
I.

A.

WRITTEN COMMENT-S-:

GARY P. MOSTERT, SUPERINTENDENT
LATHAM WATER DISTRICT
3I2 WOLF ROAD
LATHAI4 NEW YORK 12il0

February 27, 1989

l. Comment:

Page I  7-Paragraph 3

Reference made to rcplacc cxist ing tank should rcad, ' ,An addit ional
standpipe with minimum of 1.0 MG wi l l  bc necessary. ' ,

Resoonse:

Page I7-Paragraph 3 ol the DGEIS has been modilied accordingly. A copy of

the revised Page 17 is included in Appendix I ol the FGEIS.

2. Comment:

Page II-84-4.

The factor of two

Resnonse:

Page II-84 ol

revised page I I-84

Water:

(2) is bascd on actual  demand, not computed demand.

lhe DGEIS has been modi/ied accordingly. A copy ol the

is included in Appendix l oJ the FGEIS.

J . Comment:

Page U-85- c. Storage:

Relerence made to replace existing tank should read,
standpipe with minimum of 1.0 MG will be necessary."

Resoonse.'

Page II-85 of the DGEIS has been modilied accordingly.

revised page II-85 is included in Appendix I of the FGEIS.

"An addi t ional

A copy of the



4. Comment:

Page I I -91-  Math Error

506,248 x 3.35 = 1,695,930

Resnonse:

Page II-91 ol the DGEIS

reeised page II-91 is included in

CommenC

Page U-93-  Math Error

506,248 x 3.35 = 1,695,930

Resoonse:

Page II-9j ol the DGEIS

revised page II-93 is included in

lns been modif ied accordingly,

Appehdix I ol the FGEIS.

A copy ol the

5.

has been nodilied accordingly. A copy ol the

Appendix I  o l  the FGEIS.

B. BERTHA TvL GOLAN
1060 LOUDON ROAD
COHOES, NEW YORI(

Fcbruary 16, l9E9

Comment:

Water supply: At the present time, water is taken from the Mohawk River
and the Town reservoir .  Given the scenario out l ined in the
recommendations, we may face water shortages and dangerously low levels in
the Mohawk i f  a new supply of  water is not concurrent ly arranged as thc new
developments are built. Pure water is a precious commodity; we in the
Northeast take it for granted. We must plan ahead and consider somenworst-case scenarios" like serious droughts and dropping of the water
tables.

Resoonse:

As iftdicated in the DCEIS, /or the 20 year planning period, it is projected

that water usage will increase by + 1.4 MGD. This is the equivalent to an

average flow reduction in rhe Mohah'k River ol + j CFS. The gauging station

at the Vischer Ferry Dam rrest of the Larham lltater District Mohawk View

Filtration Plant indicates that for 4 years of record, the average daily

t .
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2.

flow ort the Mohawk Riyer was + 6200 CFS. While there are no anticipated

impacts from drawing additional water /rom the Mohawk River, as indicated

in the DGEIS, the Latham ll/ater District would have to apply to the New york

State Department of Environmenttal Conservation lor an increase in water

usa8e.

Comment:

Drainage: Roads do not absorb water.  The Boght area, as recognized by the
report, presents some serious drainage problems even without the addition
of more roads. I do not believe the drainage measures outlined in the
report  wi l l  be suff ic ient to avoid f looding in certain areas, part icular ly
the newly developed housing area.

Resoonse:

As part of the detailed engineering retiew for subdivision and site plans

prcposed within the study area, the To'wn will ensure that all future

development is consistent u,ith current Town ol Colonie stormwater

management requirements. This, in conjunction with a capital improeemenl

plan /or the construction ol centralized detention teithin the study area,

will ensure adequate stormw,ater manngement /or fut rc development.

t - Comment:

Sewage: Li t t le or no considerat ion has been given to improvements or new
additions to the sewage system. Surely the addition of homes as well as
proposed office complexes is going to be a sizeable strain on the existing
infrastructure. Steps should be taken at the onset of construction rather
than after the fact when the community faces major problems and major
repair.

Resoonse:

Extensive discussions of existing and /uture projected conditions ol

sanilary sewers and fteatment for the study area is provided in Section II-

H, afilities, ol the DCEIS. Specifically, during planning period I there

were no identified improwments necessary. During planning period 2 the

Town Ol Colonie Pure Waters Department indicated that + 4000 LF oJ the Salt

Kill/Dry River Trunk Sewer east of Lansing Lane may need to be upgraded.
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Comment:

Traff ic Management:  This is the area of greatest concern to me personal ly.
I live on Route 9 and lost footage on my front yard when Route 9 waswidened some twenty years ago. I cannot ielieve anyone would propose toconstruct a six-lane highway in an area zoned tommercialTreslaen iial.-fcannot understand the reasoning behind the proposal to widen Route g...we
need. to develop more municipal  t ransportat ion, such as a park anO i ia"t  ac l l l tv -

ResDonse:

widening of Route 9 to 6 lanes by the year 2009, as identified on Exhibit

II-G'12 of the D1EIS, is not a proposar by the Town. The recommendation is

a projection ol what improvements would be necessary to maintain existing

Ievels ol service and capacity related to future potenrial developmenc

identilied on Exhibit II-B-3 ol the DGEIS.

There are 5 potential alternatiees the Toh,n could pursue in regard to

future conditions on Route 9. These are discussed below.

For the purposes of the DGEIS,

responsible /or installation of

boundaries. A capital i'nprovement

ensure the Salt Kill/Dry River

deve lo pment A, ar rants.

One qlternative would be rc

projected trat/ic in the study

ensure future levels of service

currenl conditions. Howeyer,

commercial properties to the point

A second alternatiye would be

Route g, which could include

would mitigate some taf lic

tt was assumed that developers wilt be

santtary sewers $,ithin their project

plan may be developed by the Town to

Trunk Sewer improyements are made as

constrUCt 6 lanes on Route 9 lo meet the

area as specified in the DGEIS, This would

and capacity lphich would be consistent with

lhis would irnpact rnany residential and

wherc they may no longer be habitabte.

to implement reduced levels of improvement on

turning lanes and shoulder trnprovemen$, This

tmpacts a$ociated with projected future



development. However, traf/ic delays, when compared

would increase. The Town Board would have to make

oI what level oI service would be acceptable

transportation mitigation plan could be developed.

reduce the impacts to residential and commercial

corridor.

to current conditions,

a policy determination

so an approprrale

This altemative would

pfoperties along the

The third alte ntive /or consideration by the Town would be the

implementation ol Transportation Systems Management (TSM) techniques As

specilied on pages II-66 to II-27 ol the DGEIS. These techniques include

ride-sharing, variable work hour programs and/or transit programs,

To ensure that 6 lanes would not be needed. otr Rou,e g n maintain cu.rrenr

Ievels o/ service and capacity, TSM techniques wourd have Io reduce

projected 2009 *aflic by 30%. Imprementation of these techniq es wirl

effectively reduce other improvements necessary within the study area.

Therefore, if they are implemented, a reevaluatnn oJ potential roadwav

tmprovements should be conducted.

A /oufth alternative for consideration is the reevaruation of alowabre

land use density within the study area. Allowable land use densiries would.

have lo be reduced to the point where there was a J0% d.ecrease in projectea

2009 trallic to eliminate the need lor a. 6-!ane highway. Altering

densities would have the same effect as implementing TSM techniques, (ie.,

reduce the level of Route g improvements,) and would reduce other necessary

roadway imprceements within the study area. IJ allowable land use

densities are reduced, potential roadway improvemenrs should be reevalua.red

along with addifionat mitigation measures proposed Ior other areas

addressed in the DGEIS (utitities, stormwater, municipal servrces, etc.).
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The /inal alternative would be to allow development to

projections in the DGEIS without implementation ol the

Ianes to Route 9. This approach would not facilitate

occur as per the

additional trayel

cumulative traflic

c.

l .

impact review and comprehensive mitigation imprementatiol,. Deveropment

proposals would be reviewed on a project by project basis and onry direct

impacts would be identilied. Implementation ol rhis arternative wourd

result in increased traJfie delays along the Route 9 corridor.

