

Village of Colonie
Colonie Yillage Plaza
Two Thunder Read
Albany, New York 12205

Re: Review of Airport Area DGEIS
' Reoort on Public Hearina

Dear Mayor Kuhn:

Attached is a copy of my note to the files reporting on the public hearing of
10/2/90. [ was assured by “hairman Platt of the Town Planning Board that your
comments would be carefully considered. The comments at the hearing raised
some basic issues about the whole report which will require more time to
resolve than the thirty (30) days SEQRA allows, unless an extension is given.
Yo?kmay ;rge Mr. Platt to grant such an extension if you happen to see him or
talk te him. -

We have —dentified an additicnal point that could affect the Village and on
which you might want to comment before October 19, the official -comment dead-
line:

The DGEIS suggests a pocket park off Sunset Boulevard neighborhood. Other
residential growth in the potential service area appears hampered by the
existence of the wetland, the proposed arterial road, and praposed commer-
cial zoning (see attached map) as well as airport noise. Because of the
wetland, it may not be possible to find a suitable site at all. We also
wonder whether the Village has any interest in such a park, how access
would be provided, and who would maintain it.

As part of our review of the Airport Area DGEIS, we checked on the status of
the small piece of the Town on Sand Creek Road, west of the Northway {marked in
blue on the map). This land is now zoned to permit commercial uses. This is a
conflict with the Yillage which we pointed out at the Land Use Management
Advisory (LUMAC} meetings. At the meeting, we were promised LUMAC would
recommend regidential zoning for this land. Apparently this fell through the
cracks and no recommendation for zoning change is contemplated.

A CTWAD TED TYIN/AE ALQARN MDA WINY2 4ANE P . TR

See

App. 14

Response
IT.L.1.

See pp.lI~7,
II“S -




October 3, 1990
Honorable Herbert B. Kuhn, Mayor
Page Two

1f you would like to pursue this matter, we have been advised you may want to
write to Supervisor Field (copy to Ms. Mary Burke, Engineering and Planning
Services Department), asking him to initiate the re<zoning to a residential
zone compatible with the adjoining development in the Village.

We are of course, as always, ready to discuss this letter and its attachments
with you at your convenience.

Very truly yours,
LABERGE ENGINEERING %
CONSULTING GROUP LTD.

.’"l ’
7/ Chier Planner ’/y

RJW:we
enc,
¢: Carol Hendricks, Village Clerk



STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,

84 HOLLAND AVENUE 7\

ALBANY. N.Y. 12208 /7

JOHN E. TAYLOR. PE. AR '9{"6. ’ KLIN E. WHITE
REGIONAL DIRECTOR i @/. G’;_ MMISSIONER
October 19, 1990 L, &
H '1’4“:"!1"5. {"
Mr. Peter Platt, Chairman o Ve 5:?%;
Town of Colonie Planning Board \<; ety 4
272 Maxwell Road S
Latham, NY 12210 Nk

Re: AIRPORT DGEIS
Dear Mr. Platt:

We have reviewed the Draft Generic Envirenmental Impact Statement
(DGEIS) for the Airport Area of Colonie, New York prepared by
Clcough, Harbour & Associates. We commend the Town of Colonie,
Albany County, and the Village of Colonie for considering the needs
of one of the fastest growing sections of the Capital District,
through a coordinated approach that identifies the services needed
to sustain that growth. We agree with the overall premise of the
study that, even with moderate growth, the area will experience
severe impacts to the transportation system which must be addressed
in a logical and phased manner; however, we also believe that the
following comments should be addressed.

The Study correctly recognizes a list of existing deficiencies and
needs previously identified by the Capital District Transportation
Committee; these should be addressed before other improvements can
be considered. However, no general consensus has been reached by
the municipalities involved that these recommended improvements
should be constructed, or how they are to be paid for. Since these
improvements are precursors to future improvements, a
recommendation for how they could be funded should have been
included in the discussion.

It appears that the Target Growth Scenario forecast by the DGEIS
may be on the high side, and that this may affect the scale, or at
least the timing, of needed improvements. Preliminary 1990 Census
tabulations indicate that the growth of population for the Town of
Colonie is lower than that assumed by the study. In addition, the
growth of jobs in the target area is twice that projected by CDRPC.
It may be that the CDRPC forecasts are too conservative for this
attractive area, but a lower growth scenario could have been
examined and alternative transportation improvement proposals
developed for that level of growth.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

See App. 14
Response
IL.H.5.

See App. 14
Response
II.A.1 & II.B.1




Mr. Peter Platt
October 19, 1990
Page 2

We strongly endorse the implementation of TSM strategies as an
alternative to some capital construction, but we believe that a 2%5%
reduction in peak hour demand may be an overly optimistic estimate
of what can be achieved by TSM strategies. The study acknowledges
that the private automobile currently is by far the primary means
of transportation in the study area, and the Capital District, and
yet the effectiveness of the Study's recommended capital
construction plan counts on an aggressive TSM program to achieve
a reduction of 25% in (additional) peak hour traffic demand. The
TSM strategies are defined in only the most general terms, and no
estimate of the costs for implementing them has been developed.

To date, CDTC has achieved only modest success in its efforts to
promote ridesharing. Reports from other areas of the country
suggest that ridesharing is most likely to succeed when large
employment centers are targeted. Increased transit service to the
study area is unlikely unless a way can be found to support service
to the major suburban communities of employees. Bus pools and van
pools are relatively untried in this area, but they and an
aggressive staggered work hour program would require an agency to
take the lead to coordinate their overall effectiveness: they also
are unlikely to be effective with small employers. Other TSM
strategies need to be better defined and endorsed by the affected
municipalities. "We suggest that without a more convincing
assessment of the chances of success for potential TSM measures,
the capital improvement alternatives identified by the DGEIS should

also be evaluated against realistic success rates for TSM
strategies.

We have technical concerns about the design and spacing of the
recommended new interchanges on I-87. It is not readily apparent
that the interchanges would satisfy all applicable geometric and
interchange spacing standards; some further examination of these
matters is warranted. Further, our recent experience with other
Proposals suggests that the FHWA may have concerns ahout creating
new interchanges providing only partial access as shown in Option
2 (Exhibit YI-H-4), and that these concerns would also need to be
addressed. We would also like to point out that we have no plans
to widen the I-87 mainline, and so a widening should not be assumed
for the purposes of the study.

Both Option 1 and Option 2 include providing three through lanes
on Route 7 between the Northway and the Schenectady County line.
We are currently in the final design phase of a project that will
provide five lanes (two through lanes in each direction and a
continuous left-turn median) on Route 7 between Wade Road and St.
David's Lane. This project, to be let in February of 1991, is the
result of thorough consideration of needs and possibilities in this

See App. 14
Response
IT.H.6.

See App. 14
Response
II.H.6.

See App. 14
Response
II.H.7 &
1I.H.8.



Mr. Peter Platt
October 19, 1590
Page 3

corridor. It's important to acknowledge the significant

difficulties that would be faced by any future widening of Route

7 beyond that which will be provided by the current pProject; See App. 14
additional widening of this corridor would require the dislocation Response
of many existing residences and businesses, and could be ITI.H.4.
prohibitively costly in right-of-way takings.

Extensive additional development in the study area could

significantly alter existing surface drainage characteristics, and

these changes must be adequately provided for. In this regard, we See

have a concern about the box culvert conveying Shaker Creek under PpPp.1I-7%$,80,83
Route 7, If future development sufficiently changes drainage

conditions, a major redesign and reconstruction of the culvert to

accommodate new drainage patterns and major storms may be

necessary.

We support the concept, advanced in Section H, that a single agency

coordinate and implement the transportation improvement plan See A 14
recommended by the DGEIS. However, we believe that the Study PP-
should have developed a phased implementation plan designed to Response
accommodate the growth identified. Such a plan would provide a II.H.9.
logical guide for us and for review by the other involved
municipalities.

Finally we strongly support the recommendation of the DGEIS for the
consideration of a Transportation Development District (TDD) . The

Study recommends a number of major capital improvements which will

be necessary not only to attract and new businesses and residents,

but also to benefit existing residential and commercial uses within 14
the Study area. Since funding sufficient to totally implement the See App.
recommended improvements will very likely not be available from Response
Federal or State sources, a Transportation Development District to II.H.10.
help pay for these improvements must be given very serious
consideration., At this time, special State enabling legislation

is required to establish a TDD; we are available to discuss this

matter with you in more detail.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Airport Area DGEIS.
If you have any questions concerning these comments, please call
Joanna Brunso or me at 474-6215. We look forward to working with
you in the future on this important matter.

!Z truly, u

RICHARD W, CARLSON, P.E.
Director, Planning & Program Management
Region 1

RWC/JMB/dah




Mr. Peter Platt
October 19, 1990
Page 4

cc: John Taylor, Regional Director, Region 1

John Poorman, CDTC Staff Director

Frederick G. Field, Jr., Town Supervisor, Town of Colonie
James J. Coyne, County Executive, Albany County

Herbert Kuhn, Village Mayor, Village of Colonie



Corporate Offices:

--- PINNACLE PLACE « SUITE 200

- McKOWN ROAD Off WESTERN AVENUE
ALBANY, NEW YORK 12203-3409

LEHEM CONSTRUCTION CORP  518-489-3276, TELEFAX 518-489-3553
A WOLANIN COMPANY .

Qctober 3, 1990

Mary Burke

Town Of Colonie

Planning & Engineering Dept.
Maxwell Road

Latham, New York 12110

RE: DGEIS Airport Area
Mary:

It is our opinion that the proposal made in the DGEIS for the
airport area could result in the Town of Colonie tieing itself
into an "Economic Stranglehold.®

The issues as presented must be evaluated on the facts with
some common sense:

1. The DGEIS says that 95% of the highway improvements be
attributed to new development.

FACT: Anyone can see if not one sgquare foot additional were
built that the present highway infrastructure presently needs
major updates just to get to LOS D. In fact, probably 50-75
million dollars right now!

COMMON SENSE: Even some of the anti-growth people in the See A 14
audience at the hearing realize that highway improvements are ee App.

needed now without any growth. We are also in a development Responses
recession that might last several years. The roads need major I1.0.4 & II.0.9.
fixing now!

2. Impact Fee/Special Taxation suggestions that 95% be
attributed to new construction:

FACT: The impact fee rates, atc. as proposed if paid up front

by new development will render the airport area uncompetitive ::: :gz; 14
to cother Capital District areas which don’t have improvement I1 g 3
assessments. In fact, it becomes "Catch 22." M
COMMON SENSE: Special taxation measures such as an enplanement

tax paid by all using the ajirport will raise the funds yet See App. l4
still keep the area competitive. A list of our suggestions Response
for taxes/fund sources is as follows: 11.0.11.

Builders * Developers ¢ Consuitants » Managers




L)

1. Enplanement tax or 18 1 y

2. Utilization of the federal airpert 8.0 billion dol lay fungfoome ;
to improve all roads around the airport. fThese fund an Mg & s
be granted for off airport improvements where they he o

with services to/from the airport. our congressman/
Senators could take this Proposal to FAA and President
Bush on our behalf.

3. Sales tax for purchases/services in Colonie

4. Special distriect tax

5. Airport fee/tax

€. Hotel tax for the area to visitors

7. Taxes on other permitted pProjects, though not in the area
as users of the airport area service.

8. Property taxes revenue

9. State, Federal, County funding

10. Fuel/gasoline/oil tax

11l. Airport parking fee tax as most parking use is by non-
Colonie patrons

12. Cigarette/Alcohol surtax for purchases made in Colonie

13. Linkage fee to developers for higher zoning or intensity

14. Other sources to be identified as part of this GEIS study
to create a base of sources of funds so the infrastructure
can be complated in a rapid and cost efficient manner on
an equitable shared basis

It is our firms contention that everyone must pay their fair
share. That includes new development, people using the roads
as they presently exist, all area property owners, persons
using the airport services from out of our area, etc. This
Should be done through taxation and bonding, not impact fees.
Impact fees generally make an area uncompetitive if other
areas are not using them also. :

We feel that a fair proposal will get everyones cecoperation in
this regard. The long term growth of the Town of Colonie is
at stake with the issues involved. The danger in a proposal
that is not fairly shared by everyone is probably, “Economic
Stranglehold.”

We would appreciate if our commentg in this letter are
addressed in the final GEIS. Thank you!

Sincerely yours,
Bethlehem Construction Corp.

Vincent M. Wolanin, President/CEO

pc Fred Field
Pater Platt
Sue Tatro

1:‘1".. -
NG
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TOWN OF COLONIE
MEMORIAL TOWN HALL
RS. JEAN S. OLTON NEWTONVILLE, N. Y. 12128

Town Historian Telephone 783-1435

October 19, 1990

Engineering/Planning Dept., Town of Colonie
Maxwell Road
Newtonville, NY 12128

Att: Mary Burke, Planning Coordinator
Re: Planning for the development of the Airport area.

Dear Mary:

The economics of Tourism and Visitation to Cultural Sites of Historic
Interest are being stressed in all areas of our country as well as in for-
eign countries.

Having heard some of the comments at recent public meetings regarding
the GEIS Draft Study, I would like to re-emphasize the importance of our
own nearby Shaker Historic District, particularly the segment owned by
Albany County. This portion includes the Ann Lee Pond, most of the Shaker
Creek and the wetlands surrounding them; the Shaker Cemetery; the Shaker
Orchard and the open space surrounding those bodies of water and the sever-
al remaining buildings of the 1800's, built by the Shakers of the Church
Family. These buildings include the Meeting House, the Elders House or
Ministry, the old Laundry, the Barn, the Creamery and former Tannery,

We hear a great deal about the economic benefits of development around
the airport. It would be highly detrimental to the whole project if these
buildings and open space were not preserved. (The buildings are presently
occupied which constitutes a very acceptable adaptive use). Through our
publications and other educational activities for both children and adults
promoted by the Shaker Heritage Society and the Historical Society, the
public is becoming more aware ofthe significance of having the site of the
founding of the Shaker Sect in the midst of our commmity. The National
Register of Historic Places, as well as the State, has recognized the
gig;lifiiance of this District, re: their historic value, their archeolog-
ical value,

I would like to go on record as requesting that our local government See App. 14
Put into effect the enabling legislation to further protect this valuable Response ..

site. II.K.4.

Sincerely,

AL,
ean S. Olton

cc: Fred G. Field, Jr. Town Supervisor
Mary Brizzell, Deputy Supervisor
Members of the Town Board
Diane LaCivita, Shaker Heritage Society




I

ey = -

I3 — ,
-4 . H .

THE HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF THE TOWN OF COLONIE

i 1 . MEMORIAL TOWN HALL

C{(Q@‘M: H NEWTONVILLE, NEW YORK 12128-0508

1 . 518 - 783-1438

October 19, 1990

Historiaal &oiolr
Fonaded 1971

Engineering/Planning Dept. Town of Colonie
Maxwell Road
Newtonville, NY 12128

Att: Mary Burke, Planning Coordinator
Re: Planning for the development of the Airport Area.

At our recent regular meeting, the Trustees and members of the
Historical Society of the Town of Colonie voted unanimously (50
persons present) to endorse preservation of the Shaker Historic District
as a local historic landmark.

We wish to emphasize the importance of this site, which has been
on the National and State Registers of Historic Sites since 1973. It
has also been recommended in the Land Use Management Survey and Plan
which was completed almost two years ago, and is awaiting action by the
Town Government.

In view of the emphasis on development of the areas nearest the Air-
port facilities, we are especially concerned about the buildings, open
space and wetlands in the vicinity of the Church Family buildings.

Since we have such a unique site in our midst and in the center
destined for economic growth, it should be noted that people from all See App. l4
over the country and world come to visit Shaker Sites. Thousands of Response IIL.K.4.
local school groups and adults have visited the site and others nearby
in the last few years. Making a real effort to preserve and protect the
Shaker Site could only be of benefit to all.

Sincerely,
Hollore depid
William Scheib

Members of The Historical Society
Town of Colonie

R
Sl
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CHARTERED BY THE REGENTS OF THE UMIVERSITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK




October 19, 1990

Ms. Mary Burke

TOWN OF COLONIE
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

272 Maxwell Road
Latham, New York 12110

Reference:  COMMENTS FOR THE DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY

Dear Ms. Burke:

Please accept the following comments, 9{ssues and questions to be considered and
addressed as part of the GEIS.

1) The GEIS seems to be a very thorough analysis of projected growth, the impacts of
the projected growth and the improvements necessary to allow the projected See App. 14
growth. The GEIS, although identifying many methods and options to regulate Response
growth, does not appear to be a tool to identify or establish a minimum or 11.B.10
maximum level of future growth, and or a tool to control growth. With the GEIS
as a base of information, who (how and when) do the growth controls and/or
regulations become introduced?

2} The acceptance of GEIS should not be interpreted as the fina]l resolution of the
issues addressed (i.e. the quantity and location of future growth, the mitigation See A 14
measures require by future growth, the establishment of new Zoning and/or R PP-
preserve districts, etc.). The resolution of these items are the responsibility esponse
of the community and the governing bodies of the communfty. 1Is it an accurate 11.B.8.
assumption that much more work must be done by the Planning Department prior to

resolution of items addressed in the GEIS? What is the plan by the Town for
these next steps?

3) It seems odd that with $190 million worth of mitigation measures proposed in the See A 14
study, that pothing is being proposed to be done to improve the existing sanitary ee App-
sewer system (or lack of existing sanitary sewer systems in areas such as 0ld Response
Wolf Road). Why hasn’t a comprehensive plan for sanitary sewer been addressed - 1I.G.2,

a project by project analysis has not been successful in the 01d Wold Road area
in the past, how will it be successful in the future?




Ms. Mary Burke

TOWN OF COLONIE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
October 19, 1990

Page 2

4) Regarding the scenic views identified in the GEIS - how do the inclusion of these
ten (10} photographs affect future development on the lands identified in the
photographs? Wwho officially accepts the views to be classified as scenic - what
is the criterta of a scenic view?

See
App. 14
Response

II.B.11.

5) Who, how and when will the "real" target growth be established? See App. 14 Reznonze
. Exec. Sum. 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the abovg questions.

GJS/vcb




BRITISH AMERICAN

198 British American Boulevard, Latham, NY 12110
{518) 786-6000  Fax (518) 786-1134

October 17, 1990

Mr, Peter Platt

Chairman

Planning Board

Town of Colonie

¢/o Enginecring and Planning
Services Department

272 Maxwell Road

Latham, New York [2110

Dear Mr. Platt:

British American appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Study prepared by Clough Harbour for the Town, County and
Village, Our comments are as follows:

1. Our calculations indicate that the mitigation fees, il implemented as set forth See App. 14
in the study, will negatively affect the competitiveness of developers in the Response
office market, effectively pricing such office space out of the marketplace. IT1.0.3.

Because economic conditions have changed since the study was initiated and
this area of the country isin an economic downturn, cvery advantage is needed
to stay competitive, Each doliar of impact fees means a 15 cent per square
foot increase in the rental rate. Such an increase could be a determinative
factor in whether a developer obtains a tenant or not.

2, The target growth future used by the study is unrealistic in that it posits a
growth rate not supported by absorption rates seen in the past. While future
development in the area is to be expected, it will more than likely not be at the
rate predicted by the target growth future. It is important to remember that See App. 14
the new space being built is primarily for tenants moving within the area, not
new businesses coming into the area. In fact, the growth rate in the Capirtal
District over the past ten years has only been 1.8%. Raising the costs of
renting space through mitigation fees will further impair efforts to bring new
businesses into the area.

Response
IT.A.1 & II.B.1

3. As the Town of Colonie has grown over the years, it has also changed in
character from a primarily agricultural community to a suburban residential
and office market. As the Town changes in character, different standards




services must apply. For example, there is going to be more congestion on
¢ Town's roads. To make the improvements requircd to replicate road
onditions of 10 or 15 years ago would be prohibitively expensive, We must
determine what standards are acceptable given the character of the Town
1oday and take steps to meet them.

4. Even assuming a standard that would allow for more congestion and greater
population density, existing conditions in the Town are not close to meeting
today's needs, and those areas must be addressed lirst. To require new
businesses and new homeowners to pay for redressing problems which exist
today is an unfair charge on them. In addition, since the benelits of the
improvements will accrue to the entire community, not Jjust the newcomers, it
is unfair to require them to pay for cverything.

5. In considering potential growth for the future, it would be usefu! to remember
that the moratorium that was placed on expansion while the Town, County and
Village undertook the GEIS will have a disheartening, dampening effect on
growth that will linger far beyond the end of the study. Developers and
businesses are avoiding this area in the Town and will for some time until the
effect of the mitigation fees becomes clear, Costly mitigation lces will also
lower the economic value of the land of existing fandowners, making it more
difficult to develop and lowering the return-to be expected on the property,

6. Finally, the tax rate for the residential community in the Town wil] g0 up, as
it has this year, because of a reduction in commercial growth caused by the
impact fees. The business community has paid the bill for Colonie’s growth
to date, by paying taxes which allow the Town to provide services while

See App. 14

Response
IT.H.30.

See App. 14
Response II.O0.4.

See App. 14

Response
I1.0.3,

See App. 14
Response IL.0.5.
I1.0.4.

Once again, we would like to express our appreciation for the opportunity to
comment on the study and look forward to some resolution of these issues in the Final

Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

BRITISH AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT

Rl W Gy

Charles W. Poe, Ir.
Vice President
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TOWN OF COLONIE

Z72 MAXWELL ROAD
LATHAM, NEW YORK 12110

ENGINEERING & PLANNING SERVICES DEPARTMENT
TELEPHONE 482-0248

Robert S, Mitchall
DIRECTOR

October 9, 19949

Larry Callander

Clough, Harbour & Associates
III Winners Circle

P.0O. Box 5269

Albany, New York 12285-5269

Dear Larry,

Enclosed for your information are comments which I have received
to date with regard to the Draft GEIS for the Airport Area.

In addition, please address the following comments from Robert
Mitchell and Mike Lyons of this office:

l.) In the Section II. - Transportation, page 119,
number &, reference is made to Route 7. This
should be Route 5.

See p. II-126.

2.) Map II-M-1, School District Boundaries, is See Exhibit
incorrect. II-M-1.

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

4Tk
Lty P T s N
——T
Mary Burke
Senior Planner
Pet E Platt f":_ﬂjg_","_ll_:'!ﬂ”"r'_—.—_-—:
cc: eter E. L I AT
Susan M. Tatro b".j,..-k"—- J&&,‘J
0CT 1: 1900

enc: 3

“LOUGH HARBIYZ 3 Asepp:
An Equal Opportunity Employer V& ASSOCIATES




Newtoarille Neighhorbood Association
PO. Box 223, Newtoarille, N.Y, 12128

STATEMENT ON THE DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

The draft statement gives the appearance of being a
thorough study, including many interesting and informative
charts and maps and is comprehensive in scope. Those who
worked on this project should be commended for their
efforts and the thoroughness of their study.

There are, however, some points in the document which are
cause for misgiving. This document will deal with what we
regard to be some seriocus shortcomings.

Perhaps the most important of these deals with the premise
which underlies the analvsis of the degree to which the
area around the airport is to be developed. To describe the
“high growth” in terms of all of the current development
Proposals now on the drawing board creates an entirely
erroneous impression. New proposals are likely to surface
at any time so that, within the time period of the study,
there will probably be additional proposals for
development. Consequently, "high growth development" is a
misleading label at best.

Even more misleading is the term "target growth
development.” A target is a goal of some sort and suggests
a desirable point at which one seeks to arrive. To be
meaningful, there must be some way in which it may be
reached and it must have been deliberately selected as
something which is in fact to be wished. This "target” has
been culled from among the development proposals by
deleting those which have been deemed "unrealistic”, and
there is no recommendation for any means by which this
"target" may be achieved. As to its desirability, the study
points to "inevitable" damage to transportation, air
quality, animal habitat, wetlands, historic sites, as well
as the expenditure of hundreds of millions of taxpayer
dollars. This target hardly seems worth shooting at.

We also wonder whether the estimate of passenger growth at
the airport took into consideration the effect of the
opening of Stewart Airport. People living south of Albany
may find it an attractive alternative to Albany Airport.
Indeed, there may be more Albanians lured to Stewart than
ever were to New York City’'s other three airports in the
past. We realize that the development of the airpeort is not
subject to control by the Town, but we wonder to what
extent the figure given by the draft is realistic in the
face of recent developments.

The apparent omission of any way in which the Town may

See App. 14
Response III.B.8,.

See App. 14
Response II.B.1l.

See App. 14
Response II,B.6.




influence the course and pace of development to keep it ~
within limits which residents can accept, is particularly
disturbing. We realize that the airport and County

property are beyond the control of the Town, but the gee App. 14
purpose of the study is to deal with those things which the esponse
Town can control or, at least, influence. Hopefully, the I1.8.12.

Town will find the means to influence the development
around the airport to avoid the damage projected in this
study.




(g
:ﬁ‘&?@“ 5
1& . Michael Zabinski
Q‘@ oe 8 Larkspur Drive
@@ﬁﬂ*ﬁ P Latham, New York
) . 12110
. (518) 783-7430

September 10, 1990

Town of Colonie Planning Board
272 Maxwell Road

Latham, New York

2110
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I am writing with regard <o the Drafi Generic
Environmental Impact Statement, prepared by Clough Qarncu
and Associates, which assesses the impact of airpor
expansicn upon the surrounding community. BRs a residen: cf
Latham for the last five years, I wish to oIfer my commenis
ané experiences on certain aspects of airpor:i expansicn I
selieve to be inadequately addressed in the cdraft document.

Specifically, my ccnce:n is with nighitime nolse
ag Zrom fixed base operations and maintenance of
ller driven aircralit at +n= airport. Much aitention is
had on the problem of ncise generzted Dy dJeis upon
el : share io this concern and
by nciss i:c# “his

iesser ncern than

o ma_“.ena“c° az

takeci? and landing, and while I
am oczasionally bothered at night
source, i%t is for me and my fami
the noise generated by proveller
“_gh-. Tnis phenomenon is net con & in the ceccument.
Zilough Harbour's only commeni on the ncise generated Dy
nrop ériven planes is to state that such planes do nst
generate as much noise as jets upon takeoif and landin
{see Section J, p. II-170), and this is certainly true.
~hey 4o, however, generate a considerabie amouni of no:
when "ruaup"” at night. As the documen: noted, the number ci
air taxi operations has increased d:amatica_ly over the
last nine years. In fact the rate of increase is some 500%
over that projected for 1988, due, no doubt, to the
deregulation of the industry in the early eighties and the
consequent movement by commuter lines citen empioying
smaller prop driven planes into marke‘s abandoned by
larger, jet serviced carriers. Should it continue, this
-rend, in conjunctien with airpors expanszon can only be
n-«:pec ed %o result in further increases in the number of
z by prop driven pianes. Certainly, th increase in
ill have to be met wi,L a cc::es:ord_“g 1c:ease
1i;1es to service and maintain these pianes. Sinc
ance must necessarily be periormed while the p.ane
in use, usually at night, I can only expect that as
a result of expansion, the incidence of nighttime runups
will increase along with the increase of flights if
ameliorative measures are not Zound and implemented.
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?&qm .
§8 ¢§ﬁ ;E-support of my concerns, let me provide you with
ackground. A little over two years ago two new
Shmuteriairlines began operation at the airport, Business
Express; an affiliate of Delta Airlines, and Trans Rorld
!L£E§p:ess, an affiliate of TWA. Since that time, we have been
almost continually bothered by nighttime runups, even
though such practices are specifically prohibited by
airport regulations (so noted in the draft document).
Enforcement of the noise abatement program as it relates to
nighttime runups is non existent. Numerous complaints to
Mr. Masko both in person and by phone have been
! ineffective: he was evidently either unwilling or unable to
correct the situation. His advise was to call the tower
whenever I was bothered by runups. Numercous complaints to
the tower were met with the response that it was Albany
County's responsibility to correct the situation. In other
words, all I got was bureaucratic shuffle. Letters to the
FAA were similarly full of platitudes, but lacking in any
results. It was not until I began geing to the airport at
3, 4, 5, 6 AM, recording the registration numbers of
offending aircraft, and complaining to the upper level
management of the offending carriers that I began to get
some relief. Night*time runups ceased aimos: immediately,
and we remained free from disturbance for a ccuple cf
weeks. Gradually, however, the -unups reappeared, Iir
minutes early (5:35), then 1C, 20, 43 minutes early,
This, of course, was Zpllowed by more complalints,
:mprovement, gradual return, and so on. I believe that
managemen: of the oZfending car-iers, both of which are
headguartered out of state, is sincere in their
Zetermination to abide by airper: policy, but Iind It
éif2icult to monitor their remote operations. In any evenl,
: don't feel that I shoulid be responsible for policing
operations at the airpeort, and I also feel that I should be
entitled to a period of quiet at night. Zvidently so &id
Llbany County and the FAA, both of whom implemented, (but
apparently feel no responsibility to enforce), the
prohibition on nighttime runups.

I recognize that the purpose of the GEIS is not to
solve problems that currently exist at the airport, but to
define and anticipate the future impact of expansion on the
surrounding community. However, before expansion proceeds,

feel that some consideration of noise generated at the
i rmort but not associated with takeoffs or landings, is

m

-
=-

-~
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[y
zzproprisie and necessary. To that end, I would recommend
that the following aspects be considered and inciuded :In
Zuture drafts and ihe {inal document:
1. Carriers performing off hour maintenance work at See pp.I1I-182-185.
the airpor: should be contacted and their present and
future needs and requirements for such work and facilities
should be defined.

2. Just which repairs and services actually regquir
that engines be runup for testing should be determined in




»T
agﬁg?’to avoid needless or gratuitous runups.

@@ﬁ'* 3. Careful measurement of the noise generated by
the varicus maintenance practices should be undertaken.

" ~.This information, in conjunction with 2 above, could then
‘%1 be used by planners as the basis for preparing rational

airport policies which would restrict or otherwise regulate

procedures which generate unacceptable noise levels durin
"gquite hours™ while allowing maintenance personnel the
greatest practical leeway for completing necessary work,
4. Projected expansion of hanger facilities for
prop driven planes, their design, construction, location

nd orientation, and the impact of these variazbhles cn noise

generated within them shoulé be discussecd.
5. A discussion of prospects for mitigating noise
by proper design of maintenance facilities shculd be
undertaken. Currently, runups are performed out in the
open. Could f{acilities be designed which would a2llow
maintenance to be performed in %he night hours while
cortaining or attenuating the noise (eg. underground .test
Zfacilities or larger hangers to permit indoor testing).
€. hre there any landscape technigues (eg.
modification of terrain, etec.) which could be

=

o -

- e ’ -
employed to contain these maintenance areas and isoclate the
noise ihev gensrate?

7. When considering the problem of ncise gensrated
Dy Jeiz. if is genevally recognized tha*t :=he greatest
cencern is amplitude. In other werds, “he noise ig
intenssiy loud. However, *he duration of the intense noise
generated during any given zakesSs ic rela*ively transient,
with most takeciis lasting 33-43 seconds. The problems with
neise generated cduring runups, by Tont-ast, appear o be
due tc the frequency c¢f the noise generated, tha* is the
guality or piich cf the droning produced, 2z well as the
duration of the runup. It is nc2 uncommon Zor a runup %o
last 1C-12 minutes. Alihough rela=ively few runups may be
-

performed in a given period of time, this relazively long
cduration of noise makes measurement problematic, since it
is not amenable to time weighted averaging techniques

commonly used to measure noise generated by jets. Some

discussion of the quality of noise generated by prop driven

planes, as well as the long duration of noise generated
during prolonged runups should be included in the report.
8. My cbservations of noise generated by »ro

g

9. Censiderable research on propeller design aimed

creasing fuel efficiency and reducing noise has been
taken and continues. What would be the impact of
icn of this new technology on future airport

drivern zlanes has revezied that certzin models 22 zirzgraft
are considerably nolsier than others., Iz ligh*+ of this, I
feel thz!t some discussion of this fact be included, in
pariicular, how acdjustments Lo *he mix 2f planes at the
girport may be used to mitigate nigh:time noise,in a manner
similar to that discussed for 3je: planes in Section J.