MR. HARRY HOWANSKY & MRS.
I45 BOGHT ROAD
WATERVLIET, NEW YORK

February 24, 1989

ARLENE HOWANSKY

Comment:

Our Comments are directed solely at
traffic problems at the intersection
Street.

the recommended decisions regarding the
of Haswel l  Road, Boght Road and Elm

We have lived
observed the
accidents have
the police and
the blood.

at that intersect ion since l96l  and have over those years
increase in traffic and the accelerated rate at which
occurred. We have seen the horrible results, have called

ambulance, and have literally, on occasion, evin mopped up

The report concludes that the rate of accidents occurring (of a particular
tvpe bv state D.o.T. definition) does not justify any 

"udaitio""i- 
iruiir"controls beyond the existing stop signs on Haiwell Road going .urt urra onElm Street going west.

The. report further suggests that clearing sight obstruction is the realnced. We arc not transportation and traffiJ experts, but our .on_the_
scene" experience tells us that those recommendations are not sufficient toimproved or lower the accident rate at that corner. Drivers violating tfrestop signs cause most of the accidents. But the accident se"e.liv isgreatly increascd by the . drivers . exceeding the speed limit ;hil; t*""Irrenorth. and south ^through the intersection. We strongly feel that wtreitraffic .control is .finally implemented, it must cause a reduced speed whileapproaching the intersection. our personal opinion is that a full trafficcontrol signal will do that but it is according to tfre ,.p*;--;;;warranted. We do ns! feel ^that a flashing cauti;n will 

"..onipli.f, 

-un

improvement because most of the accidents occurring there involve locaipeople who grow accustomed to the situation and will ignore it. t. ;i;;feel that laying blame in such an accideni is aifficutt niJ ort.i ,h; ;;;ioffender is not punished.
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In our opinion, that is not however t rue in relat ionship to v iolat ing a
stop sign. we would recommend a four-way stop for the intersection, irri,
we believe would get greater respect by driver; and even if an accident
occurred because a driver viorated a fulr stop, chances are that the driver
slowed .down considerably in approaching the intersect ion. The slow down
itsel f  wi l l  cause less severe damage to humans and equipment.

Resoonse:

The installation of a /our-way stop conffol at an unsignalized

D.

intersection should be considered when traffic volumes from all approaches

are approximately equal and when therc is a significant delay ol vehieles

entering the intersection. Neither oJ these two conditions are satisfied

at the Boght Road/Haswett Road intersection. To arbitrarily interrupt

through tralfic by causing it to stop results in a high incidence ol

intentional violation and when vehicles do stop, speeds Are often higher

between intersections to make up lor lost time. In addition, the

introduction of a stop sign on a through street such as Boght Road would

cause motortsts to stop unexpectedly creating the potential for rear_end

accidents.

RUDOLPH NADEAU
RD #I JOHN STREET
COHOES, NEW YORK

I\{arch 10, 1989

Comment:

I am writing regarding thc proposed change of Route 9. I have lived inBoght Corners for many years and object to-making Route 9 wider. It makesno sense to have six lanes in Boght corners and two lanes in I-ouaonviite.I do not feel it is necessary. Ii will only i*..or" the traffic, It willmake access to side roads very difficult and uery dangerous. t atso objecito the noise it will crcate.

l .
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E.

l .

Resoonse:

See Comment I, B, 4, Bertha M. Golan, Februarv 16. 1989.

FRANK AND BEYERLY PAWLOWS
IO58 NEW LOUDON ROAD
COHOES, NEW YORK

March 10. l9E9

Comment:

We, the landowners, feel  we wi l l  be the losers when the development in the
Boght area begins. We feel  we have no choicc in losing our land frontage.
Developers wi l l  prof i t ,  we wi l l  not. . .We do understand this desirable
undeveloped land is very desirable to development also. What we can't
understand is the addit ional  two lanes to be added onto Route 9.  Not only
does i t  devalue our homes, but the added traf f ic on the highway wi l l  create
a higher noise level  just  outside our window. Expanding the Northway would
be a more reasonable project...We don't feel we should be on thc losing end
whi le the newcomers wi l l  gain al l  that we once considered our happy
neighborhood.

Resoonse:

In regard to addit ional  lanes on Route 9 see Comment I ,8,4,  Bertha M,

Golan, February 16, 1989.

Improyement lo the

alleviate the need

Northway as suggested in the aboye comment would not

lor the additional lanes suggested in the DOEIS. While

"pass through traf/ic" will account /or 200,6 ol the overall taflic in

2009, the majority ol additional tralJic will

within the study area. However, as indicated

construction oJ additional lanes on Route 9 is

regarding traffic improvements in the study area.

result from development

in Comment I, B, 4,

one o/ /ive alternatiyes
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F.

I

G.

l .

JANE G. KELLY
P.O. BOX 386
LATHAIvI NEW YORK

Ivlarch 13, 1989

Commenr

I ,  Jane G. Kel ly,  residing at  1055 Loudon
York 12047 wish to f i le a disagreement
lanes to s ix lanes.

I  wish to be not i f ied of  any meet ing hcld in

Road,  RD #1,  Box 299,  Cohoes,  New
against  widening Route 9. . . f rom four

ih is  mat ter .

2.

Resoonse:

See Comment I, 8,4 Bertha M. Golan. February 16, 1989.

CLAUDE CHARLBOIS
It ROOSEYELT AYENUE
GLENS FALLS, NEW YORK

March 13, 1989

Comment:

Curb Cuts: The study recommends limiting curb cuts along some roadways.
How can the Town deny a property owner access to a roadway along the
frontage of his property?

Resoonse:

The Town would not prohibit access to a person's property. However, the

Town does have the authority lo implement requiremenls such as: combined

access lor abutting lands: increased minimum lot frontages on critical

roadways: where possible, require nev) lots to access secondary roads as

acc$s to primary roads: and requiring the construction of service roads or

internal secondary roadway systems.

Comment:

Storm Detention Maintenance: The study recomrnends ongoing payments to the
Town for maintenance of stormwater detention facilitates constructcd during
the course of developing onc's property. How can the Town justify
assessing the original owner/developer, 5-10 years after development. for
ongoing maintenance of these facilities? Fairness asidc, is it practical
to rely on revenue from someone who may not be associated with the locale?



Resnonse:

Costs associated with stormwater management as indicated in Section II, F,

Sur face lVater & Drainage, Section II, M, Economics and Appendix 3 oJ the

DGEIS, are related to capital improyements. On-going maintenance alter

constructiotr is not included. These raJls rpould be absorbed through the

Town's general lax fund. As noted in the DGEIS, maintenance of centralized

Iacilities is more cost effective when compared to maintenance of scattered

individual management areas.

3. Comment:

Schools:  The study rccommends construct ion of  addi t ional  schools .  Is  th is
recommendat ion based on a temporary "b l ip"  in  the number of  school  aged
chi ldren? Schools have recent ly  been c losed in  the Town.  Al ternat ive
solut ions should be thoroughly explorcd pr ior  to  assessing tax payers
and/or  proper ty  owners who wish to develop thei r  land v ia impact  fees,  for
school  bui ld ing that  may stand empty in  l0  years.