See p.II-182..

See p.I1I-182-185,

See App.

14

Response I1I.J.1.

See App.

14

Response II.J.l.

& p.'183.

See App.
Response

See App.
Response

See App.
Response

14
IT.J.2,

14
IT.J.3.

14
II.J.4.
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Régations? Do current or likely future carriers have

any

‘%ﬂb to adopt this technology? In a manner similar to that
scussed in Section J regarding jets, what steps could be

taken to provide incentives for carriers to utilize quieter

‘planes?

1¢6. It has been my cbservation that atmospheri
conditions play a significant role in propagating nois
generated at the airpert. This phenomencn should be
examined in greater detail, and results and implicatio
discussed in the report.

11. Lacking any effective physical controls to

c
e

ns

attenuate ground based noise, what could be done to enforce

current regulations on the generation ¢f nighttime noise.
12, What would be the impact of expanding "gulet

hours" a2t the airport from the current midnight - 6 &M

to

11 PM - 7 AM (remember,this noise is not due to takeoffs or

landings, and as such, expanding guiet hours should not
interfere with actual traffic flow).

fhe quality of life enjoyed by the people of
Colonie is one of the Town's mos:t valuable asseis. It is
the attrihute which makes people want to live here. I
realize that airpori expansion is important Zor the well
being of “he tri-county region, and I am not cpposed to a
sensible, well considered upgrade of fhe airperi. 3ut my
enperiense with aver the ited expansion experienced by
the zirpert in re nas not been faverablie., 3elere
we jump into expansi botnh fset, let's be certain
Colonie residents no lder =he burien of ai-fport
expansion disproport v, It may take 2 little longer
and ces: a littie meo dc ke “2% rignt, bui such an
approach is vital Lif <end tc kees Colconle 2 placs
where people want to Ané xeepring Colonie 3 place
where people want & i5 the best guarantee I can ihink
of to insure the continued ecornomic health ¢ the
community.

Thank you for this ¢pper:tuniiy tc comment on the

draft GEIS.

ccC:

omas Jorling
obert Mendez
2y Sherman

Sincerely, éL4£zé{?
lliam Clarke ijispgz;4%4ié%/

See App. 14

Response

I1.J.5.

& g. 11-185.
ag

App. 14
Response LI.J.6,

See p.II-180.

See App.

Response II.J.7,

17-185.




Shaker Meeting House, Albany-Shaker Road, Albany, N.Y., 12211 (518) 456-7890
A
p %
Trpryv

Mary Burke
Engineering & Planning Office
Town of Colonie
272 Maxwell Road
Latham, New York 12110
\
|
|

Dear Ms Burke:

The Shaker Heritage Society's Mission Statement is as follows:
Founded in 1977, the Shaker Heritage Society is
dedicated to the-education of the public about
the Shakers and their influence on.the region,
preserving the integrity of the Shaker Historic
District and rehabilitating the 1848 Shaker Meeting
House as an interpretive center.

Preservation of the integrity of the Shaker Historic District
is crucial to our mission of educating the Community about the

Shakers and their culture; without an intact historic district
it would be difficult for us to meaningfully interpret the

site, or for the public to understand and appreciate it.

We are concerned that both of the development alternatives for

roadway improvements studied in the GEIS destroy the integrity

of the historic district and the Church family site by splitting

it with major roadways. These will make it hazardous to tour See App. lé4
Response II.K.1.

the site and difficult if not impossible to understand the site

and its buildings in their historic context.

This is the site of the first Shaker Settlement in America,

as well as the burial place of the founder, Ann Lee. As such

America’s first Shaker settlement




GEIS pg. 2

it is of great significance from both historical and architectural

viewpoints, and it has been listed on the National Register of

Historic Places by the United States Department of the Interior.

This significance is well documented in the historic section

of the GEISI. It is of interest to many historians and scholars

both nationally and internationally. Among the over 10,000

visitorg Lo tour the site this past year were a crew filming

a special on the Shakers for the BBC, and writers from the See App. 14
Response II.K.4.

National Geographic Society, which featured the site in an article

in their Journal.

The Shaker Heritage Society considers that Preservation of

the Chureh family site consisting of Shaker buildings; fields,

the orchard, Ann Lee Pond, and the Shaker cemetery is of

primary importance; a map showing this paét of the historic

district in moredetail is enclosed. The impact of roads

through the site is a negative one, since they tend to split

the contiguous site into isolated elements, and the historie See App. 14
Response II.K.l.

district would be best preserved if traffic can be directed

around the site, not through it,

The critical segments of roadways we are talking about are
(1) on Albany Shaker Road where it Passes by Ann Lee Pond,
then turns north towards the Albany County Nursing Home

(shown on the attached map) and (2)Watervliet Shaker Road

——---——————..._———_-_——_————q.——--..—_—.---—_—..--—_—-—-q._--————-.--——

l. The GEIS, p. II-183-184 states that the district is significant
in the areas of architecture, commerce, invention, religion,

and social/humanitarianism. It notes that "a critical element,...
is the continuing existence of a historic environmental context,'

thus, ..."the open space...have a crucial visual impact on the
remaining structures."



GEIS pg. 3

These roads cut up the Historic District now, but traffic

usually flows slowly, as it did historically, because there

are several hazardous intersections, and the roads are not wide.
Both alternatives examined by the GEIS enlarge these roads
greatly, and, (also as noted in the GEIS itself) will have a
significant and adverse impact on the integrity of the Historic
site. This impact will not be improved by the suggested "mitiga-

tive measures",

An alternative: we note that the airport access road bypasses
both dangerous intersections and the historic district, and
connects the sections of Albany Shaker Road above and below

(n & s) the Historic District. Enlarging this road has all the
benefits of enlarging Albany Shaker Road without hurting the
historic distriet at all. It would even help to alleviate an
existing bad condition. Similarly, a bypass from Watervliet
Shaker Rd. behind Heritage Park which connected to the northern
end of the airport access road would alleviate more traffic
Pressure on the hazardous intersections, and would easily connect
the east and west sections, improving traffic flow, and reducing

the bad effects of the traffic on the historic district.

This alternative would improve the bad impact of roadways on
the historic district, rather than destroying the historic
district, would seem to be a lot less expensive than the alter-
natives studied, and would dramatically improve access to

Heritage Park as well.

We are upset that the sections of the GEIS seem to have been

See App. 14
Response II.K.Ll.

See App. l4
Response II.K.l.




GEIS pg. 4

done in isolation. A major concern of highway improvements
ought to be to eliminate any bad impact on valuable historic
teésources, yet here none of the obvious alternatives which would
avoid the problems have been studied. Far from improving the
situation with respect to the historic district, both alterna-
tives exacerbate existing problems, and would have a devastating

effect on the Historic District.

Sincerely,

Shaker Heritage Society,
Site Committee

RR:amh
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JOSEPH J. CHIEFARI
DIRECTOR

Davip C. MCMGRRIS
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT;

PURE WATERS DEPARTMENT
108 WADE ROAD
LATHAM, NY. 12110

785-3702
785-3716

MEMORANDUM

Mary Burke, Sr. Planner, EPSD
David McMorris, Pure Waters Dept.
19 October 1990

Albany County Airport Area - Draft GEIS

The Pure Waters Department has reviewed the above subject
report and find it to be acceptable as drafted.
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Response to Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Airport Area
Submitted by Rita Weis -

To facilitate review my comments will follow the format of the
GEIS Report: Summary, Specific Sections with recommendations and
an Index at the end,

Sumpary

The overall impression is one of excellence. The graphics are
Qutstanding. Research is Grade A and the writing clear and
concise,

The target growth scenario is much to ambitious for the same
reasons the build-our was rejected: (a) cost and source of
funding (b) geological limitations (¢} legal restrictions (d)
environmental concerns.

Misconceptions can be corrected by updated facts and a
reexamination of data in the report, especially in the Index.

Airport

Albany Airport has not developed as g3 major hub but jis a feeder
base of commuter destination. The conclusion, voiced at the
Public informational meeting, that the ANCLUC estimate of
171,504 operations was almost reached by the actual figure of
165,759, reflecting little change misses the mark. Air Carrijer
figures declined by over 6,008, General Aviation by over 54,999
while Air Taxis went up 580%, 68,122 instead of the 13,624
expected. General Aviation jet operations were only 1,825
instead of 4,171.[1]

Airport expansion has slowed(2) and might even decline more
because: (1) airline consolidation (2) the troubles of its major
line, U.S5. Air[3) {3) plane occupancy of only 40%, 58% at

peak [4] (4) mounting fuel costs (5) competition from Stewart and
Saratoga (6) economy.

If air controllers are cut, a decline in pPassenger boarding will
be dramatic, [5)

Demographics

Table II-A-2 predicted a Colonie population of 81,258 in 1989
growing 99,677 in 2005,[6] "the 1998 census preliminary report
showed 76,292 peocple in the town and its two villages".[7] Even
adding the 672 counted in the challenge, the population is still
less than 77,080. This is 4,800 below the projected 1989
estimate.[8] This raises serious doubt about the accuracy of
the projection for 2pgs. "The average number of Persons per
housing unit dropped in the past decade from 2.9 to 2.56",[9)

An important omission in the study is the implication of the
makeup of the population. Nationally there has been slow growth
in the working age population due to the "absorption of baby
boomers and arrival of the baby bust generation". [18]

See App. 24
Response II.A,1]

See App. 14
Response II.B.2.

See App. 14
Response II.A.1l
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"In the Capital District the proportion of the population under
a@ge 18 is even lower than the national average. Also, the
Capital District's pPopulation is older than the national
average",[11]

"Albany County is growing older, and is expected to age through
the year 2818 and beyond. In 1998 the Albany County population
aged 68 years and over will comprise fully 19.3% of the entire
county population. The elderly, particularly the older elderly,
are increasingly living alone".([12} Therefore, the occupancy
ratio may continue to decline.

The increase in the birth rate, now occurring, has begun to
impact the lower grades. South Colonie has opened two
elementary schools in two years.[13]

In ten years they may be impacting economic growth and in 28;
home purchases, beyond the time frame for this study. Unti}]
then population figures should be stable.

The economic effect of these figures are direct. The slow
growth in the working age population resulted in a decline in
economic growth, from 2% in the 1978's to 1% in the 1988's and
nNow to only .6% because of: fewer household formations and less
residential construction and its concomitant results, less
demand for furniture, equipment, etc. The older population
means less demand for consumer goods. [14]

Other economic forces which affect the reality of the

development proposed are: (1) Debt burden, public and private.

Consumer debt climbed from 372.3 billion to 798.6 billion while  See App. 14
savings declined from 7.5% to 1.8% from 1981 to 1987. Response II.A.2.
Installment debt rose 16%. The savings rate is recovering to

5.1%.(15] (2) The shift to a service economy instead of a

manufacturing one means lower incomes.

Ihe Enviropment

The executive summary on page 3 mentions that 3,320 acres or 39%
of the 8,580 acres in the study area are still undeveloped. Mr.
Peter Conway, at the public informational meeting, mentioned
that 34% would be developed leaving only 5% of the area for
green belt areas.

Such development would be directly opposed to the goals of the

people of Colonie as defined in the LUMAC Study: (1) Protect and See App. 14
conserve Historical Sites (2) Conserve key open spaces and Response
environmentally sensitive areas. (3) Maintain active I1.B.15.
agricultural lands.

In regard to the latter, the study mentioned four ways this
could be accomplished.[16] Only preferential assessment appears
to be presently practical if the feeling expressed by the
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farmers are to be considered, [17]

Insufficient research has been conducted on rare plant and
animal species. The report states: "Based on correspondence
with Burrell Buffington of DEC and field investigations, no
state or federal rare or endangered mammal ian species inhabit
the study area".([18]

Not exactly. What Mr. Buffington's letter said was: "site
specific or comprehensive surveys for plant and animal
cccurrences have not been conducted...we cannot provide a
definitive statement on the pbresence or absence of species,
habitats or communities".[19]

See p.II-40,I1I-55,

The field investigations mentioned have not been documented and See App. l4
are unavailable for consideration. Inclusion in the final draft Response II.D.4
would be helpful.

The mitigation measures on PP. 47 to 49 are also well thought
out, Strict site clearing, tree preservation, Site inspections
and the two for one tree replacement hold promise. Specific
ecological studies hold Promise but require legislation, the
need for a municipal plan for the Ann Lee Pond is a point well
taken; cooperation between the affected municipalities is
imperative. In regard to the pond, the fishing possibilities
were mentioned in the text but disregarded in the Appendix 7,
Full Environmental Assessment Form.

The section on Aquatic Ecology was fascinating. The delineation
of legal possibilities raises new hopes for protection of
environmental areas. The Section 484 of the Federal Clean Water
Act (pg. 52) as to the responsibility of Property owners to the
U.S. Corps of Engineers would seem a major hurdle to development
of most of the area involved. The no net loss policy (pg. §3)
would further inhikit development. Best of all is the statement
on page 54 "In order to protest the existing ecological
communities in the Study Area it is important that contiquous
undeveloped parcels be preserved”.

This was underscored in the letter to Mary Burke from William J.
Clark, D.E.C.[28] BHis point is that the cost of development may
outweigh the benefit since "open space / natural areas are a
rapidly dwindling resource in Colonie, particularly around the
Airport / Wolf Road area. This makes the establishment and
maintenance of permanent open space greenbelt areas a vital
necessity".

His nucleus would include: Ann Lee Pond, Watervliet Historic
District, several hundred acres of freshwater wetlands
associated with Ann Lee and Stump Ponds as well as the Shaker
Creek and its Headwaters, the Shaker Creek corridor, Mohawk
River Wetlands, Shaker Creek tributary on the east side of the
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See
Airport and Avis Drive, the Shaker Ridge Country Club and a App.: 14
pPortion of the 160 year floodplain. Response

i II.D.5.
This doesn't leave much to develop.

ection E ound Water

Here again severe impacts should hinder development. A seasonal
water table depth of @ to 14 inches completely surrounds the
Airport except south of the west runway to the Northway.

All of the area west to Sand Creek (including Stump Pond to its
limit}) and north to Route 155 is a recharge area; east of Sand

Creek (South Family to Ann Lee Pond) and north of 155 on Albany
Shaker Road to the jail are both recharge areas Exhibit II E-2.

Section II page 6@ Stormwater Flows "the entire Shaker Creek
drainage area is approximately 7,680 acres of which 6,100 acres
lie within the Study Area".

Page 62 "Stormwater run-off resulting from rain and snowmelt
drains off paved surfaces at the Airport, enters Shaker Creek at
various points and eventually enters the Mohawk River
approximately one mile west and upstream of an intake structure
to the Latham Water District's filtration plant". "Watersheds
drain to Class A drinking water supplies or to environmentally
sensitive lands", (pg. 8)

Given these facts any building in the area should be required to
identify areas that will require excavation below the water
table and the land use which could have the potential to store
contaminants on site". (pg. 56)

The cost of protecting the water table should be an anticipated
cost of development in the entire area and may make a project
unprofitable. If not, the community will have to pick up damage
control costs which I find an unacceptable alternative.

Page 82 also identifies flooding areas which make building
impractical:

Old Wolf and Watervliet Shaker Road
01d Wolf and Albany Shaker Road See A 14
Albany Shaker Rocad near Ann Lee Pond ee App. )
Shaker Creek from the Airport to Route 7 Response II.E.Z2.

B L) BN

.
.
.
.

et e

It alsc makes road improvements more expensive.

Some recommendations in the environmental section are more
practical than others, but all are worthy of consideration.
Some would require legislation. The suggestions to involve all
levels of government has special merit. The Ann Lee Pond area
was mentioned but the same arguments could be made for the
entire Airport area. An environmental committee for that
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purpose would be my first Suggestion. Others in the GEIS report
of special merit are:

) Overlay District

) Greenbelt selective purchase money from developers

.} Conservation easements

) Strict site Clearing and tree preservation {already in
progress in Colonie)

5.} Two for one tree replacement

6.) Specific ecological studies

7.) Reduce densities allowable near greenbelt areas

Cn page II-53: Net loss policy which "requires a developer to
obtain a wetland disturbance Permit to create a comparable
amount of new wetland area".

On page II-54 connection of wetlands: "In order to protect the
existing ecological communities in the Study Area, it is
important that contiguous undeveloped parcels be preserved."
History supports this idea as the Shakers piped water from Stump
Pond and all are connected at the water table level.

Once lost, never recovered. The help available from the USDA See App. 14
Soil Conservation Service of the Federal Government at no cost Response
should be obtained. 11.D.5.
Otiliti

The total cost of supplying water as outlined in Section 1II,
Page 61 of $25,524,308 would make the cost per dwelling unit or
square foot of commercial space high but it would be fair to
assess it to new development. New sewage and water capacity are
being applied to Route 7 and should be apportioned to any new
development in the area.

Niagara Mohawk's claim of capacity available is suspect. The See App. 14
company already cuts the residential capacity at busy times Response
especially the Christmas Season. Second, they are pursuing a II.G.1.

timed rate service to stretch the capacity they already have.
Any new expenses should be assigned to expansion properties.

Transportation

Exit 3 development and the arterial from Route 7 to Wolf Road
are unacceptable on these counts:

l1.) No solution to traffic problems
2.) Environmentally devastating
3.) Cost
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New roads do not solve traffic problems. Alternate 7 is at

capacity at peak hours, Route 7 is being widened and will still

not meet the demand. “Route 7 improvements...will not be

sufficient to accommodate an additional throughlane".

(Transportation, II-133}) Yet this through traffic is what

should be accommodated. Consider the traffic count (Map II H-1
| "1990 Existing Traffic"):

l.) Route 7 west of Albany Shaker Road Daily - 35,719
2.) Route 7 east of 014 Niskayuna Road Daily ~ 34,477
3.) Route 7 east of Wade Road Daily - 33,179

Only 2 1/2 thousand cars are leaving Route 7, most are going
through. Wade Road only carries 3,717 cars 50 the arterial and
Wade Road widening are both unnecessary. Exit 3 is likewise
impractical. It would bring traffic to the busiest area of Wolf
Road. (41,741 Map II H-1 "199g Existing Traffic™) Much of Wolf
Road traffic is self generated , 31,654 from Route 5 and 35,719
west of Albany Shaker Road. The interchange at Wolf and Albany
Shaker Roads works well except for the Maxwell Road connection;
the planned service road might remedy this. Instead of Exit 3,
have all truck traffic exit at Exit 5 and close the western on See App. l4

ramp at 5 to facilitate this. Exit § is under utilized and this Response II.H.l6.
would move car traffic faster.

The second reason against the arterial and Exit 3 is the
environmental damage to Ann Lee Pond, the watershed area and
Shaker Creek "it is in clear conflict with the State's
Freshwater Wetland's Law'.[28]

Third is the cost in terms and land and money (II pg. 147) 187
acres ROW $125,598,004.

Recommended is the suggestion to "limit traffic on the Airport
Access Road to Airport related traffic only "since 46% of
traffic is through traffic",[21]

The study (Transportation), pg. 119, includes a list of

improvements to improve traffic flow at much less cost than new

conStruction. Prudence would dictate that they be finished. If See App. 14
problems were still unsolved, new construction would have a Response II.H,20.
better understanding of which areas would be subject to heavy

transportation assessments.

I endorsed all the recommendations but feel #3,4 and 8[21]
involving Watervliet Shaker Road should be given priocrity
because the new town buildings will severely impact this area.
Another idea is that British American should pay for the two
improvements at their road. These have been conveyed to CDTC.

Air Oualit

Page 163. The carbon monoxide levels (ld4ppm) are exceeded at six
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intersections already with the worst 24.1ppm at Wolf Road and
Central Avenue.

Besides traffic mitigation measures, of which varied work hours,
mass transportation and vans for employees are promising;
lowering traffic volumes by curtailing the projected development
may be our sole option. The scaring o0il prices and depression
like conditions may also drop traffic counts.

Noise
Noise restrictions also reduce the possibility of development in
the Airport Area. On II-166 these areas are: Buhrmaster and

River Roads to the north, Watervliet Shaker, Karner Road and
east of Wolf Road between Sand Creek and Shaker Road.

Residential construction would be difficult; deed restrictions
mentioning the damaging noise levels would be mandatory.

Business or retail buildings would reguire extensive and
expensive insulating techniques.

New noise testing should be done before any more conclusions can
be reached since plane patterns vary, the types of planes have
changed and helicopters were not included in the previous
study.[22] Citizen input should be included. Any notification
of when testing was being done would negate the accuracy of such
testing.

The mitigation measures mentioned on pps. 174, 176 and 178 are
excellent: (a) Noise overlay zone (b) Ordinance for buyers of
homes in 651dn (I would prefer lower standards for any young
couples since infants are especially susceptible) with noise
impacts in the deeds (c¢) Prohibit night operations and
especially (d) an ongoing monitoring program.

Two unfortunate factors make this last item especially
important: (1) Plane overloading which keep the plane lower and
noisier over residential areas (2) Rogue pilots or lost ones who
fly unacceptable routes at low altitudes, especially in the
summer over swimming pools.

Bistoric and Cultural

This section was outstanding for its depth and cooperation of
all contacted parties.

Two comments deserve special emphasis as again severely limiting
development.

(a) II-187: "the entire Study Area is considered a highly
sensitive archaeological area".

See App. 14
Response II.J.8,
p-II-184, IT1-185,
II-191.
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(b) 11-1095: "survey by archaeologists should be required for all
development proposals within the Study Area".

Two mitigation measures (pg. 189) require Town action
immediately:

1.) Refine boundaries of Watervliet Shaker Historic
District (map shows differences).

2.) Enactment of an ordinance for a Town Preservation
Committee,

Fiscal Impacts

Besides the declining economy, the study itself proves that
legal environmental restrictions, ground water, health risks,
traffic overload, noise impediments and cultural concerns make
even the limited target development scenarioc much too ambitious.

The conclusion of applying 95% of costs to future development is
sound but would be difficult to implement and make profitability
almost impossible for any developer.

If overlays are developed for green space, aquifers, traffic
overloads, noise areas and historic areas, the truth of my
conclusions would be apparent. Please put them in the final
drafzt.

See App.
Response

See App.
Response

See App.
Response

I1.B.16.

14
IT.K.4.

14
I1.0.11

14
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Section B-14, Reprint from the Washington Post by Martha
Hamilton,
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Use Study, Section § Page 7.
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GEIS, Index, Correspondence from W. Clark, DEC, December
21, 1989.
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GEIS, Section II, Noise Page 169.




New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

2176 Guilderland Avenue, Schenectady, NY 12306
Telephone (518) 382-0680

W
-

October 23, - Thomas C. Jorling

Mr. Peter Platt

Chairman

Colonie Town Planning Board
272 Maxwell Road

Latham, NY 12110

Dear Mr. Platt:

performance standards such as stormwater control,
erosion/sedimentation control and the preservation of mature and
natural trees. As I stated in my December 21, 1989 letter the
stakes here are high: what is the character that the community
wishes to maintain for the future. Wwhat do pecple really envision

this section of the Town of Colonie to look like in 15 Years and See App. l4
beyond? I have specific concerns with the GEIS which T will Response
ennunciate below, but a more general concern is that while T fully IT.B.1.

Support the effort made, I find the Study has limited itself to
essentially only a couple of growth scenario alternatives. and
unfortunately, the two scenarios loocked at (high growth and target
growth) do more to react to development trends rather than control
them.

Continued growth is certainly inevitable and within limits even
desireable. However, no low growth scenario was developed in the
GEIS which might have found & conceivably more appropriate balance
between development needs ang community character/natural resource
needs. For example, the highway improvement Projects discussed
under the target growth scenario are not only stagerring in terms of
total cost (over a $100 million) but several of the improvements
such as widening of roads in certain sections (Albany Shaker Road in
front of Ann Lee Pond) or new arterials (north-south) as well as the
Exit 3 option would also exact a tremendous environmental and
community character cost as well. In contrast to many of the
pProposed highway improvement projects, the impacts associated with
these several high impact highway projects would be significant and

their need, nor give a serious look to other reasonable
alternatives. For exXxample, instead of spending $25 million on a

north-~south arterial or $22 million (est.) on an airport tunnel what
if those monies were Programmed into TSM strategies so that as one




possibility viable low cost mass transit alternatives could be made

available and a system of inc
its use?

oppertunities foregqone for Pr
important remaining natural r

entives and penalties sget up to promote R
1

Thus not only are some important
otecting some of the town's more
esource amenities, but in effect what

lot of time and effort has gone into
ent and that one of the kXey questions
and development scenarios should the

document lock at. There are a number of good ideas in the document

for protecting natural areas,
development performance stand
needs which I can support who

strengthening and standardizing
ards as well as meeting infrastructure
leheartedly and will discuss below.

1. I strongly suggest adding consideration of a low growth
s5cenario for the study area. I offer this suggestion knowing -

that it is quite likely

from the standpoint of land owners and

developers that the target growth scenario already represents a
low growth scenario. However, by not locking at a low growth

its pros and cons angd impacts vs. the

impacts of the high growth and the target growth scenarios
discussion has been short circuited on whether the comnmunity
might find such low growth to be more desirable in terms of

Colonie a desirable place to live. I would suggest a low
growth scenario that looks at half the development levels of

the target growth scenar

io.

In addition to the analysis of a low growth scenarioc the GEIS
should go one step further and look very seriously at the

|
Scenario and evaluating
2,
concept of mandatory clu

stering and in-fill development in the

sections of the study area which already constitute the
essentially urbanized commercial and/or residential centers of

the community (for examp

le Wolf Road). Increasing the density

of development is obviously a problem if agaln as a reaction to

plan everything around one vehicle per person on the road

system particularly at key, crucial, congested times of the
day.

See App. 14

esponse
I.B.1.

See App. l4
Response

I11.8B.3.

See App. 14
Response II.B.1,



Yet the experience in urban Ccities demonstrates that far more
People can be accommocdated in far less space if infrastructure
and transportation needs are met in a way that fosters
alternatives such as mass transit, car-pooling, van-pooling
(also mass transit), walking, biking, etc. Wolf Road could he
more intensively developed with in-f3ill development between

existing buildings (accomplished with the transfer of
development rights from the Greenbe

vehicles and facilities (for example, a combination fleet of
both buses and vans similar to the S.T.A.R. flexible
pickup/dropoff System geared to the destinations of riders and
their density in the some of the outlying areas), on-site car
parking is reduced, parking fees increased and mass transit
fares are held low through subsidies so they would be extremly
affordable and competitve with driving a car. Strategies such

irreplacable, unique and necessary. The in-

fill development
coupled with the expenditures of substantial

sums for mass See
transit/multiple transit alternatives would provide the App. 14
critical mass necessary to entice, if not, force people out of Response
their cars and get us out of the vicious circle of more III.B.2 -
highways, more cars with no real lon

3. In Exhibit II-B-5 (LUMAC future land use) the rezoning
Proposals would not as far as T can tell achieve the target
growth scenario {(nor a low growth or cluster
developments/infill scenario. I am puzzled why Colonie, which
has a very far sighted Land Conservation Zone, has not yet

the Mohawk River Flood Plain,
rucial and important natural
areas such as, for example Ann Lee Pond/Stump Pond and their
associated wetlands among other areas. The other development
tool discussed such as the farm land and open space overlay
district, selective public acquisitions, transfer development
rites and conservation easements I strongly support and agree
could be very effective tools for Land Conservation if they are
implemented. However, as long as the underlying zoning allows
for development of a certain type with certain density there is
an inherent conflict between it and other environmental

overlying the zone (i.e. Freshwater

See
. . . App. 14
m density and in the zoning ordinance. Response
Further, property assesment is based more often that not upon P

€ Zoning. 11.B.4




I am pleased to see on Map II-D-5 a proposed greenbelt that I
feel would go along way to putting in place a cunulative long
range approach to open space set asides on individual Projects
and more importantly would help to maintain a viable presently
functioning eco-system of wildlife and open space. In November
of 1989 I suggested a greenbelt of far larger proportions than

this larger suggested greenbelt area were kept in its present
open space character, without bublic acquisition of all these
Properties that's an impossibility. However, by having a
greenbelt zone, this would allow for requiring development to
be clustered in a manner that allows some use of these

II-D-5., Similarly, the wetlands in that vicinity are far
larger than is depected on the map which extend onto the
Westbury Woods and the former Tri-Cities Industrial Park sites,
These wetlands will have an effect in severly limiting the
amount of developable property on both sites. It is also
PuUzzling that the Shaker-Ridge Country Club and Memory Gardens

properties in an open spacecharacter (for example, the golf

course is a noise impacted area off the west end of the See App. 14
east-west run way and should remain in an open space character Response
not only for that reason, but also for itsg recreational open I1.D.1
Space amentities that it provides to the area, e

4, On Page II-10 it is stateg that some of the farms in the area 14
will remain undeveloped over the next 15 years. Given the cost See App.
of land, development pressures and lack of land use protection Response II1.B.5
there is a very real possibility that in the absence of no
other controls or incentives these properties could very well
be developed.

5. On Page II-13 the pProjection of the loss of 32% of the open
Space and 40% of the active agricultural lands (or over 1000

significant and Profound adverse effect which a greenbelt
helps to mitigate. However, in order for the greenbelt to be
ecologically viable it does need to be enlarged as discussed
above (and in my letter of 11/12/89). 1In addition the design
of highway improvements is going to become extremely important
50 they do not isolate and cut up the different parts of the
greenbelt. (For example, wildlife Crossing a 4-lane flush
median highway is much more difficult than Crossing a 2-lane
highway). The purpose of the greenbelt is to prevent
individual parts of the habitat from becoming cut off,
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isolated, and ultimately degraded so it continues to function
as an ecologically viable whole. In addition, on the issue of
habitat, we suggest that Exhibit II-DP-4 (Potential Wildlife
Habitats) is in fact an extremely useful map and tool which
should be used for identifying the areas or opportunities for
creating or adding on to the greenbelt.

Exhibit II-C~4 and table II-C-1 should identify all hydric
soils which have the potential for meeting a definition for
federally requlated wetlands which will rlace additional
restrictions on development.

The discussion on the airport development plans needs a lot
more detail. For example, the improvements discussed in Table
II-B-5 should include a map identifying the location of all
these proposed improvements, as it is difficult if not
impossible to evaluate (nor does a GEIS attempt to) the
environmental impacts of these improvements., I agree with the
statement that more site specific SEQR analysis and
determinations are going to need to be done for the specific
projects as they come up (page II-21.) I have a difficult time
understanding how SEQR has been satisfied even at the generic
level when these improvements are presented as givens with no
discussion of environmental impacts. For Projects of
potentially significant impact there is no look at less
impacting alternatives to accomplish airport improvements. TIn
addition, the statement on page 2-32 that lands within the
airport are excluded from any consideration as habitat should
be reconsidered. Wwith pProper management we see it as
could be managed for short grass
species and habitat while still meeting the safety objectives
and requirements hecessary for airplane take-offs and landings.

Exhibit IT-D-4 - The entire parcel of Shaker Run is identified
@S an area of low potential habitat. This does not appear to
be justified since some 60 acres of it are wooded freshwater
wetlands and the land along Shaker Creek has the same character
of open farm land and hedgerows on the adjacent Columbia
Development Corp. property. The wetland lying between Sunset
Blvd. and Interstate 87 has similarly been omitted and should
be considered either medium or high potential habitat as well.
In addition, the areas where i

potential Karner Blue habitat
edge of the Westbury Woods property is also in my estimation
incorrectely classified as habatit of low potential. This
should be upgraded to medium or high potential,

Exhibit II-Dp-3 may be in error.
believe that bedrock is less than
Ann Lee Pond.

For example, I find it hard to
5 feet below the surface of

We agree with the stringent

guidelines regulating fill and
development on Steep slopes.

See App. l4&
Response I1I,D.1

See App. 14
Response 1I.D.2

See App. l4
Responses
L11.B.14,

& App.12

See Exhibit
II-D=4

See Exhibit
II-C-3

See App. l4
Response

I1.C.1.
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1z,

13.