Resoonse:

It should be noted that the need for construction ol additional schools

the North Colonie Central School District v,as a result ol the review

projected populatioa for the 1999 planning period.

At the present time, as indicated in Section II, M, Economics o/ the DGEIS,

impact fees are not a legal mechanism in New York State for collecting

monies for improvements associated with new development. Therefore, under

currcnt New York State Law, the Town has no authority to colleu or

administer monies generated by new development lor school capital

improvement cosrs. However, through the planning process the Town does

have the authority to reserve lands needed /or Iuture school locations.

Fair market value must be provided to outners ol any land deemed necessary

for future school development.

by

ol
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H.

4. Comment:

Impact Fees: How wi l l  the Town address the legal i ty of  impact fees
assessed to property owners/developers,  in l ight of  current rul ing by the
New York State judic iary?
In l987,the Town changed the zoning in the R-2 distr icts increasing minimum
lot s izes by 50%. Please tel l  me how this "penalty" was taken into
consideration ot will be considcred when new penalty or "impact fees', are
levied.?

Resnonse:

As indicated in Comment 3 above and in Sectiott II, M, Economics of the

DGEIS, cunently impact fees are not a legal nzechanism in New York State

for collecting monies for improvements associated with new development.

t .

JON A, BRANDER
IO42 NEW LOUDON ROAD
COHOES, NEW YORK

Ivlarch 13, l9E9

Commcnt:

I  am wri t ing to you to comment about the proposed widening of Route 9 frorn
Columbia Street to Boght Road as dcscribed in the Boght Road GEIS. I livc
on that sect ion of  Route 9,  and any widening of the road wi l l  make my house
unl ivable and signi f icant ly reduce the value of  my property.  My wife and I
have l ived thcre for ovcr ten years and have worked hard to improve and
lpgtade our house, making it more livable and valuable. Any changes in the
width of  Route 9 wi l l  ncgate al l  of  our work.  In addi t ion, we and most of
our neighbors would lose almost all of the trees in our front yard, further
reducing any screening from the increased traf f ic.

Resnonse:

See Comment I, 8,4 Bertha M. Golan, February 16, 1989.

Comment:

I have read through thc entire document and am appalled at the callous
disregard for the current residents in our part of fhe Town. We rated
approximately one line of consideration from the authors, to the effect
that taking away our property would have a significant impact on those
living there. Most of the people in our neighborhood have live6 ghs16
longer than we have (many for 20-30 years), paying taxes all the while.
You now propose to run roughshod over us and destroy our neighborhood for
the sake of development. To add insult to injury, we all know that our
taxes will increase to pay for all of the improvements needed, despite what
was written in the report about the possibility of the developers funding
them.

2.
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I t  seems to me that the Planning Board has i ts pr ior i t ies reversed -  your
responsibi l i ty is to the current residents and taxpayers,  not to the
developers and future residents,  Rather than approaching the problem from
the viewpoint  of  let t ing development occur and then upgrading the
infrastructure to meet the new needs, you ought to look at it from the
opposite side - given the current infrastructure, state of development and
l ikely f inancial  resources avai lable,  how much devglppmsrl  should be
al lowed? You should not expect currcnt residents to bear the burden of
increased traf f ic and noise vir tual ly at  their  f ront door,  having their
property devalued, and then expect them to pay the bi l l  through increased
taxes. Note that I  am not saying that development should be stopped, but
that it should be controlled in a responsible fashion for the benefit of
al l .  The current plan does not even come close to meet ing this goal ,

Res nonse:

As indicated in the DGEIS, the purpose of the study reas to evaluate growth

in the study area lor the I0 and 20 year planning periods, The Town and

its consultant evaluated several residential and commercial development

alternatives and chose ones thal were most reasonab[e based on past growth

trends and projected future growth trends.

This study was undertaken to evaluate grov)th, potential impacts and

necessary aclions to mitigate those impacts. As a result of the

Town has a pe$pective on the level of mitigation required. Now

has the information lo pursue a course of action consistent with

DGEIS, IhE

lhe Town

Town goals

and policies. For example, as specified in Comment I,8,4, live alternate

scenarios for Route 9 improvements have been identitied. Uhimately the

lindings statement prepared by the Town lor the project will identily the

chosen course of action based on weighing of residents concems along with

its consistency regarding the general Town goals and policies.

In conclusion, the DGEIS was prepared by the Town as a planning tool,

rather than a proposal or plan indicating how luture development will

t-t2



occur. It is to be ased as a barometer

allow educated decisions by the poticy makers in

quanti/y /uture conditions and

Town.

G, I mpacts and

is one alternatiye

mapping was

to the scale o/

when evaluating

the DGEIS to

to

the

3. g@ment:

I  a lso quest ion whether widening Route 9 wi l l  provide a long term solut ion
to the traf f ic problem. As people in cal i fornia have found out,  once you
improve a road more people tend to use it and the new road u.,rully fills to
capaci ty quickly '  usual ly,  a l l  you do is deray the probrern foi  a few
years,  not solve i t .  One possible solut ion would be to improve publ ic
transportation in the area. with such a large concentration of brrarrrarr",
and homes in the area, i t  could be a pract ical  al ternat ive, on which was
given short  shr i f t  in the GEIS.

Resoonse:

to widening Route 9 to six lanes.

4. Comment:

As I mentioned earlier, I took the time to read the entire GEIS, and. I have
found a number of  errors,  and inconsistencies that lead me --quesi ioos t te
information in the rest of the document. For example, in the seciion auo,rt
thc terrains and soils in the Boght area, one map shows our house in anarea with one grade, while a second map shows the grade bein! twice as
steep. The scction on historicar sites refers to th; witbeck " 

hoor" onRoute 9 at the Route 7 interchange. obviously the authors never took thetime to visit the site, because the house was removed when the interchange
was built. Was this information just copied from the ets for theinterchange? If so, what other shortcuts *ere taken in preparinl the Boght
Road GEIS? These might seern like minor points, but iucir ..."o^ plunt useed of doubt in my mind and lead me to questions the validity of thecooclusions.

Resoonse:

As indicated iu Comment I. B, 4 and. itt Sectiott II,

Mitigation llfeasures in the DGEIS, public transporntrcn

In regard to the discrepancy abour the slopes, existing

utilized for the exhibits noted in the comment above, Due

mapping ( I" = 2000') there may be minor discrepancies

particular individual sires. The exhibits were included in

present overall conditions within the study area.
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[n regard to lhe lvitbeck House, it was removed when the Route 7 interchange

was constructed. It is also tr e that an individual site visit attd

inventory o/ each identilied site was not conducted. New york state office

of Parks and Recreatiott & Historic preservation lires were utirized to

compile the iis, of historic structures. Even though structures may nor

currently occupy their original sires, it is valuable from an historic

pelspective to identify those previously occupied sires fo, future

archaeological study, iJ appropriate. As specified on page II-I0A of the

DcEIS' "orher sensitive locations incrude areas where stuctures have been

identified but are no longer standinE".

5. Comment:

Finalry, I want to complai-n about the way in which this planning is beingdone. Neither I rt-or a.ny of my ncighbors io whom I rtaue rpot"n-"huu" au",received any notificarion from ̂ the- 
planning Board about any'or-tie meetings

concerning thc Boght Road GEIS. I don-'t know whether' you are tegattybound to ma advance notices to the residents n the immediate area, but itwould seem to me to be.the correct way to do ttrings consideiine-ii" t_pactthis plan wi l l  havc on our l ives.