On Pages II-56, 57 there is basically no discussion about
pProtecting the town's important acquifer resources, Recharge
areas are the places to focus on for protecting acquifers.
Other communities have gone so far to control what they
consider inappropriate uses over acquifers through the use of
an Aquifer Overlay Protection Zone. I have enclosed a copy of
Schenectady County's regulations in that regard. Given the

Water District intake to spills and other contamination events
such as Albany Airport deicing, the Town of Colonie should
seriously consider taking significant stepg to protect this
vitally important resocurce. This vulnernability may end up
restricting future growth unless reliable supplemental water
Sources are available for use when needed.

Exhibit II-D-1 (Vegetative Communities) - The wetlands lying
between Sunset Blvd. and the Northway could not be considered
in any sense of the word developed lands. Also, I would argue
that if nothing else another category may be needed since the
Shaker Ridge Golf Course, for example, which is considered to
be a wildlife habatit of potentially medium value, should not
be in the same category of developed lands as for example,
Colonie Center Mall.

On Page II-36 in the statement regarding freshwater wetlands
and their regulation, it should be added that the state law
also requlates activities within the 100 foot adjacent area as
well. 1In addition, some consideration should be given as to
whether or not Colonie should consider regulating wetlands
smaller than 12 1/2 acres. Finally on 2-53 the federal no net
loss policy is not quite accuratelly stated. The federal

completely, he must minimize his encroachment inte them. Only
§n those circumstances where the encroachment into the wetlands

On Pages II-50, 51 as well as IT-87 we agree with the
discussion on the need for stringent storm water runnoff

airport doesn't worsen but 2lso to protect the water quality of
Shaker Creek, and ann lLee Pond and the Mohawk River {a drinking
water source for Colonie and Cohoes). We feel the only change
is needed to require at minimum a 50 Year, 24 hour storm
retention standard which we have required on two recent
pProjects that have come before us. The Department of
Environmental Conservation has guidelines in which is
considering a 100 year retention standards. We are unclear if
or when they will be put into effect. The 50 Year standard we
feel at this point ig a reasonable compromise unless a project
Proposes to fill in substantial areas of wetlands in which case

See

App. 14
Response
II.E.1

See Exhibit
I1.D.1

See pp.II-42,
II-58.

See p..
II-59.

See

App. 14

Response
II.F.5.




purposes of project design the developer would have to
incorporate a 100 yYear standard in his application. All of
these retention basins should be of the design of what are
called wetland ponds which Support a variety of wetland habitat
which have the effect of acting as natural treatment basins for
pellutants and settling basins for settiment.

14,
\
|
|
|
|
\
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On Page II-189 there is discussion about protecting historic
and archeological resources. I would add that we have been
Successful in one recent Projects around Ann Lee Pond of

getting one developer to work in cooperation with the Shaker

Al . 14
compatible with the Shaker buildings on the area than more gpp
. esponse TI.K.4.
modern des1gns.

15. Section H table TI-H-2 lists a number of short term
transportation improvements. The cost projections of $9-17
million appear to be a more realistic and affordable approach
to implementing real improvements for the area than options 1
and 2 which I will discuss later. It is clear, based upon
these proposals (and from driving in the area) that the focus
should be on intersection improvements, particularlly in terms
of signalization and turning lanes. Far more that anything See App. 14
else these intersection improvements would provide more Response II.H.5,
immediate benefits as well as with the exception of I1.H.20.

environment or significant change in the visual scenic

character of these highways. My concerns with improvement 16

and 18 is the potential damage they might do to existing mature

trees particularly those in front of Ann Lee Pond. Widening

the highway at that pPoint by the pond in the manner depicted on

the CDTC study upon which this GEIS recommendation is based

would completely change the character of that area. Therefore

Some care and sensitivity is needed for the improvements made

at that intersection. I do not understand the desire to close

off the airport access road to through traffic. It more than See App. 14
anything else has provided the safety valve to allow traffic Response
traveling along Albany Shaker Road to bypass what would IT.H.21.
octherwise be an extremely crowded intersection in front of Ann

Lee Pond. My Suggestion is that we can't afford to not have

the airport access road continue as a bypass for Albany Shaker

even bigger bottleneck and current problem of traffic

congestion in front of the terminal. Also, I strongly suggest

an alternative working assumption that with either a low growth See App. 14
scenario or a manidatory Cluster/in-fill scenario as discussed
above, the short term improvements could in fact satisfy most III.B.?2
of the long term road improvement needs as well. e

Response




le.

Long range transportation options 1 and 2 contain elements
which make a lot of sense and could be built without the
substantial funds of $100 million+ (e.g., widening New Karner
Road)} but also unfortunately contain pProposals which are
extremely costly and will be extremely damaging to the
environment and the character of the community. I am
encouraged that another alternative has been found to more
efficiently move traffic between the Northway and the Airport
which has been identified as a prime transportation need for
quite a while now. No discussion was given though, that this
would also severely impact active agricultural lands. However,
from the standpoint of the state's wetland law this clearly
would be the perferred and approvable alternative.

I am troubled by the overall analysis of transportation needs
and how best to meet them under these options. For example,
the necessity for the north-south arterial still has not been
explained adequately in either the GEIS or the CDTC report
other than to Suggest, in effect, that because we have two
east-west arterials Central Avenue and Route 7 we therefore
need two north-south arterials i.e. the Northway and the
north-~south arterial and this is the only way to meet an
unquestioned desired level of service D, Presuming that Albany
Shaker Road is widened between Route 7 and the Airport, I quite
frankly have not seen any compelling justification for adding
another four lane arterial in that same vicinity unless as the
report states later on the intent is to set the stage for a new
crossing of the Mohawk River as an extension of the northesouth
arterial. Such a Crossing would severely impact state wetlands
along the Mohawk River and thus could not be pPresupposed at
this location if in fact the funds ever became available for
Such an expensive project to be built. In addition, there may
be more environmentally acceptable and less expensive
alternatives for moving people between Saratoga and Albany
Counties.

As is the case with many traffic improvements putting in a
substantial new highway (i.e. an arterial) in one location may
simply transfer the traffic bottleneck from cne location to
another. 1In this case, the bottlenecks are increasingly
becoming Route 7, Route 5, and Interstate 87. The unwritten
assumption I must assume is that somehow Interstate 87 will
ultimately be widened to 4 lanes in each direction coupled with
the explicit recommendation that Route 7 will be widened from 4
to 6 lanes. Quite frankly, it is unclear to me how widening
Route 7 to 6 lanes could be accomplished without substantial
impact to businesses, homeowners and the environment along that
highway with a likely outcry against such a project, A similar
highway, Route 5-Central Avenue, which has more traffic than
Route 7 is not to my knowledge proposed to be widened to 6
lanes. The widening of I-87 besides being tremendously
expensive, would involve potentially significant impacts to
wetlands as well as residential neighborhoods and commercial
businesses,

See App. 14

Response
IT.H.22.

See App.
Response
IT1.H.17.

See App.
Response
Ii1.H.7,

IT.H.23.

14

14




17.

that environmental, fiscal an
overcome not only for these s
future projects (e.g. Northwa
crossing, Route S widening (?
to solve additional traffic b
(environmental, community, fi
are staggering it is equally

Prelude to far greater costs

improvements simply react to

reach the ever receeding goal

Some other specific concerns

under the airport for optien

totally unnecessary. If new

why would east-west traffic n
could come down the Northway

Albany Shaker Road (via Exit

Shaker Road? Therefore, by e
1l and 2 are comprable in cost
cost in table II~0-4 for opti
million.)

to 4 lanes, the Wade Road/014

d/or physical constraints can be
pecific projects but also for the
Y widening, new Mohawk River
))which would be deemed necessary
ottlenecks. While the total costs
scal) of the proposals in the GEIS
clear that they are only the

in the future as transportation
existing trends in an effort to

of the level of service (LOs) D.

that I have are that the tunnel

2 while convenient, appears to be
exit 4 in fact is approved, then
eed to use the tunnel when they

or 0ld Wolf Road ang get onto

4) and head east along Watervliet
liminating the tunnel both options
. (Incidently, on Page II-40 the
on 2 is overstated by some $6

Niskayuna and Sand Creek Road

improvements also being completed. This will allow for the
ellimination of the environmentally impacting and unnecessary
north-south arterial as well as the uncessary and expensive
east-west airport tunnel. This would provide transportation
improvement projects on option 3 at a more affordable price of

In Section O the analysis regarding costs and revenues of

development is a decent start

- _Unfortunately the caveat that

No capital improvements are included in the governmental costs

analysis, it is quite possible, even likely, that development
costs could ocutweigh the revenues received based upon current

See App. 14
Response
IL.H.24.

See App. l4
Response
IT.H.17.

See Table
I1-0.4.

See App. 14
Response
III.B.I.
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tax rates and state or federal aig formulas. In addition, the
formula worksheets need more explanation. One can follow it
only up to step 6 before the formulas are presented without
adequate explanation.

18. On Page ITI-21 I agree with the statement that future specific
actions will have to be subject to site specific SEQR
determinations of significance and possible environmental
impact statements depending on their scope and impact. In
section 7 page 7-1 future SEQR actions in the study area, T
would caution that the key to future determinations on
individual projects is the significance of their environmental
impacts. I say this because in some cases some site specific
Projects, for example option 1 long range transportation
improvements, would have a significant environmental impact and
given there is a environmentally less impacting alternative
Such as exit 4 coupled with the need to consider all other
reasonable alternatives we would see a supplemental
environmental impact statement having to be Prepared for that
Project. The same could be true for airport improvements if in

through the EIS process). For transportation improvement
Projects or airport improvement projects which would not have
significant impacts, for example improving the intersection of
Sand Creek and Watervliet Shaker Roads or rebuilding without
substantial expansion the airport terminal, these may not have
significant environmental impacts which would then qualify them
for negative declarations.

I feel the GEIS is an important effort and a critical one for
the community to define where it is going in the future. My
comments, both critical and positive have been made constructively
to try not only to make this a better document but alsec to

future of this area. The Department of Environmental Conservation's
jurisdiction over this area iz limited to such areas of jurisdiction
as certain environmentally sensitive areas, mining, water supply and
to controlling the discharge of pollution. Therefore, I recognize
and will reiterate that it is the local governments who are going to
have to have the lion's share of responsibility for determining the
future of their communities. 1 recognize the target growth scenario
probably represents in your view and the other members of the
Planning Board an important compromise to try to deal with competing
interests. I woulad urge that there are other, in my estimation,
equally effective scenarios which can accomodate the variety of

See

App. 14
Response
I1.0.7

See App. l4
Response
ITI.B.6.
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interests in the community and protect the character and amenities
of a community in which thousands live, work, recreate and travel
through. The choices are hard, however, the stakes are high.

Sincerely,

wiléiam J. é{;rke

Regional Permit Administrator

Region 4
cc: J. Magee
F. Field
H. Kuhn
M. Fitzimmons
P. Cooney

M. Schwarz

18WC9/til




Ociohber 18, 1990

M. Mary Buocrlo

Senior Flanrer

Town of Colonie

Engineerimg and Planning Departmaent
27T Maswell Foed

Latham, MNew Yort 12110
Fw: DEEIS (Mirpuort Ares)
Dear Ms. Burlke:
Far owr recent Llzlephone conversation, Colonle Wurk on Waste
(CWOW) ofters bthe following conments on the Alrpurl Aree Draflt Generic
Envirwimenbal Inpact Stabtement (DBEIS) o= o mwaller ouf wubilic record and

For consdder alion and Doclusion in Lhe Fioal Geoer o Envicoriertbal

Iipaclt Stabwewent.

I. METHOROLOGCY USED

The DOETID Jewsi ibies Lwo pobenlial
wittisen Live s2tudy aresi High-Growbkh and
wf Lhe whudy™s lolbial flodings by the o bl i el b b bew Lhivalvied,
Lhie Higih-Growlb soener 1o was delermined bo e wacteniable,  Bewed on
Lhia debterminelivn, Lhe decisiun was made Lo fucus Lhe shady on bhe
impacis wi & less ambitiouws development sceneclio. The Targst Growth

wlwier 1w orwpr weelibs o roduwelion ot approi taabely A0% L0

i Do L el s D [ o

Orowline  Lpenn review

o mpee—

Commet wial Slodusty § el developnent CFromn 12,725,780 aguere fesl
Lo 7,388,474 suyuar e fewl) and o 26%W reduclion in bhe nweber of howsing

white (Froa 2,080 (o 1,087 dewellings). The BBEIS states thal "aw @

result uf Targeled Browth scenerio, « major reduw btion in Elhe projected

level of residentiel and commercial developoenl 10 the study area was

realiced. " Al llwagh there 15 some reduction, the Targeled Growth See App. 14
renerin reflectls o 3+% growbth in dwellings, well above the current Response

1 Lo 2% growkh projected for the enbire Towr of Colunie. I1.A.1

Thie melhiodology weed to develop the Teargel Growbth scenerio is, In
Wie opinlun, based on o wubjeclive wvalualions which discounbed “projscbs
which appeée ed Lo be wf a highly speculative neluwe."  Moreover, bhe
DEEIS awsmunes Lhial "certain lands would remain undeveloped. These
include @ll NMew York State Departient wf Eoviconwental Conwervabion

regulabed wellands, exisbing puablic and e bente lands waed Fur i

recreab o e premwn,  mEverwl o oe@n Live Taries, wwaensber Jew omon! Lhe San !

Fomd et v wed Hiaten 4o Dot it Goadied Phorn a J-rrl,.'.l bty w1l Yr uw all E
|
|
]
1

e , - . -

. ' Teme

A . . . . . ) . ;




See App. 14
Response II.B.l.

. i ' i ' - - Com . I T 1
[ Caativa e e wan Covaee el L:,' Lo e S e wastinteacid Lias L0 Ll

S DTRNTHTT OO WMITHODDLOGY SECTION
Yoo BUBJECTIVE EVALUATION OF FRETENTIAL OF FROJECTS

CPWOW belivves Thel e wlilizebion of subjective wevaluation
crilwr la Lo dwlermitony Lhe feasibili by of pruwjecls,
st bodsly affects Lhe oredibility of the findings of Lhe DBEIS. Az See App. 14
wilh ey anelysis, the foundation for Lhe wtudy should Le based an Response
bjective criteria. Therefore, we strongly recommend Lhat II.B.5 &
Lhe whudy incurporabe Hhe polentisl japact bhat development of ol III.B.7.

varr e Ly iideved cped leisd will beee. To slole Lhal cerlein Haulesl i O
Tavd will ol be dimvel wrzd becaune they wrw wor ki ry Farms io el bLewl
gl y wpecul alilve. YFolhiel wes Lhe feaol, the Town of Colonie win] d

BLiEl rave an abiundaiee OFfF Farum.
. FOFLIL.ATION GROWTH TRENDS

The population growth trends wused to justify the nead for
devel opmenl, and/or pressur e to davelop [he study area are inaccurate.
Freliminary Census Jata sliows thab bhe Town of Colonie has not
Erper benced the amount of growth expected. The DGEIS projects the
poupalabion of Lhe Town of Colunie (including Lhe villages) «t 81,255 in
1989 and 99,&77 0 2005, Accarding to initiel Census counls, the
populabtion In bhe Town of Colanie is currently approximately 748,000,
This reflects a much s ower rate of growth than that projected in the
DBEIS. Fased on the current rate of growth it is extremely unlikely See App. 14
that the population in the ywar 2005 will reach the DEEIS projections Response
Biven Lhis Facl, Lhe populelion’s expected growbh does not support the IL,A.L,
whudy " assunplion that development will sccur in the maynitude of the
Tar yetad Growth wsceneria.

Oue painl worthy of wention is that the Capital District is below
the national average when we look at population uader the age of 18,
ari well above the nalional average when il comes to older populatiun.
These facls will result in slower economic growlh as labor force
parlicipabion rates will decrease resulting in an enployment growth of
less than 1% per year. Since wconomic growth is directly correlated
to woployment growkhi, we can expect to see wcounomic growth in our arca
struggle to reach 2¥. Given this, the DGEIS appeats to be
tncarrecl in the econowmic growth assunplions and, therefore, in the
heed for development.