Resoonse.-

The progress of the Boght Road - columbia strcet DGEIS h,as consistentlydiscussed at public planning Board meetings. On July 12, ica,i, at irsregularlv schedured .mee ng. the pranning ioard possei o *oiioi-' that thecumulative impact of development in rhe Boght Road _ coiumiii'- itreet ereamay have a significant e/lect ott the environment and that o 
-iozts 

t"prepared. The secretary oJ the Boght community i"tiii-'cloul *o" ,zattendance at this meeting.

At the October lg,. Iggg planning Board Meeting, Clough, Harbour &Associates was authorized to initiate read agency status in accordance withSEQRA. a scoping sessron rvas herd at thi Town o7 cotiiie-' f,igineeringservices Departmen' November ts, jgBS at g:00 A.M., to iii-iurr-'rrsue, tobe included as part o/ the DGEIS. ll/ri en notices were sent to allidehtified invorved .agencies, In addition, a general notice dated November3, 1988' arong with. the proposed scoping document ,o" 
"iriirotia 

n onumber or interested Sroups including ih". Eortu* ratnai 
--ielienuornooa

Associatiott' The ord Loudon Road Nelghborhood association and t"he Boghtcommunity Action Group, The session wis auended by t7 peopre inctuding 2people from the Boght community Action Group, The'scoping iessioln'-'was arsodiscussed at the planning Board Mee'ting held tiat same evening.

At its November 22, lggg meeting, the planning Board
agency for the DGEIS. Subsequently it issued a positive
November 29, I9BB planning Boari Meeiins,

declared itself tead
declaration at the
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On February 7, 1989, at its regula y scheduled meeting, the planning Board
accepted the DGEIS as complete. At this time the document became available
/or public review and co.mment, Although optional under Section 617,i ol
sEQRA' the Board adopted a motion to hori a public hearing on March i,
1988. The document was .made available 7or pib:ic review 

-at 
the library'.

The public comment period ran from Febt,ery 7, Iggg to March 13, IgSb,
longer than the 30 day comment period required by SEIRA.

A . Iegal notice was published in the Times {Jnion, February j4, lggS
advertising the date and location ol the sEeRA pubric hearing. This notice
was published in a newspaper of generai ciriulation in 

"the 
area ot

po-tential impacts and elfects ol the action, more than l4 days tu aivarc|
of the public hearing as required under part 617.g of SE/RA.

The public hearing herd March 2, I9g9 at the Town Hau was attended by
residents, developers and other concerned citizens-

l .

I.

I

MR. & MRS. DAVID BENAMATI
I LANDOR LANE
COHOES. NEW YORK

March 8, 1989

Comment:

In regard to the widening of .Route 9 through our Boght Community, it
our estimation. a very bad idea. This is not a thoroughfare bui acomrnunity. It is a residential area.

ts  !n
small

Resoonse:

See Comment I, B, 4, Bertha M. Golan, February 16, lggg and Comment I. H.

2, Jon A. Brander, March ]'3, 19g9.

J. CAPITAL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
JOHN P. POORMAN. STAFF DIRECTOR
5 COMPUTER DRIVE WEST
ALBANY, NEW YORK

It would be much too dangerous for
who have to comc onto this roadwav
our residential property has atready
regard to highways.

Please do all in your power to keep
four (4) lane highway as is.

Ivfarch 13, l9E9

Comment:

As an interestcd SEeRA agetrcy, the
elcment of  thc draft  GEIS for the

the residents who live off this Route 9.
from their  dr iveways. Besides enough oi
been taken away from our homes in

Route 9 through our Boght Community a

CDTC staff
Boght area

reviewed the traffic
offers the following

has
and
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comments for possible discussion with the consultant for the study. It
appears that the estimated growth in "background" traffic levels o[ the
major highway (Route 9) through the Boght area is somewhat low in view of
the fact that Route 9 traffic is heavily .infruenced by through t.urri" unJ
in view of continuing growth in commuting between 

' 
Saratog-a and Albany

counties.

The-use of a higher background growth rate is supported by a review of
traf f ic counts compi led by CHA and the NYSDOT iat tacnea).  Between 1978
and 1988 average dai ly t raf f ic on Route 9 increased by 3.2 percent;  and
in the . period t9Z8-83 prior to completion of new Routc 7, giowth
areraged over 4.0 percent annually, It should be noted that- very
little development occurred in the Boght area during this time.

Th" significant pressure for new development in southern Saratoga
County together with likely Northway congeition (LOS E expected with;n
the planning horizon for the GEIS if current growth coniinues) points
to continuation of current 3-4 percent traffic growth on Route 9 strort_
term and at least 2 percent long-term without s igni f icant Boght
develooment.

c. To account for variability and uncertainty in long-term
background traffic growth rates, we suggest that i ,aoge in g"rowth
rates be used. one way to do this would be to test the sensitivlty of
highway improvements proposed under the GEIS to determine the adequacy
of proposed imprsvemelrs to support higher thru-trarric origin.xitii-ii
or destined for areas to the north of the GEIS study area.

b.

ResDonse:

The New York State Department

Department was contacted during

of Transportation Region One planning

the preliminary stages o/ the tra/fic

Iirto percent per

ol ffaf fic growth

range of possible /uture conditions,

was based on a worst case scenano

to meet the requirements of SEeRA.

analysis to help determine a background gro$)th rate to be used over the

twenty year planning period. Although tralfic volumes on state highways

have increased 3-5 percent, I'IZSDOT could identify no real growth trends

resulting /rom construction in the area over the past several years.

Therefore, it was d,greed that a background growth rate oJ

year o|er the next twenty years would give an upper limit

for the study area.

While a range ol growth rates could be used to test the sensitivity of

highway improvements by providing a

the acceNed methodology lor this study

of the two planning periods, Iggg & 2009

I -16



K.

It was /elt that providing on analyses

(2009) roadway improvement eeds v)ould

base information to eraluate the level

for a reasonahle growth scenario.

of short  term (1999) and long term

provide the Town of Colonie with the

of roadway improvements necessary

ARMAND MARION
454 BAKER AYENIIE
COHOES, NEW YORK

March 9, 1989

Comment:

At th is t ime, I  wish to br ing to your at tent ion Sect ion I I ,  F SurfaccWater and Drainage pp 34-41 of the report. As noted on page 35, Area 5,which .encompasses my residence contains .1,093 acres with "surface water
flow draining into a tributary with no major detention fac ities.,' Thisunnamed tributary crosses _my property and, w'here my driveway crosses thetributary, the tributary flows through a 3 foot diameter iteet cutveirapproximately 20 feet in length.

Historically, during periods of a hcavy thunderstorm and/or spring thaw, wehave routinely experienced water flow which strains tt" 
"lp."iy 

oi' ti"culvert. Occasionally (usually during a spring thaw),the culrre.i carrooraccommodate water flow resulting in flooding of upst.eam lands, a 6 footincrease in water depth and overflow of the iributary onto my driveway and

ll#;r"?l 
one occasion, the water reached to within 2d feet oi my

Section U-F of the report ad,dresses the impact of increased stormwaterflows resulting from development platrs in my area and details runoff underexisting and proposed conditions. As derivei from Exhibit II-F-2, peak 5ycar storm drainage in Area 5 is projected to increase 4.9% assuming'a 1999buildout and 80.5V0 assuming a 2009 buildout.

I am concerned that as the Town considers a stormwater plan for Area 5, itstrive to limit peak surface drainage flow in Area 5 to current levels orbelow. Further, it is critical for the Town to implement i-pro.,rements toihneccssary and critical in the lower reaches of the drainage area in orderfor such area to accommodate potential increased drainage. Althoughvarious stormwater management techniques can be applied, inctuaing th;;aimed at water detention with upsttea. conveyance faciiities as ivett ascertain, recharge techniques, I am firmly convinccd because of rrv 
"*p"ii.nJ.over the years that the existing culvcrt through which trti. Jr'urn"j"-.uripass at best is barely adequarc,

It is critical for the Town to accurately assess Dlpbosed surface ctrainagein order to assure me that any Town upprouaC uprtrau. clevelopment and/orupstfeam stormwater management techniques will not result in water flowwhich cannot be handled by thc ixisting 3 foot diameter 
-"ul""ri.

Otherwise, the Town must agree that, as pa;t of 
"ny 

upprouJ 
";;;;;

1 .
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development and/or implementat ion of  any upstream
techniques, it include .in Town plans a .epiacemenr
with a larger capaci ty culvert  or culverts.

Since the replacement of  the exist ing culvert  wi th that of  a larger
capaci ty requires the Town to have access to pr ivate property,  I  can assureyou that I will cooperate with the Town in eu"iy ,eu.on"ble way in orOe. ioaccomprish the desired resul t .  Should the Town deem the exist ing culvert
adequate, I  insist  that at  any t ime in the future Ourlng i .  af ie,complet ion of  Town approved upstream development,  the Town be helclresponsible i f  the exist ing culvert  proves to be inadequate to hanotefuture .actual  drainage. Further,  the Town \r i l l  at  i ts own 

"*pan." 
tuk.appropr iate act ion at  such t ime and make necessary remedies to insure thatthe culvert  is replaced with that of  sui table size so that f looding on rnyproperty will not occur.

I  t rust  that the Town wi l l  g ive ser ious considerat ion to the topic ofsurface drainage and to the replacement of  the exist ing cot l r" . t  Jn _iproperty with that of  a larger capaci ty.

Resnonse:

The technical assessment ol surlace water and drainage in the DGEIS was a

generic evaluation of drainage within the study area. Its purpose w:as to

identify, at a conceptual level, the applicability

stormwater management lacilities which, /rom a construction

ai a main component oJ the

The assessment \vas not prepared as a Jinal

There/ore, it did not include lhe level

storm water management
of  the ex is t ing culver t

ol centalized

and maintenance

engineering design document.

of engineering analysis for

which would be necessary for

standpoint, are more desirable than project specific lacilities. Included

study was an identification of strategic

Iocations Ior centrarized sffuctures and base line cosr estimates lor

acquiring, constructing and providing conveyance to those Iacilities.

specific parameters within each watershed.

lacility consftuction, ie., existing pipe

implementation and construction ol

recommendations identilied in the DGEIE,

engineering analyses and design plans for

area.

and capacities. prior tu

stormwater mana.gementthe

the Town will prepare detailed

each watershed within the study
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L. WARREN E. COOK
IOOO LOUDON ROAD
COHOES, NEW YORK

lVIarch 3, 1989

Comment:

Since we had heard -
be held on March 2nd
afternoon -

through " the grapevine"
we at tempted to obta in

that  a "secret"
ver i f icat ion -

meet ing was to
Town Hal l  that

A. There was no not ice on the the bul let in board.

B. The reception.ist
tonight."

told us that, "There l s

Two secretar ies and their
meet ing, but,  asked that
there is to be a meet ing.

two department heads
we return and advise

no meet ing scheduled

denied knowledge of any
them i f  we learn that

D. The jani tor on duty denied knowledge of any scheduled meet ing.

E. On our way out we were overtaken by another person who had overheard
our various inquiries. This person confirmed that there was in fact a
meeting scheduled.

F. Both you and Kevin Delaughter advanced that the Times IJnion 'ran a
notice" last month about a meeting. Now, it's fact, the Times Union
will give good coveragc to murder, rape, vandalism and errant policemen
in Colonie; but, unless the story includes Wolf Road, it's buried,
They are based in Colonie, but prefer to give full coverage to the hill
Towns, Guilderland and other outlying areas. While they sometimes
acknowledge the Town of Colonie, thcy ignore Latham, and it seems, have
never heard of  Boght -  the provincial  residents of  Boght belong to St.
Mary's parish, receive their mail from Cohoes, and read all about
Clum's Corners, Hoosick Falls and Petersburg in the Troy paper. The
Record has never heard about Latham, or the Boght area either.

Resnonse:

See Comment 1,H,5, Jon A. Brander, March I3, 1989.

J qommenf,

The professional engineering firm did
- from sewers, schools, utilities, etc!
rationalc for their proposal to build
nccded? And, if needed, why does it
Dunsbach Ferry Road?

a fine job outlining their proposals
to traffic. They did not give any

anoth€r road to Cohoes. Why is this
cross Routc 9? And, intcrsect with
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Resoonse:

All traflic improvements identified in the DGEIS were based on the

nssumplion thet Juture traJfic conditions alter projected development

should be consistent with current lraffic conditions ( level ol seryice and

capacity). As indicated on pages II-57 through II-58 ol the DGEIS, "The

construction of a new roadway connecting Yliet Streel in Cohoes dircctly to

Route 9 will provide additional east-west access in the northern porlion ol

the study area. This new roadway is intended to serve the projected

development anticipated itt lhis arca dJ well ds directing traf/ic from

Columbia Street where it intersects with Route 9."

Specilically, the Vliet Street Extension would be necessary to ensure that

existing east-west roadways in the study area (Boght Road, Columbia Street)

have levels of service and capacity similar to current roadwoy conditions.

lv{. MR. & MRS. S. FRYDEL
566 BOGHT ROAD
COHOES, NEW YORK

March 6, l9E9

Comment:

I  have been at the meet ing of
brought up on maps about a road
Now this road seems to me that
would like to know if there will
road from either side as you will cut

3/2/89 and Clough, Harbour & Associates
from Vliet Street to Dunsbach Ferry Road.
i t  might be going through my property.  I

be a road from my property to get on this
my property in hal f .

l .

Resoonse:

At this time the Vliet Sfteet Extension is one of the potential mitigation

measurcs for accommodati g the increased traflic that could occur in the

Boght Road area. As a result, lhe location ol this extension shown on

Exhibit II-G-Il oI the DGEIS is concept al. The specilic alignment would

not be determined until such time as the Town determined the extension

bzo



z.

became necessar),

please refer to the

1 9 8 9 .

Comment:

As widening
more traffic

Resnonse:

See Comment

and alignment allernatives

response to Conment I, L,

teere studied. In addition.

2. Warren E. Cook, March 3,

the Route 9 in the Boght Corners area to s ix lanes wi l l
problems.. .

ca use

N.

t .

I, 8,4, Bertha M. Golan, February 16, j9Ag.

MR. PAUL LANDOR SR.
6 LANDOR LANE
COHOES, NEW YORK

Nfarch 13, 1989

Comment:

In regards to the sum of $2,000 being paid for a building permit for anyd€ve.lopment in this Boght Area. I firmly oppose rhis oi any ottrer suri-similar to this being charged to residents 
-uuiio'ing 

a single family home orsome small business establisnmenr.

Resnonse:

The DGEIS has identilied costs associated v,ith maintaining and upgrading

services to adequately serve the potential projected development in the

Boght Road - columbia streer study area. These costs were then distributed

amongsr projected deveropment to determine residentiar and commercial

mitigation cojtj on a per lot and square foot basis respectieely. The

development mitigation costs wir! appry to au new deveropment within the

sludy area.

The To$,n shoutd develop a policy regarding the implementation of the

mechanism to collecl any necessary development mitigation costs. Several

funding options arc available. The Town has determined that they have

the authority under sEQRa to couect identiried deveropment mitigatiott

cost'. These development mitigation cosrs would be applied to all
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developments and would be utilized to fund necessary

identilied in the DGEIS.