. TYFE OF FROJECTS

W gquestion the logic used to arrive ab the number of dwellings to
Le constructed. Although there are several large projects proposed for
Lhe study area, bhe nuaber of dwellings is not realistic since
the area is not sultable for residential development., Albany County
au daplenented & buy-oul program designed Lo purchase resldences
affecled by the nuise generated by airplane traffic. B6iven thisg, it is
unlibkely Lhal the area would experisnce a S+% growth in the numnber of




oe 1 0]

dwellings which is well above the corrent projected growth of 1 to 2%
prdjected fuer the enbire Town of CDIC)IILE, .c:.”i.-].l.ll_’.i.llg villeﬂ.g\;’:‘n‘

It la, howewer, more likely that the area will expErlhte pressare 1o
Lo i wl Jevelopment sifee bhis Lype of whe G cupency does not
prwmel Lhe same difficultiss with regard Lo nwise levels and can

el Laar cagume Lhie cusls aswsouialed wilth bhe o vjected 1wpach fews.

Regar ding the ares of eaplanements,we believe Lhat the projected
duabling wf ehplanements is Overly optimiskic. Currenl daba indicabes
Lhal enplenanements «U e Albany Counly Airpurt hias not increassd ol
Lhe rabe pr ojec e,

IT. ERVIRONMONTAL ITHPESCTS

The DBEIS indicates thal the study srea will experience
subutancial environesntal inpacis.  CWOW believes Lhat bhe Targelbed
Gr wlh Swciierio will have severe Lupacbe in bhis eculugically
seinsilive area. In addition to the impact on the various plart and
animal life Formw, we believe tha the study is uverly opbtimistic i
terms of the impact on air guality, given the fact that certain
Foadways [n bthe sbudy arsa have been koown not g oaselt air quial L Ly
standards {(hot spobs) in more than one occasion.

A. COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL SECT ION

1. UFDATE THE WETLANDE MAF FOR THE TOWN OF COLDNIE

The study should inclode a survey of proper ties in the study area

Lo delermineg if Wellands exist in this area. Given the low water tanle ' gjf

in this ared, and o yreater understanding of wetlands and bleir Pb-11“58f7
Lmpor tance to the wcosysbean, the Town’s official Wetlands Mep should be II-59. ..
upadel Lo include wey additivnal argas consider ed Lo be Webleands willio L

Lhiee sludy area.
Z. IMPACT OM MUNICIFAL SOLID WASTE SYSTEMS

One of the forenost problems facing municipalities is how tu deal
wilth wulid waste., The ability bto warage muncipal swlid wasie is
critival Lo a communitie's economic growth, Qualitbty wf life, and
vl wineenile Given Lhe lbopwr bance of Lhisg iasue, Ik is suprising that
Lhee DBETIS only superficialy addresses this area. The DGEIS indicates
Lhal approsisately 21,280 Lunw of 20lid wasbe will be garier abed
arually by Lhe year 2000, We find Lhis estimale to be eulblraenely low
Letaerd Gn waste yenwration rales of commercisl/Zindusbriael /relail uses

currently Ao Lhe Tuwi,  The addilonal weste Lo be generated osust be See
brandlend wilhin Lhe cuntext of khe Town of Colonie’s waste Martagenert App. 14
System. Therefore, accurate projections must be developed which will Response
4llow the Tuwn of Colunie btu effeclive plan far liow best to deal wilh II.M.1.

Lhe solid wasle gererated within ite boundariws.

Qe wlher poinl Wiak we believe to be o ilical s need to
caordinale Lhe the BEIT with the Solid Waste Manegemaent Flan being
developued Ly bhe Tow of Culunie Solid Wawte vlewmiiny Hoa . A Loyl




both plans cover Lhe sane planning period, the plens have not been See App.‘14
linked tugwlbher if elther document is Lruly gyoing o be a planning Response
tool. IT.M.1.

v« REFERENCE TO LUMAC AND WATERCOURSE LEGISLATION

We believe thal MEation of any LUMAC recoisnendaticon in the GEIS See
which has not been adopted by Colonie’s Town Board as an environmental App. 14 -
safeguard is Inappropriate and misleading. Therefore, we respectfully Response - -
submit that any =twch reference be removed end nobt be included in the v a
FGEIS. II.B,QX_

In addiliun, we Lelieve thal il is equally ioapproupriabe Lo aswsaws
that bodies of water (l.e. streams, =tc.) wilhin the study area will
nol be Jdisbwbed due bo the recently passed Walercourse Legislation.
Althiough this plece oF legialation is a significant step forward, it
ues nol guarantes Lhat bodies of water within the study area will be
protected. As a matter of fact, the Town of Colonie has established a
comni Ltew Lo hear and issue variances Lo Lhis legislalion. To the best
of our knowledge bthsi comdlbiee has yet Lo deny o request for a
varianug petmibbliy construction within 1907 of a budy aof water.

Therefore, the any reference that the mere existance of this gee,_l4
legislalion will protect budies of water is inappropriats and Rpp. .
misleading. I?Sgoqse L

III. SOCIOECONOMIC IMFACTS

The DGEIS puints out that the wconowic impacls of bhe Targebed

See .
Growth scenerio are minimal. It recomends thet the necessary roadway A 14 .-
impraovennts be financed by laopacl fees. The DBETIS gues un b Clear ly RPP- o
identify Lhe fiscal iopacl of Lhese fews on developers. However, Lhe esponse .

DGEIS fails Lu idenlify the impact win bax rables {(whelher positive o 11.0.7
negative) for the wmunicipalities involved. This btype of analysis

should be Clearly stated. Will municipalibies and tax paywr s be abloe

Lo pay the bill of fubw o infrasbroaclurs repsicrs and foprovessn s

A, COMMENTS O# SOCIGECOMCMICS SELTION

The DGELS should include an analysis of Lhe impact on tax rates.

Sl Lhough developnenlt has b bLimes been viewsd as o Fevelile producing See
wechanism, localities are guickly finding cub that it might not always App. 14
be the pangewa bhabk Lhey though.,  With developwent comes additional Response
demands Ffor exisbting services and new servicws. The DBEIS oid an 11.0.7.

wacellent jub of fdenlifying and clearly spelling oul bthe bl Lmpack
fres Lhal developsr s wighl have Lo pay. I showld do oan egually goud
jubh bl poiniing oubl the Lax cusbs Lo blie ) esideals of Lhe Davol ved
Ll pal i bl e,

TW. TRAFFIC

The TOEIS reveal s a wpu G ek JL it Lewresind- s Libiferaseras b Loafd .




In some areas of the study, traffic is projected to increase by as much
as 400%. Given that some of the roads in the study arsa are currently
operating at an E and F level during peak pericds, the accuracy of the
analysis, in this area (s extrememly important. We are troubled by
what appears to be an assumption that that traffic will simply go away
one eit reaches certain points in the study area. What if motorists
decide not to take the Northway and dewcide to wuse other arterials?
Wheat then? Will the curent roadways for which Lhe stuody does not
recommend expanding be able to handle the traffic?

1. RE-EXAMINE FROJECTIONS FOR THE EASTERN FART OF ALBANY
SHAKER ROAD BETWEEN WOLF ROAD AND WERTMAN LANE

The DEEIS indicates that Albany Shaker Road (between Wolf Road and
Wertman Lane) will only see a relatively small increase in traffic
compared Lo the other arterials in Lthe study arga. However, the second
largest project planned is within this area (Anderson PUDY., Biven the
currenlt level of service on this seqwent of Albany Shakwer fRoad, the
DEEIS conclusions appear to be inconsistent with the facts,

2. DEVELOF A MORE CONSISTENT ANALYSIS OF TRAFFID FPROJECTIONS

Traffic impacts should include the potentisl impact of continued
bravelliog pabttur s of motorists who siaply will not btravel new routes
or expanded roadways. Where will these motorists end wup?  What are the
most logical ruules thab thesse motorists will wse?

Z. IMPACT ON AIR QUALTTY )

As previously menlioned, Lhe DEEIS indicetes that we will see a0
impact on air guality within the study area. Epecifically, carbon
MoNwside levels are wnpecled to increase regardless of improvenenls ko
the study area. The FBEIS should clearly point oul potential impacts
on the health of such individuals as young children and seniors. These
populations tend to be highly affected by high levels of carbon
wonaside and tend to be more prone to respiratory ailments and
condi tions.,

V. CONCLUSION

I closing, 1 ws=ab Lo Lhank yos on behald of CWOW for the
ppportlinity to comeent an Lhis very importact document.  Should paw ]
Bave any guesbions o reguire clarificabtion of Lhe puinls addreswsed i
this letler, pleasve Feal free to contact ae on 4B2-6271.

l::r't-.?zy »

noA. Monbelro
Chaivr
Cuolunie Work on Waste

Sin

See
App. k4 ..
Response ,‘
IT.H.1.

See R
App. 14 .~
Response.
II.H.2.

See -
App.fiéﬁ
Response

IT.H. b -,

See

App. 14 ..
Responsq_ -
I1.1.2, -




312 WoLF Roap
LATHAM, NEW YORK 12110
Priong (5181 783-2750

Gary P MOSTERT

SUPERINTENDENT

EDWARD M. WRIGHT
ASET SUPERNTEMDENT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mary Burke, Senior Planner el Ay ;
Engineering & Planning Service Dept. 55\7TT—tSF‘

FROM: Gary P. Mostert, Superintendent e LT T
Latham Water District “

DATE: October 15, 1990

SUBJECT: AIRPORT GEIS

The Latham Water District has reviewed the DGEIS for the
Airport area and have only a few comments.
l. Sectien II, page 22 - paragraph 2:
474' above mean sea level should be 500':. See p.II~26
2. Section II, page 92 - Exhibit No. II-G-4 See Exhibit II-G-4
a. Add Mchawk View Well Complex and Well #9 to the exhibit.

b. Paragraph l: 3) Mohawk View Well Complex - 4 MGD should See
be 5 MGD.

¢. Paragraph 3: 1Is incorrect - There are four well pumping
stations located in the study area. all four currently See
produce a total of 2.75 MGD, not 5 MGD.

Well #9 on Buhrmaster Road should be included.

Also should be noted that Well #1 and Well #2 will be See
abandon,

Any questions, contact Gary P. Mostert at Latham Water.
3. Section II, page 93 - paragraprh 2:
The second storage tank located 600' to the south should See
by north.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

GPM:bh )
cc: Larry Callander, :
Clough, Harbour & Associates

p.1I-99

p.1I-99

p.II-100

p-II-100




October 19, 1990

Ms. Mary Burke

Town of Colonie
Engineering & Planning
272 Maxwell Road
Latham, NY 12110

Dear Ms. Burke:

I have several comments regarding the Draft Generic Environmental
Impact Statement.

My main concern is that the Picotte Companies were not contacted
regarding the study. We have several parcels within the study
area and it does not appear that they have been included as
future projects. 1In addition, as one of the areas largest
developers, we would have a sense of trends in the real estate
business that would be helpful when considering growth.

I am concerned as to how the projected amount of new commercial
Space was determined to be 7 million square feet. What amount of
sSquare footage exists today compared with the projections? What
happens if only several million square feet is developed? How
will that impact these projections?

In general, I feel that the Town, Village and County are to be
commended for their efforts. However, I do not feel that this
process is anywhere near completion.

What is the next step? How are these plans going to be
implemented? Who will oversee and determine which mitigating
measures will be utilized?

The Town of Colonie has been very successful in handling the
growth that has occurred over the last decade. In order to
continue the success, this document needs careful scrutiny as to
how it is used. The fear is that it will result in such complex
scenarios that no growth will take place in the area. This would
be a disappointing failure to the development industry as well as
the municipalities.

PICOTTE

COMPANIES
120 Woshinglon Ave,, PO. Box 219, Albany, NY 12201-0219 (518)465-4747

i

See

App. 14
Response
IT.B.1

See
App. 14
Response

I1.B.8.

See App.
Response
I1.B.8.4&
I1.B.10

See App.
Response

I1.B.7.

14

14




Ms. Mary Burke 'm
Octeober 19, 1990

If the report is to be accepted it should be done only with a
strong statement and plan as to how it will be utilized.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

PICQTTE cournnxgsj
/,/

N ncy E. Carey Abz;;;“\\
Director of Development

NEC/mijb
JB192




TOWN OF COLONIE
TIMAXWELL ROAD
LATHAM, NEW YORK 12110

ENGINEERING & PLANMNING SERVICES DEPARTMENT
TELEPVIIONE 482.0248

MMRECTON

~ DEC ¢ 1990
December 5, 1999

LOUSH HARBOUR & ASSOCIALES

Mr. Peter Conway
Clough, Harbour & Asscc.
3 Winners Circle

P, O. Box 5269

Albany, NY 12285

RE: BAirport Area G.E.I.5.

Dear Mr. Conway:

In follow-up to our discussion on December 4, 1998, this is
to confirm a request for revision of the content of the Draft
G.E.I.5. with respect to traffic impact. Specifically, the
current draft does nct appear to address the Northway Exit 6
interchange with Troy Schenectady Road. BAs this intersection is
one of the primary access points to the study area, analysis of
the impacts of projected development and the need for mitigation

is critical. We request that this analysis be completed and a See
summary be provided to us for review as soon as possible. App. 14
Response
Should you have any guestions, please contact us. ITI.H,.18,

Very truly yours,

/} ’ B -“ -:' N,
/ ) s - S \\'

-

PR

Kevin DeLaughter
Senior Planner

KD/asm

cc: Paul Cooney, County of Albany
Herbert Kuhn, Village of Colonie

An Equal Opportuniry Employer




SHAKER RIDGE - VLY ROAD NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

At
October 1Y, 1930 S

IORECEMED -,

Ms. Mary Burke : ice
Senior Planner ’ %' =
Town of Colonie ) ca
Engineering & Planning Services Dept. - -,

272 Maxwell Road )
Latham NY 12110

Re: Comments on

Airport Area Draft GEIS
Dear Ms., Burke:

In lieu otf submitting the several hundred pages of comments and
suggestions we have amassed in regard to the Airpart Area Draft
Generic Environmental Impact Statement, we have opted instead to
refer you to the comments we made at the Public Hearing of
October 2 (enclosed), and to express our support of the comments
transmitted to you this week by our umbrella association, the
Colonie Coalition of Homeowners Associations.

After much serious study of the GEIS, we have concluded that it
is not truly our responsibility to dot every "i" and cross every
"t" in the draft document. We are also compelled to mention,
with some chagrin, that after the public hearing and painstaking
submission of written comments from manv sources on the draft
scoping document for this GEIS, the final scoping document

reflected only one miniscule change from the original.

We feel it is our responsibility, however, as residents of
Colonie, to state generally our expectations of the GEIS and of
the Town Planning Board, as Lead Agency, in overseeing the
completion of the final document and its Findings Statement.

We offer the following general synthesis of our views on this
draft document and what it represents to us: our future.

We think that the people of this area have made it sufficiently
clear to the elected and appointed officials who are sponsoring
this GEIS that while they expect their public officials to do all
in their power to encourage economic soundness here in Colonie,
they also expect those officials to guard and protect what is
left of our natural environment, to act to maintain those
qualities of our Town which drew us here in the first place and
which, thus far, have kept us here, and to alwavs act with an
awareness of this goal: a suitable and tranquil balance of




~pu

residential, agricultural, commercial, recreational, ecConomic,

environmental, and even spiritual harmony. - Nﬂ 11
Overseeing the successful completion of this GEIS may be thé: Bmﬁﬁk“

gravest responsibility and greatest opportunity the Town Plannmng
Board has ever embraced. We look to the Town Planning Board bb rmh_
c¢raft this document with meore wisdom and foresight than it has

ever been asked to exercise before. VYes. we expect it.

We all have some apprehension about how the wave of recession
washing over our country will inevitably affect this area. We
are concerned about our economic future as much as, mavbe more
than, the respective planning boards are. We live here, we work
here, and we attend school here. This is our home.

With these thoughts in mind, we feel that we must now ask the
Town Planning Board to re—-evaluate preciselv its motivation for
compiling this GEIS. We, quite naturally, initially thought its
purpose was Lo preserve our quality of life in the face of
seemingly rapacious over-development. It has become increasingly
apparent, from the document itself and from certain recent public
statements, that the purpose of the sponsoring municipalities may
not quite match our hopes.