Towns in New York State currently do not have the

collect impact fees at this time. However, if Towns

authority, the implementatiort of impact fees would be considered.

capital improvements

2.

legal authority to

are granted this

Comment:

I  am very much opposed to the widening of Route 9 between Boght corners and
Route 7 -  Route 9 interchange to s ix lanes. The condit ioni  

"r"  
noi  i t "

same here that exist at wolf Road. wolf Road has the Northway at the noiin
to empty traf f ic onto and central  Avenue at the south end to 

" .pty 
t rui t i .

onto.  The whole sect ion is commercial ,  whi le the Boght area is one famity,
resident ial .

Resnonse:

See written Comment I, 8,4, Bertha M. Golan, February 16, Iggg.

MR. LEONARD B. TREMBLEY
499 COLUMBIA STREET
COHOES, NEW YORK

I\'Iarch 13, l9E9

Comment:

Not taken into considerat ion, even though i t  is not in the Town of Colonie,is housing growth in the west side of the City of Cohoes. p.esentfv,- tfer"are _over 50 houses planned for the columbia street area. rnis couio aocsigni f icant amount of  t raf f ic to an already congested area.

Resnonse:

The DGEIS projected tralfic volume /or roadways within the study area

through both planning periods. page II-54 oJ the DGEIS indicates that

80 percent of the projected trallic increase on study area roadways can be

attributed to anticipated deveropmenr within the sludy area. The remaining

20 percent o/ the prcjected growth can be attributed to factors such as

development outside the study arca and generar increase in car ownershio.

o.
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3 .

Comment:

With all the new homes and businesses, additional traffic makes for a
dangerous (a l ready dangerous)  s i tuat ion.  These new homes wi l l  more thar i
likely be- occupied by young couples who will probably ha\/e children. With
a lo t  o f  t ra f f ic  and chi ldren,  th is  wi l l  make very hazardous condi t ions_
Two possib le so lut ions are a)  s idewarks or  u)  i t rese developments 

'be

rest r ic ted to local  t ra f f ic  onlv-

ResDonse.-

The Town of Colonie planning Board will consider the installation o/

sidewalks in subdivisions on a project by project basis. Il sidewarks are

considered warranted, they wiu be incorporated into the site design o/ the

specific project.

Comment:

l9t_ +" fee for building lots at $5,000 per lot. If someone can afford a
$1J0,000 home, they can af ford an addi t ional  $5,000.  Or u , i ia ing-r" " f "
schedule could be implemented as f ollows:

a.
b.

d.

I .

up to $ 100,000/ lot
up to $125,000/ lot
up to $ 150,000/ lot
up to $ 175,000/lot
up to $200,000/lot
over $200,000/lot

$2,000 fee
$3,000 fee
$4,000 fee
$5,000 fee
$6,000 fee
$7,000 fee

4.

Resoonse:

See response to Commenl

Comment:

I  do not l ive on Route
people who are against
lane highway.

I, N, I, Mr. Paul Landor Sr., March t3, l9gg.

9 in the effected area but I have to
the widening of the section of road

side wi th those
targeted as six
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P.

l .

Resoonse:

See Comment I, 8,4, Berfta M. Golan, February 16. 1989.

5- Conment:

In  addi t ion,  before the repor t  is  f ina l ized,  the Town should hold another
hear ing to repor t  how the comments are supposed to be inc luded in  the
repor t .

Resnonse:

Part 617.8 ol SEQRA does not require that a public hearing be herd on tt

DGEIS- Due ro the scope of the DGEIS and the pubric interest i, this

document, the Town held a pubric hearing fo\owing the procedures outrined

in part 617.8 of SEQRA. There are no plans lor addilional prblic hearin*s

on the Boght Road - Columbia Sfieet DGEIS-

CAROL AND DONALD I(EILEN
IOIO NEW LOUDON ROAD
coHoES, NEW YORK 12037

March I I, 1989

Comment:

On Friday, March 10, 1989, we received a memo from a fellow Boght resident
regarding a proposal to take place in our neighborhood. It ind'icat", ir,u,
the Engineering and planning Department in th6 Town of Colonie * i f f  Lvoting on this proposal, Monday March 13, l9g9; and if this proposal 

-is

acccpted, they wi l l  go to the next step. Unt i l  we received t f rb ' rnemo,- we
had no idea of this proposal.

Resoonse:

The DGEIS prepared for the study area does not represent a proposal or plan

for a specilic level of development, The document is to be used. only as a

planning tool to project potential luture development and identify

appropriate mitigation measures to minimize impacts associated with that

development, For more information please see Comment I, H, 2, Jon A.

Brander, March i,3, /989.
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2. Comment:

Traff ic on Route
faster. Needless to
WE DO NOT WANT

Resoonse.'

MERTON AND ELEN MoELWAIN
IO44 LOUDON ROAD
COHOES, NEW YORK

I\{arch 13, 1989

Comment:

We stand f i rmly opposed to the
development resul t ing from the Clough,

9 is too fast now! A six-lane highway will make it
say, we are violent ly opposed to this proposi t ion, and

TO LOSE APPROXIMATELY 30 FEET FRONTAGE!

a.

See written Comment I, B, 4, Bertha M. Golan. February 16, tggg.

new proposals  for  the pro jected Boght
Harbour  & Associates s tud v.

Resnonse.-

See Comment I, P, I, Carol and Donald Keilen, March

H,2, Jon A. Brander, March 13, 1989.

Il, 1989 and Comment I,

LOUISE L. AND BRIAN D. LIFFORD
RD #I - 7 FOREST AVENUE
COHOES, NEW YORK

March 10, l9E9

Comment:

we are writing regarding_ th_e possible widening of Route 9. we . recentlypurchased a new home in Boght corners. one of ihe main reasons *e 
"t 

o." iostay in the area was rhe character of the community. A si*_iane htgh;;iwould change that comptetely. we avoided buying property in crifton parli.
because of the traffic and the highways. we ieei the extra lanes wilr onhserve to increasc traf fic. If people are looking f or ; "*;;; ;iA;;;1,
!lt"y !u_y". the Northway as an alternative. The Increased noisc lever fromthe additional traffic would also be very objectionaUte. eccess i; 

-;td"

roads off Route 9 would be extremely difficult ind dangerous.

Resoonse:

See vritten Comment I,8,4, Beftha M. Golan, February 16, Iggg.

Comment:

we also object to the way these proposals are presented. The whole matterwas very secretive. It was not even posted at the Town Hall.

l .

R.

2.
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S.

Res nonse:

See Comment I, L, I, Warren E. Cook, lrfarch 3, 1989,

widening of  Route 9 in  Boght  Corners.  No mat ter
the next  20 years,  that  road should not  be 6 lanes
for  the Northway? Widening the road at  the Boght
Albany makes no sense.

LORRAINE BEAVER
RD I PINE AYENUE
COHOES, NEW YORK

lvlarch 10, l9E9

Comment:

I  am wri t ing concerning
what the growth is over
wide. What is the reason
and not going r ight thru to

Resoonse.'

l .

l .

T.

See written Comment I, B,4, Bertha M. Golan, Febnrcrv 16, ],989.

ANTOINETTE B. CURLEY
1056 LOUDON ROAD
RD NO. l, BOX 196
COHOES, NEW YORK

February 2E, 1989

Comment:

My husband and I  are deeply concerned and distressed about plans for the
future, to widen Route 9 from Columbin Street to Boght Corners.  According
to the news cl ip in The Record, Troy, New York,  of  February 8,  1989,
recommendat ions have been madc to widen Routc 9 in this area. to s ix
lanes.

When Route 9 was widened, about twenty-five years ago, I was forced to give
up a portion of my property in front of my house. If the road in our area
were widened once again and additional land were taken in front of our
house, the value of  our house would decrease considerably.  Thc noise of
the traffic would greatly increase and we would no longer be able to open
our windows in spring, summer and fall, on the front of the house.

Resnonse:
See comment I, 8,4 Bertha M. Golan, February 16, 1989.
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U. NORBERT J. BLUM
32 SKYYIEW DRIYE WEST
COHOES. NEW YORK

Ivlarch 7, 1989

Comment:

The study only marginal ly touched upon fr inge area impact such as vehicular
gr idlock at  Latham Circle f rom an addit ional  3,000 cars from Route 9 North
dur ing the next l0 years.  Traff ic densi t ies tend to increase equal ly
along converging roadways. Since there are four major roadways converging
at Latham Circle,  i t  is  reasonable to expect an addit ional  12,000 cars at
this locat ion --  four t imes the 3,000 increase projected for Route 9
North.

How is this t raf f ic to be handled without rcquir ing a major expansion of
the circ le by DOT.

Also, the study does not appear to include resident ial  and commercial
developments along thc outside fr inges of the study area. There are many
new homes being bui l t  a long Sparrowbush Road, and a major expansion of
Latham Circle Shopping Center present ly being constructed. These and other
fr inge developments. . . impact on the area --  s igni f icant ly adding to the
impact loads to be generated from the Boght community study area.

To what extent have these addit ional  impacts been included in the Clough
Harbour study? Instead of a projected increase of 3,000 cars on Route 9
North, there could be 5,000 - 20,000 at Latham Circle - when considering
the addit ional  t raf f ic commercial  development generates from outside the
area.

Resoonse:

See comment I, O, l, Mr. Leonard B. Tremble)t, March I 3, 1989,

Comment:

One of the pr imary reasons for Al ternate Route 7,  as set forth by the New
York State Department of Transportation Environmental Impact Statement
several years ago, was that the roadway would reduce traffic volumes on
major roadways throughout Latham, Watervl iet ,  and the surrounding area.

This has not happened, of course, and traffic volumes in Latham today te
considerable higher --  and increasing each year --  than before Al ternate
Route 7 was constructed.

Why? Because Alternate Route 7 increased thc value of commercial zoned
properties in Latham and fostered the commcrcial developments which have
ogcurred since that timc. To a lesser extent, the same roadway increased
the value of residential zoned lands which are now under pressure for
development.

t .
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When does this growth end? For how many ycars can the Town of Colonie
expect Boght comrnunity residents to id ly stand by and watch their
neighborhood community given over to the mi l l ions of  dol lars generated for
commercial  and resident ial  developcrs?

How much longer do you expect us to accede to your planning phi losophy that
states, "Anyone can bui ld anything they want to in the Town of Colonie
because the Planning Board's role is not to evaluate the val id i ty of  any
proposal."  I t  is  precisely this phi losophy which generated the need for
LUMAC, that was 25 years overdue, and exact ly this phi losophy which has
created the nmiracle mi le" in Latham.

Along with many other Boght community residents,  I  vehemently oppose any
further addi t ional  commercial  development of  Route 9 North.  Your Planning
Board has l i teral ly sold the Latham community to any and every commercial
business that has ever wanted to bui ld anything whatsoever.

Resoonse:

The Town of Colonie Planning Board's authority lor review of residential

and commercial development proposals is vested in the Town Zoning Law and

Subdivisiott Regulatiotts. Authority Jor the pre paratrcn

Colonie Town

and content ol

these documents rests w)ith 
,the 

Towtr ol

preparalion and any subsequent amendments to the above noted

Board. Original

documents $)as

subject to required public hearings. ls a result of the above, the

Planning Board cannot deny residential or commercial development proposals

il they conlorm wilh the requirements and specifications oI SEQRA, the Town

Zoning Law, and the Town Subdivision Regulaliotts.

Comment:

In addit ion to the comments above, the Clough, Harbour study makes no
ment ion of  s idewalks --  another sure indicat ion of  the extent given to
residents and their needs.

Let 's have sidewalks! I f  we are going to invest al l  th is money for
community improvements, resideDts throughout the Boght area should be given
sidewalks as a necessary form of human transportation: walking.

J .

Response:

See Comment I, O, 2, Mr, Leonard B.

4. Commetrt:

The Clough Harbour statement
to utilize a large range, it

Trembley, March 13, 1989.

that, "Due to migratory patterns and ability
is di f f icul t  to ident i fy bird species that
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inhabi t  the s i te .  For  th is  reason,  a l is t  o f  b i rds has not  been compi led."
is  a copout  in  ecologica l  responsib i l i ty ,

I t  does not  take much imaginat ion to know that  the area suppor t  pheasants,
quai l ,  owls,  robins,  b luc jays,  nuthatches,  card inals ,  sparrows,  morning
doves,  hawks,  mocking b i rds and severa l  dozen other  species of  b i rd l i fe  -
a l l  o f  which are endangered by the removal  of  habi ta t  that  wi l l  occur  as a
resul t  o f  developments.

Resoonse:

The DGEIS states on page II-30 that increased development will reduce

available habitat lor all wildlile species. The NYSDEC signilicant habitat

liles did ,tot indicate the existence of any rare or endangered plant or

animal species (page II, D, 30). The DGEIS has recommended that in areas

which have been identified as having a high wildlife potential by the Town

(Exhibil II-D-2), on-site wildlile surveys Jor rnre or endangered species

should be conducted during site plan review.

Many bird species are well adapted to

blue jays, cardinals). In addition, il is

range that will allow these species to

space controls as well as the prolectiotl

parklands will reduce polential impacts.

inhabiting suburban areas ( robins,

their ability lo cover a large

surviye. Strict adherence lo grcen

and creation of greenspace and

5. Comnent:

The pr ior i t ies of  the Town of Colonie Planning Board are clear ly evident
for thc Latham area in what has been built there. These priorities are
business and commercial  developmcnt,  automobi les and vehicular t raf f ic,
v isual  chaos and environmental  confusion. Latham has become what i t  is  -
the clearest demonstrat ion of  planning by ignorance.

The Town of Colonie can no longer afford planning by ignorance and default
- by setting commercial, business, automobile, visual chaos, and
environmental  confusion pr ior i t ies above the greater human needs of area
residents.

* We have wildlife in thc Boght, agricultural lands, many residents, and
ecological environment and all this needs to be protected from
endangerment.
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6. Conment:

We have residen ts
given to sewers for

Resoonse:

See Comment I, Y. I,

1989 and Comment I, P, I

global environmental destruction, there is
Planning Board not to recognize their ecological

on pages II-118 and II-1t9, o! the DGEIS. Itl

I ,  U,4 above.

Resoonse:

See Comment I ,  H,2,  Jon A.  Brander ,  March 13,

Carol and Donald Keilen, March 11, 1989.

who deserve the r ight to sewers before any thought is
pro iected developments.

7- Comment:

Pocket Parks: These are an excelent idea and any amenit ies of  th is k ind -
-  bui l t  into the program and speci f ical ly for residents --  should be
incorporated in alr  p lans. Both chi ldren and adults need places in the
neighborhood, within easy walking distance, for playground act iv i t ies andgetting close to nature.

Albina Della Rocco, trfarch 7, ]989.

we desperately need to think in terms of protecting the wildlife wc do have
i n  the  Boght  - -  be for€  they  becomc endanqered snec ies  hw e  nu , i - .  + r , .
destruction of those that are not endanqered.

Af ter three decades of
absolutely no excuse for a
responsibilities.