Whatever the initial motivation to cellaborate on this document

was, an overriding motivation seems to have emerged which is most ~
disturbing to us. "How to deal with development pressures,” we

submit, is not synonymous with "How to provide a legal tool to

squeeze money out of developers so that wider roads may be built

to accommodate vet more development.”

Asking wrong questions 1nvariably produces wrong answers.

Instead of asking. "How will we pay for the road constructicon the
"Target Growth” development scenario in the draft GEIS sayvs will
be necessary?" perhaps the right question should be, "Is this
development scenario the one we want for Colonie?"

Instead of asking, "Which roads should we widen and where shall
we build new ones?” perhaps the right question is, “How can
better land use manadement planning and building and zoning
regulations guide development in a healthy and beneficial manner
for all those who live in or use the Airport area’"

We do not believe that All developers are created evil. We are
not the enemy. We seek and support a healthy economy and healthy
growth in Colonie. Yet, neither do we believe that every
proposed development project deserves approval, simply because it
is proposed, as is implied in the draft GEIS ill-named Target
Growth scenaric. We do not believe that the proposed "green
belt", projected on the maps like a wilted, shriveled, green
string~bean, represents a sign of healthy growth.

What the GEIS should reflect, we believe, is a birds-eye view of
how we want the Airport Area to look fifteen vears from now, and
bevend. The Town Beoard, as Lead Agency, has the ultimate




responsibility, we think, to look at the area, to look at where
we are heading, to plot a "best of all possible worlds" scenario,
and to find out how to achieve it. Our expectations of the GEIS
were that a brave new plan would emerge, and our expectations of
the Board were that they, finally, could proudly stand up and
say, "Yes! This is the way it should be! And we'll dg it'"

Instead, we fear the current prevailing attitude is, "My God, how
will we cope?” Cannot we residents expect just a little more
from our public planners? Cannot we expect the imagination,
foresight and courage it takes to set responsible goals -- and
then go after them?

We suggest that the Town Planning Board is expending
disportionate amounts of time and energv on trving to determine
who will pay for highway expansion. We caution you against this
at the cost of losing sight of a more important task. It was
stated well in the fine 1988 Traffic Assessment for the Albany
County Airport Area (Draft Summary Report) prepared by the
Capital District Transportation Committee:

"In view of these findings, local planning efforts should be
directed at advancing land use management guidelines for the
study area to ensure that the tyvpe and extent of expected
future development does not result in future peak hour
traffic levels which eXxceed standards established under this
study (and CDTC'’'s Wolf Road area study./)"” lp.41)

A build-spend-panic cvcle has been established in Colonie which

we believe must be dealt with and broken, and & new plannins See
philoseophy established in its place. By means of this GEIS and App. l4
its Findings Statement, we mav new have a chance to do this. Response
There may never be another chance. Please don't fail us. 11.B.7
S}ncerely,

.,_-l_ £ {tt--."'.:_‘ ' J'[ ;‘/”:rr'- ;‘-d-”i.n..‘.

Cecilia M. Ghandhi

President

SHAKER RIDGE - VLY ROAD NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

7 Linda Lane
Schenectady, NY 12309
{518})869-0674

C: Peter Platt
Enc




{Public Hearing; Airport Area DGEIS: October 2, 1990}

MY NAME IS5 CECILIA GHANDHI AND I AM WITH THE SHAKER RIDGE -
VLY ROAD NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION. ALL THE MEMBERS OF THE
ASSQOCIATION RESIDE WITHIN THE AIRPORT GEIS AREA, AND WE LIVE NOT
VERY FAR FROM THE AIRPORT.

I WISH TO THANK THE TOWN, VILLAGE AND COUNTY FOR THIS
QPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE AIRPORT AREA DRAFT GEIS. MY
REMARKS TONIGHT WILL BE BRIEF, SINCE WE WILL BE SUBMITTING MORE
COMPLETE WRITTEN COMMENTS SHORTLY.

I WOULD LIKE TO EMPHASIZE THAT WE RECOGNIZE THE DANGERS OF
ECONOMIC STAGNATION. WE RECOGNIZE THAT TH1S AREA WILL BE SUBJECT
TO FURTHER DEVELOPMENT, BUT WE ARE ALSO CRITICAL OF THE KIND OF
RUNAWAY DEVELOPMENT WE HAVE SEEN IN COLONIE DURING THE LAST 10
YEARS OK 80. WE ARE IN FULL SUPPCRT OF TH1S GEIs EFFORT TOQ
RATIONALLY DEFINE THE POSSIBLE WAYS IN WHICH THAT GROWTH WILL Ok
WiLi MOT OCCUR. IN FACT, THIS ASSOCIATION OF HOMEOWNERS
SUPPORTED THAT EFFORYT EVEN BEFORE AGREEMENT WAS REACHED TO DRAFT
THIS GEIS.

1N RECENT WEEKS, 1 HAVE HEARD MANY DENEGRATING REMARKS ABOUT
THIS DRAFT PLANNING DOCUMENT. HOWEVER, 1 BELIEVE THAT MANY OF
THOSE COMMENTS ARE UNJUSTIFIED. THE REASON FOR THIS BELIEF IS
SIMPLY A MATTER OF PERSPECTIVE., IF WE VIEW THIS DOCUMENT FOR
WHAT IT 15, I THINK WE ALL BECOME A BIT MORE CHARITABLE. IT IS A
DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. IT IS8 NOT THE
FINAL DOCUMENT. AS A DRAFT, IT HAS MERIT. IT IS INTERESTING AND
EDUCATIONAL -- AND WE RECOGNIZE THAT ITS FLAWS AND OMISSIONS HAVE
YET TO BE WORKED OUT. THE PURPOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
IS TC HELP ENSURE THAT THEY ARE.

WITH THAT THOUGHT IN MIND. I WOULD LIKE TO SUMMARIZE SOME OF
QUR CONCLUSIONS TO DATE.

1. WE WHOLEHEARTEDLY AGREE WITH THE CONCLUSION THAT THE HiGH See
GROWTH SCENARIO IS UNACCEPTABLE. A DEVELOPMENT PROJECTION WHICH App. 14
WOULD NECESSITATE A 1U-LANE ROUTE 7 AND A 16-LANE ALBANY SHAKER Response
ROAD, FOR EXAMPLE, DESERVES TO BE REJECTED. I1.B.7
2. FOR VARIOUS REASONS, WE FIND THE TARGET GROWTH SCENARIO
EQUALLY UNACCEPTABLE. THE THREAT TO PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC
SITES, THE FRESHWATER WETLANDS, THE WATERSHED, TRAFFIC. AND AILR See
AND NCOISE QUALITY WHICH IT PRESENTS CAN NEVER BE SUFFICIENTLY App' 14
MITIGATED. WE ARE NOT CONVINCED OF THE SQCIAL AND ECONOMIC NEED Response
FOR THE HUGE AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ITI.B.1
PRESENTED IN THE TARGET GROWTH SCENARIOQO. IT ALSO SEEMS SOMEWHAT
IMPRACTICAL TO US THAT SO MUCH BUILDING CAN ACTUALLY BRE
ACCOMPLISHEDR IN THE SHORT SPACE OF 13 YEARS: ARE THERE THAT MANY
CONSTRUCTION WORKERS IN THIS AREA? ARE THERE ENOUGH BUILDING
SEASONS IN THE YEAR TO ACCOMMODATE ACTUALIZATION®
WE STHONGLY REQUEST THAT A MORE REASONABLE LOW-GROWTH
SCENARIC BE DOCUMENTELD, CONSIDERED, AND ADVOCATED IN THE GEIS. e .-
oer & T T
[ VIR . —_
e




3. NEITHER OF THE 2 OPTIONS PRESENTED FOR THE PROPOSED NORTH~
SOUTH ARTERIAL ARE PARTICULARLY ATTRACTIVE OR ECONOMICAL. WE
WOULD LIKE TO SEE SEVERAL MORE OPTIONS INCLUDED.

4. THE SECTIONS REGARDING AIR AND NOISE QUALITY DESERVE MORE See
ELABORATION. RELYING ON HYPOTHETICAL FUTURE AIR AND NOISE App. 14
QUALITY STUDIES ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS SEEMS UNREALISTIC. IT IS  pif: o
OBVIOUS THAT MOST OF THE TARGET GROWTH SCENARIO PROPOSED PROJECTS

WILL NEVER BE SUBJECTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS, EVEN II.I.1 &
ON A "SUPPLEMENTAL" BASIS. II.J.8.

WE, THEREFORE, REQUEST THAT A LEVEL 2 AND/OR LEVEL 3 See App. 14
ANALYSIS OF AIR QUALITY BE INCLUDED IN THIS GEIS. Response II.I.1

WE ALSO REQUEST THAT PROJECTIONS BE MADE ON THE NOISE
IMPACTS WHICH WILL RESULT FROM INCREASED TRAFFIC ANL PROJECTED
DEVELOPMENT. LIMITING THE CONSIDERATION OF NOISE TO THAT
EMANATING FROM INCREASED AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FROM THE ALBANY
COUNTY AIRPORT 15, WE FEEL, INADEQUATE. WHILE RECOGNIZING THAT
OUR PREVIOUS REQUEST TO ACTUALLY MONITOR AIRPORT NCISE LEVELS FCOR
THIS STUDY WAS DULY IGNORED, WE MAKE THAT REQUEST AGAIN. ALSO
GIVEN SHORT SHRIFT IN THE DRAFT GEIS WAS THE PRESENCE OF
NIGHTTIME ENGINE MAINTENANCE NOISE. THE GEIS SIMPLY STATES:
"ALBANY COUNTY AIRPORT HAS ESTABLISHED A POLICY WHICH PROHIBITS
NIGHT TIME ENGINLE RUN UPS AT THE AIRPORT." THE FACT IS THAT THE
POLICY PROHIBITING RUNUPS BETWEEN MIDNIGHT AND 6 A.M. WAS
ESTABLISHED IN 1385, AND HAS NEVER BEEN ENFORCED OR ENFORCEABLE. See pp. II-182
THE NOISE KEEPS GETTING WORSE, AND RESIDENTS OF THE AREA ARE through II-186;
INCREASINGLY RESENTING 1T. WE HAD HOPED THIS DRAFT GEIS WOULD
HAVE PRODUCED DATA ON THIS FROM SOME SORT OF MONITORING PROGRAM;
OBVIOUSLY, IT DIDN'T. WE AGAIN REQUEST THAT THIS TYPE OF NOISE
FROM THE AIRPORT BE MONITORED AND THE RESULTING DATA BE INCLUDED
IN THIS GEIS.

3. THIS DRAFT GEIS RECOMMENDS DEVELOPMENT OF A DETAILED

INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT AMONG COUNTY, TOWN AND VILLAGE FOR

COORDINATION OF HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS AND TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM See App. l4
THE COLLECTION OF DEVELOPMENT MITIGATION COSTS RELATED TQ Response
TRAFFIC, WATER AND RECREATION IMPROVEMENTS. WE STRONGLY SUPPORT IT.H.10.
THIS RECOMMENDATION, AND WOULD GO SO FAR AS TO SAY THAT NO FUTURE

DEVELOPMENT IN THIS AREA SHOULD TAKE PLACE WITHOUT SUCH FIRM

INTERMUNICIPAL COMMITMENT.

IF ANY TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENTS ARE TO BE SUCCESSFULLY
IMPLEMENTED, STRONG AGREEMENTS MUST ALSO BE CONSIDERED NOT ONLY See
AMONG THE MUNICIPALITIES INVOLVED IN THIS GEIS PROCESS, BUT ALSO App. 14
WITH SURROUNDING MUNICIPALITIES. WHILE THIS IS PROBABLY OQUTSIDE
THE SCOPE CF THE GEIS, LET’S FACE IT: NEITHER ROUTE 7 NOR ROUTE
155, FOR LEXAMFPLE, DROP OFF THE FACE OF THE EARTH WHEN THE AIRPORT
GEIS BORDER IS REACHED. ANY WIDENING OF ROADS IN THIS AREA WILL
HAVE TC BE CONTINUED ON INTO OTHER MUNICIPALITIES. EGUALLY
IMPORTANT, CQOSTS TO THOSE MUNICIPALITIES WILL HAVE TO BE
CONSIDEREDL.

Response
IT.H.10




|COPIYRL BISTRICY
VRLRSPOCTITION COMMITYEE

5 COMPUTER DRIVE wiEST ALDANY, N.Y. 12205 518-456-2161

October 17, 199%0

Ms. Mary Burke, Senior Planner
Town of Colonie

Engineering & Planning Services
272 Maxwell Road

Latham, New York 12110

Re: 2Airpert Area Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement,
August 1990

Dear Mary:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. The
town, village and county are commended on this effort to comprehen-
sively investigate development impacts in this key area. The
importance of the effort has been recently reaffirmed by CDTC's
current work on a ten-year regional capacity and mobility plan.

The Wolf Road/ Albany Shaker Road/ Watervliet Shaker Road/ Wade
Road area has been identified once again as one of the Capital Dis-
trict’s critical corridors on the basis of current and projected
traffic congestion.

The GEIS effort is also commended for examining the transportation

issues affecting all units of government (state, county, local and

transit systems). 1In this regard, the final GEIS should serve as a
valuable reference document toward addressing existing and emerging
transportation problems in the area.

There are several observations that the CDTC staff would like to
offer toward improving the usefulness of the final GEIS and the re-
sulting findings.

1. As discussed at our Octocber 16 meeting, the usefulness of the

"Target" development scenario could be improved through inclusion See

of additional explanation and qualifications in the text. The tar- App. 14
get scenario may be better termed a "Cumulative Development" sce- Response
nario to more accurately describe its nature as an accumulation of IT.H.12.

developer’s proposals and intentions, rather than to imply that the
scenario is a desired target or even the most likely development
level to expect over the next fifteen years.




Mary Burke
Page 2

The amount of development shown should be qualified in terms of the
fact that it represents a pace of development that significantly
exceeds regional forecasts of population and employment growth for
the study area.

2. The document does not attempt much evaluation of the advantages
and disadvantages of alternative mitigating actions beyond state-
ments of the actions’ general effects. For example, typical trans-
portation studies attempt to identify the relative merits of a
range of actions with respect to social, environmental and economic
goals. Measures of effectiveness are generally identified for the
following: land consumption; community disruption; encroachment on
environmentally sensitive lands and historic sites; and transporta-
tion system adegquacy (in terms of arterial spacing, expected vehi~
Cle hours of delay, user accident and operating cost, system
levels-of-service and reserve capacity). Also, it is typical to
evaluate alternative actions on a benefit-cost basis, choosing the
most appropriate set of actions with knowledge of an expected B/C
ratio or net present value for each set of actions.

If it is not possible or appropriate to include this type of analy-
sis within the GEI5 document for the "do nothing", "full build"
(Options 1 and 2) and some "“intermediate" level of highway con-
struction, then the town, village and county may wish to qualify
any commitment to highway improvements made in the resulting state-
ment of findings as conditional, pending further environmental,
engineering and economic analysis. It should be recognized that
such further analysis might result in a final set of highway
improvements that differs significantly from the sketch plan
suggested in the GEIS.

Further, the document should attempt to suggest a staging plan for
the identified highway improvements. Even a rough staging plan
would provide users of the document a general understanding of the
conditions under which certain improvements are needed and provide
a basis for monitoring the need to advance each improvement.

3. A major aspect of the transportation mitigation measures iden-
tified in the DGEIS is travel demand management. The importance of
this mitigation measure should be emphasized in the report so as
not to appear to be an Yafterthought". Aalso, the cost and degree
of commitment required to accomplish the necessary 25% trip reduc-
tion should be clearly stated. The level of demand management
implied would have to be sufficient to eliminate 5,000 daily peak
hour trips from the study area. This represents an extremely

See

App. 14
Response
IT.A.1L.

See

App. 14
Response
I1.4.13

See

App. 14
Response
II.H.13

See
App. 14
Response

IT1.B.8.




Mary Burke
Page 3

highly successful program. Nationwide, experience indicates that
such a high level of demand reduction is possible only through ade-
quate staffing and support for rideshare matching, encouragement,
and administration of vanpoecl and transit programs and through
direct economic incentives to employees. Demand reduction going
much beyond 8-10% appears to be likely only when transit and car-
pool users are given noticeable financial incentives (such as
through a monthly transportation allowance coupled with parking
fees). The aggregate cost of a demand management program suffi-
cient to eliminate 5,000 peak hour trips could easily exceed a mil~-
lion dollars annually, if both staffing costs, transit support and
economic incentives are counted.

4. Some discussion is required in the GEIS to highlight the need
for careful coordination of site development and arterial manage-
ment. The scale of development shown in the target scenaric calls
for development of new collector and distributor roads in conjunc-
tion with the arterial improvements cited in the report. The arte-
rials should be developed to serve through traffic and provide
access to collector/distributor roads -- new driveways and curb
cuts should be avoided and existing ones consolidated where possi-
ble. While the report may not be able to proscribe the details of
an access management plan for NY 7, Albany-Shaker Road, Watervliet-
Shaker Road and other facilities, it should clearly document the
need to develop such a plan. Without careful access control,
mobility in the study area will be jeopardized.

5. Certain aspects of highway inadequacy should perhaps be identi-
fied as impacts on the residential community. While the magnitude
of existing and future traffic is identified, its affect on the
safety, accessibility and livability of those living along the
affected highways such as Sand Creek Road, Mill Road, and Albany
Shaker Road should also be cited.

6. The use of a special district (a "transportation development
district") should be considered as a possible alternative to impact
fees to raise the non-public share of desired highway improvements.
The advantages are several: first, annual assessments may be more
acceptable to property owners than large one-time impact fees;
second, assessments could include owners of existing development as
well as new development, further spreading out the burden: third,
assessments could be used to raise some portion of the revenue
needed to mitigate existing traffic problems; and fourth, assess-
ments would be levied only if and when improvements are to be
undertaken,.

7. Editorial comments are summarized in Attachment 1 to this
letter.

See

App. l4
Response
IT.H.6

See

App. 14
Response
IT.H.28.

See

App. 14
Response
IT.H. 14,

See

App. 14
Response
IT.H.10.
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Page 4

’

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment on the traffic-related
issues of the Airport Area DGEIS. We are looking forward to
answering any guestions you may have regarding our comments at the
scheduled October 31 meeting. In the meantime, if we can be of
assistance in any way please let me know.

Sincerely,

n P. Poorman
Staff Director

cc: Mr. Paul Cooney, Albany County Department of Public Works
Mr. Larry Callander, Clough, Harbour & Associates
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Attachment 1

Editorial Comments Regarding the Airport Area DGEIS

In the list of persons contacted, John Poorman (#23 on the list) is incorrectly identified as Staff Director of

the Capital District Regional Planning Commission. John Poorman is Staff Director of the Capital District
Transportation Committee.

Even when considering recent traffic growth in the area, average annual daily traffic volumes cited on
Exhibit [I-H-1 seem somewhat high when compared to traffic counts compiled by ACDPW in 1987 and
1990. Most notably, while the DGEIS reports that Wolf Road carried more than 40,000 vpd between Sand
Creek Road and Albany Shaker Road in 1989, a seven-day count taken in April 1990 by ACDPW points to
roughly 31,700 vpd north of Sand Creek Road (after the opening of Windsor Plaza).

We understand that NYDSOT’s design of the Route 7/Albany Shaker Road intersection has recently been
modified. The current design calls for a left turn and right turn lane eastbound; double left turn lanes
westbound; and a single right turn lane and double left turn lanes northbound. We suggest confirming this
change with NYSDOT and reflecting the change in the GEIS report.

liem 6 on Exhibit II-H-2 incorrectly reads New Karner Road/NYS 7. It should read New Karner
Road/NYS§ 5.

Exhibits II-H-4 and II-H-5 cite “Service Roads Recommended by CDTA". The recommending agency is
CDTC.

It may be useful if transportation improvement costs cited in Section H of the document were reported by
generalized improvement type (intersection, highway widening, new highway, structures); cost category
(construction, right-of-way, design, contingencies); and time-frame (short-term and long-term).

Section VI of the report, "Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts®, could be a little more descriptive.
In this regard, the transportation section should identify highway segments and highway intersections that
would operate at unacceptable levels-of-service even if all mitigating actions were successfully imple-
mented. The extent that adequate and safe accessibility to residential areas adjacent to major readways in
and extending outside the study area cannot be assured should be discussed.

We agree with Richard Wengraf that some additional discussion of the implications of the "No Action”
alternative would make this section of the report more meaningful. From a transportation perspective, a
piecemeal approach to traffic mitigation that could be expected under this alternative may not be sufficient
to prevent widespread congestion in the area. The transportation implications of taking little or no action
Lo miligate traffic impacts should be described in some detail in terms of traffic flow, intersection delay, air
quality, public safety, land and airport accessibility, rate of traffic growth, and pace of development.

NS
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See
References
See
Exhibit
IT.H.1.
See’

p. I1-140

See Table
IT.H.2

See Exhibits
IT.H.4 and
II.H.5.

See

App. 14
Response
IT.H.29.

See

App. 14
Eesponse
VI.C.1

See

App. 14
Response
ITI.B.9.




ER

Sy oo -
oy ot o b YD
v

e nr

e Vi
a"VILLAGE OF COLONIE

ALBANY COUNTY
NEW YORK

AGE HALL GENERAL OFFICES
HUNDER ROAD

BANY. N Y. 12208
16 - 869.75362

September 20, 1990 = Fﬂﬂ =i
M ! ) T

A E@@ W;

~ s

=3

Lawrence Woods, AICP 1 1090
Clough, Harbour & Associates _ SEP 2 19

3 Winners Circle

Albany, New York 12205 ALOUGH HARBIUR 4 ASSHTIATIN

Re: Airport Area DGZIS
Yillage & Town of Colonie

Dear Mr. Woods:

The Village of Colonie has reviewed the referenced report and we would like to
submit the following comments at this time. Our review has been limited and
concentrated on the points which are of concern to the Village.

We appreciate the effort that has gone into the preparation of this document,
especially since 1, and other Village officials also were recently invoived in
the preparation of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement of considerable

complexity.
Our comments are:

A. Matters Directlv Affecting the Village
1. We believe that thez most important issue to be settled is exactly what the

Village's obligations would be towards the implementation of the Final

Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS), who will make decisions on

implementation and what the Village's role in the decision making process

will be. These matters should be agreed upon before the FGEIS is accepted

and a Findings Statement issued.

Specifically:

0 The program of improvements should be flexible so that it can be
adjusted as more or less growth occurs than is anticipated in the
"2005 Target Growth Scenario”.

0 The program should be designed and monitored to make sure that at the
end of each stage of construction of improvements a reasonably
complete system is in place which can function for an indefinite time
without any additions.

0 The NY State Dept. of Transportation should be fully involved and
committed in the planning and implementation, and approve the program
and financing plan.

0 The financing plan should provide sufficient funds and safeguards
that the sponsoring agencies - County, Town, Village and, if possi-
ble, NYSDOT - are protected from any unexpected tiability to make up
deficiencies if mitigation fees do not cover improvements which have gee App. l4
been committed or built. It should be understood by all concerned p.g5,4nce
that the Village will not contribute any money from its general fund. - I1.B.8. &

pp.lI-259
II-260.
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0 There must be clear provisions for projects, which are being approved
while the EIS is being prepared, as to cut-off dates and credit for
mitigation fees already paid,

2. Considering the above points and apparent slow down in the pace of
development, a low-growth atternative should be worked ocut in more detail,
inciuding a program of improvements to serve this lower growth scenario.

3. We prefer the Option Il Highway Improvements as having less of an effect
on the Village. If Option I is chosen, the_road should De moved furtherl
away from the Sunset Boulevard neighborhood.[See App. l4 Response II.H.10.

4. We recommend consideration of sidewalks as mitigating measures,
instance, on S5and Creek Road where the peak hour traffic is expected to
double. There is ample precedent and justification for mitigation outside
the study area of an EIS. '

5. The concept of a relief road south from Sand Creek Road next to the
Northway, agrees with the Village's plans; we are currently studying the
location and alignment of this road. ,

6. Further research on the Jegal problems of transferring mitigation fees
from the Village to the Town Recreation Commission is needed; this does
not mean that the Village would consent to such a transfer at this time.

7. Technical Points that should be corrected/cleared-up:

2. What are proposed mitigation fees for hotels and motels?

b.  An "Archeological Overlay District" (p. II-195) in the Village does
not appear necessary since the only significant undeveloped parcel -
Shaker Run Apartments - has been covered by an archeological inves-

tigation,

B. 0Qther Comments of a More General Nature .

The mitigation fees required under the "“2005 Target Grown Scenarig" and

the low-growth scenario should be evaluated to make sure they are not so

high as to make development uneconomical.

2. To finance transportation improvements, the creation of a Transportation
Deveiopment District (TDD) appears to be a promising solution and the
discussion should reflect this. A TDD might be the appropriate vehicle to
insure NYSDOT participation; the formula to determine contributions from
benefitted property can be adjusted to fit the requirements of the TDD; it
may cause NYSDOT to move state highway projects up on the priority list,

3. The authors of the DGEIS should clarify the following points:

a. Concerning the excise tax on development: Is thers an precedent for
this in New York? ARe there any statutory referenced?

b. Are there any precedents for requiring mitigating fees for expansion
of a municipal golf course? See App.l4 Response II1.0.13.

4. In discussing positive impacts (p. IV-l? the authors may want to consider

—
.

that successful implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would
contribute to the creation of a commercial and employment focus for the
Capital District, in effect, & new downtown.

for]

See App.l4
Response
I1.B.7.

& 11.0.5,
See App.1l4
Response
IT.A.]1 &
IT.B.1

See App.l4
Response
32,

-

Vee
Rpp. 14
TToR°18°

App. l4
Response
I1.0.17
See p.II-2

See App.l4
Response
1I1.0.3 &
ITI.B.1

See App.lad
Response
IT.H.10.

See App.l4
Response
I1.0.18

See App.!l4
Response
IT.0.11.
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We may submit additional comments after the public hearing. If you want to
discuss the comments in this letter further, please feel free to cail us.

Sincerely yours,

et B Kk

Herbert 5. Kuhn,
Mayor

c: Fred Field, Supervisor, Town of Colonie

Paul f. Coonev, P.E. Albany County Engineer

Peter Platt, Chairman, Town of Colonie Planning Board

Robert Mitchell, P.E., Director
Town of Colonie Engr. & Ping. Services

Christopher Dennis, Acting Chr. Village Planning Comm.

John A. Martin, Village Planning Comm,

David Marinucci, Esg., Village Attorney

‘ark Fitzsimmons, Environmental Management Director
Albany County

Laberge Engineering & Consulting Group Ltd.
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October 12, 1990
[

Mr, Peter E, Platt, Chairman
Town of Colonie Flanning Board
272 Maxwell Road

Latham, New York 12110

Dear Mr. Platt:

We had the opportunity to review the Draft Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for the Albany County Airport area. We want to commend the Town Council
and the Planning Board for the leadership in carrying out guch an important tasgk
of regional significance. The following are our comments on the DGEIS:

1. Executive Summary., Pape 3:

"Enplanements at Albany County Airport were projected to more than double
by the end of planning period (2005),"

It is necessary to indicate the base year of the projection. If 1990 is See p.3
used as the base year, then, the more proper statement would be, "Enplanements
at Albany County Airport were projected to almost double between 1990 and
2005." : .

A recent study of echeduled service demend at the Albany County Airport by See App. 14
CDRPC staff has indicated that emplanements at the Airport are showing signs Response
of slowing since 1988. Given these results, ve suggest using the more conser— [[.B.2.
vative low forecast of the Air Service Study (Cress) which shows a growth rate
of approximately 72% between 1990 and 2005.

A copy of the CDRPC report, "Study of Scheduled Service Demand - Upper
Hudson Regional Aviation System' Plan, June, 1990", is enclosed for your

reference,
ALBANY COUNTY RENSSELAER COUNTY SARATOGA COUNTY SCHENECTADY COUNTY
Henry E. Dennis, Jr. Richard M. Amadon Thomas H. Clements Bruce C. Benson
Fred G, Field, Jr. John L. Buono Philip W. Klein Paul B. Fatman
Paul J. O"Brien Scan L. Casey John A. Paim Michae! J. Grasso
Kanfort Tanksicy : Asmoid 8. Huris Kermit G. Plummer, Jr. Albery Jurermaski

M. Whalen, 11t Cart Hughes John B. Simoni David Vincent




2.

Chapter II, Section A: Demographics

Table II-A-2: Existing and Projected Townwide Population

1980 1989 2005
Town Outside Village 61,712 66,550 83,669
Village of Colonie 8,869 9,700 10,972 See pg. II-3
Village of Menands 4,012 5,000 5,236
Total 75,593 81,250 99,667

*The correct total is 74,593,
We believe that the estimated 1989 population and projected 2005 popula-

tion presented in the DGEIS for both the Town and the Study Area are too high
and unrealistic. The fcllowing showe the 1990 Preliminary Census counts and
2005 projections made by CNRPC.

S
Pl e

e Preliminary 2005
oo 1990 Census CDRPC Projection
Town Qutside Village 64,041 65,094
Village of Colenie 8,035 9,594
Village of Menands 4,216 4,189
Total 76,292 78,877

The DGEIS 1989 estimated population for the entire Town is 4,958 or 10.4%
more than the Preliminary 1990 Census figures and its 2005 projectionm is
20,790, or 26.4% more than the level projected by CDRPC. The DGEIS projected
net growth in the Town by 2005 would account for nearly 39% of the CDREC
projected total net growth for the entire 4-county Capitsl District. Please
keep in mind that the entire Town grew by only about 1,700 during the last
decsde and it accounted for less than 8% of the total population gain of the
Region. There is no evidence to indicate that a major shift in the growth
trend and development pattern of the Region is forthcoming and that the Town
of Colonie will become the magnetic center for residential growth.

We certainly cannot support the level of population growth as presented in
the DGEIS and seriously question the assumptions based upon which the projec—
tions were made for the Town and the Study Area. We suggest that the Planning
Board and the Consultant carefully reassess the probability of actual imple—
mentation of those proposed new residential projects within the Study Area for
the next fifteen years. We doubt that those additional units suggested by the
DGEIS could be absorbed by short— and long-term housing demand expected in the

Town and the Region.

Chapter TI, Section B: Land Use and Zoning

The DGEIS gave reference to CDRPC's population and employment projections
and has recommended the "Target Growth Development Scenario™. It projected
that up to 1,600 new housing units and an additional 7.4 million square feet
of commercial space could be built within the Study Area by the year 2005,

The 7.4 million square feet of new commercial and manufacturing space
could support up to 23,000 new jobs. We believe that the number is far from

See App. 14
Response
II.A.1.




and

reality. The total number of jobs (by residency) in the entire Town of
Colonie is projected to grow from 48,270 in 1990 to 59,146 in 2005, a gain of
10,876.

Again, we suggest that the Planning Board and the Consultant carefully
reassess the reality of those proposed development projects. Undoubtedly,
many projects are speculative in nature and would not, be built because of
limited market demand.

We also suggest that the Consultant provide an analysis of demographic and
employment data of the Study Area by TAZ for the planning period. The results
should be compared with those relative data availsble from CDRPC and be
included in the final GEIS for reference purposes.

Chapter II, Section H: Transportation

We suggest that new trip generation for the target year and traffic
impacts Ehould be recalculated based on the adjusted demographic and land
use/employment data,

The application of Transportation System Management (TSM) measures,
including ride-sharing programs, variable work hour programs, and transit
programs, all are important alternatives to mitigate traffic impacts. Howev-
er, the effectiveness of these measures is questionable if they are going to
be implemented and enforced only within the Study Area.

We suggest that the final GEIS should clarify and elaborate the jurisdictional
implementation issues associated with TSM measures.

In closing, we thank you for the opportunity to review the DGEIS and hope that

our comments will be useful to the Town and the County in carrying out the task.

Sincerely yours,

(7 gt C e
hungchin Chen
Ex&dutive Director

CC/rmt
Enclosure

CC:

Commisgioners

See App. 14
Response
IT.B.1.

See App. 14
Response
IT.H.1.

See App. 14
Response
IT.H.1.

See App. 14
Response
IT.H. 31