Resnonse:

Pocket Parks are discussed

regard to wildlife, see Comment

8. Comment:

Solar Energy: As an architect, I know for a fact that every house in theTown of colonie could have been built with considerable 
'gr.ut.i 

.""iev
cfficiency -- at no additional construction cost _ throu;h ^ gr" i",awareness and use of passive solar energy.

I also know that the planning Board, as well as the Building Department andother Town Officials, cannot require that buildings be solar i".ig".O. goi
what the Planning Board can do -- and should dJ -_ is stroojty 

-;;;;;;;

the..use of solar energy in building design. There could be some eorm Jicredits given to developers employing solar heating methods uoatechniques...
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9.

The New York State Energy Office could be used as an important resource for
technical  informat ion, possible tax credi t  or grant st imulants,  or other
forms of assistance to developers and builders.

Resnonse:

Construction within the Town currently meets the New york State Unilorm

Fire Prevention and Buildittg Code and New York State Energy Codes. At this

time the Town does not intend to require any additional design standards.

Comment:

Global Deforestations: We can all do something about
environmental  energy cr is is!

Part of the problem, as most people know by now, is the vast cutting and
removal of trees that is taking place all over the world. Trees cons,.rm"
carbon dioxide and produce oxygen. Atmospheric scient ists are certain the
global temperature wi l l  increase 2oC to BoC dur ing the next century.  An
estimated 60% of this problem, brought on by the greenhouse effeit, is
caused by incrcasing levels of  CO2 which cannot be absorbed by trees due to
global deforestations.

It would be the ecological thing to do for the planning Board to work out a
lvay to assure the preservation of as many trees as possible -- and reouire
developers to provide two trees for everv tree removed.

We can no longer afford to indiscriminately rape the land for economic
greed! We are members of a global community and must begin to recognize
that it is our responsibility to save the Earth -- not the responsi6ility
of our children who will inherit the mess we have created.

Res ponse:

The Town of Colonie Zoning Law includes greenspace requirements for

commercial ,rses 4J well as minimum lot sizes lor both commercial and

the planting andresidential uses. Although the Town can encourage

preservation of trees tor both aesthetic and environmental reasons vrithin

Town boundaries, it does not have jurisdiction over other municiDalities

and governmental agencies.

Comment:

our global

Thc
o fa

basic planning issuc in the Bogh.t Community is thc constitutional right
citizen to have protection from the intrusive actibns of government.

10.
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The Town of Colonie,  through i ts planning Board, has intruded uDon the
rights of every citizen to a life of peace and privaqy free fiom the
intrusions of  people from other communit ies.  By al lowing Latham to be
developed as a major commercial shopping and business oistrict in ttre
northeast, the Town of colonie has encouraged people fron throughout thi
greater capi tal  Distr ict  and beyond to descend upon the Latham community at
the expanse of area homeowner residents.

An est imated 75vo of the vehicurar t raf f ic in Latham is dr iven bv non-
residents who l ive outside a three-mi le radius from Latham circ l l .  The
numerous lanes of t raf f ic on Route 9,  between Latham circ le and Dunsbach
Ferry Road, would not be necessary if this fact were not true. The Town of
colonie has al lowed Latham to be developed for the shopping and economic
convenience of people who l ive outside the area --  intruding upon the
const i tut ional  r ights of  c i t izen taxpayer residents to a communi iy or pru."
and pr ivacy.

These intrusive act ions by town government have resul ted in a communitv
where greater benef i ts are cnjoyed by those who l ive outside of  Latham and
the Town of colonie than those who l ive within thes€ environs. Latham has
been al lowed to develop as a convenient locat ion for commercial
development, . . .  wi th total  d isregard to Latham homeowncr. . .

It is suggested that 30% of Latham commercial developments be closed down
for a 30% reduction in traffic along Route 9 from Columbia street Extension
to Boght Road. This will enable the Boght Community to be developed
without having to construct two new lanes of traffic. There is nottring
ludicrous or wrotrg with tearing buildings down to make way for nei
developments. Professional demolition experts are important contractors in
the building industry.

Buildings can be demolished as easily as they can be constructed, in fact
easicr,  and r ipping down is equal ly important as bui ld ing up.

Resnonse:

See written Comment I, V, above.

The Town ol Colonie has no authority ro close down existing commercial

operations that operate legally. I/ rhese buildings are torn down to allow

for new developments there is no g arantee thar ftaflic conditions wourd

not grow worse than those that already exist or are predicted.
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BRUCE GOULD
R. D. #l BOX 190
COHOES, NEW YORK

March 10, 1989

Comment:

Below are my concerns about the proposals of  the Development plan of  the
Boght area traf f ic

l

w.

* Health -  p€ople l iv ing adjacent to Route 9 wi l r  have increased
levels of  auto pol lutants (oxides of  ni t rogen, oxides of  sutfr i r ,
lead and asbestos from brake shoes),  also increased noise pol lut ion
to where i t  may detr imental  to heal th.'  Safety -  a wider road to most people means , ,go faster ' , ;  people
crossing or puuing into traf f ic f rom this are .u '  th is incieaseo
hazard of  increased cars plus speeds.

" Property value decrease -  who wants to l ive lct  a lone buy a home on
a 6 lane highway!

Suggestions for cutting back on need for a larger highway.* Increase min. lot size for building frim tS,SOO to 25,000 or 26,000
sq, ft. to lower population demands.

* Lowering speed limits through this area to get peopl€ ,,back on the
Northway - a majority of traffic now is from Saiatoga iounty.

Resoonse:

See Commen! I, B, 4, Bertha M. Colan, February 16, Iggg.

JOHN A. TRIBBLE, SECRETARY
BOGHT COMMUNITY ACTION GROUP
2I T'EST SKYVIEW DRIVE
COHOES, NEW YORI(

n{arch 12, l9E9

Comment:

The. mcthodology attempts to freeze in time the the current status andalalyze _from the perspect ive of  the forecasted developm.nt,  *h; i - i ;p; ; t :
those changes will have. That frozen moment in time t,rt. pi...-n,j--i,
actually in continuous motion. Therefore, the forecasted ,rr" oi noui. Cassumes no further development. in Clifton park, the use of Boght noaa anO9R assume no further development in Coiroes, etc. (See II_66). il;
l : i l":t":.r l i- lJ':: lrgr.shoutd only be used as estimates'oi tr,"-;;rsi;lmpacr or development in the study arca, not as forecasts ror ttre aliuaruse of facilities. Note that the foiecasted u." or nouti 8z f;r'-lle-;;;,"t,jOO 

,:"u^. 
60-,000 cares per day. That f act that *e have reachcd that volumern rroy ls a re ect ion that the forecast was establ ished withourconsidering outside environmentar factors. rne traffic rorecasis il'l;.clough Harbour report are subject the same criticism. This criticism

A widening of Rt.9 f rom Boght Corners Rd. to Rt.
A wider road would be detr imental  to this
reasons:
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2.

becomes consequent ial  when consider ing possible mit igat ions. The
mit igat ion strategies are targeted at the forecasted use, whicl i  is  only the
marginal  impact,  not the actual ly project use.

Resoonse-.'

See comment I,O, I, Mr. Leonard B. Trembley, March i,3, lggg.

Comment:

The study does not include the second ten year impact on the educat ion
system. Given the relat ively large impact on the edu;at ional  system in the
first ten years, its omission in the second ten years is a significant
weakness. If residential consrruction has the irnpaci of attractin! young
famil ies,  then the impact in the second ten years could be targer ihan the
first ten years.

Resoonse..
The DGEIS projected the increased school age

periods (II, I, 100-I0l). The associated tax

student projections were also considered in

( Appendix 4 oJ the DGEIS).

Commenr

The study mentions the habitat for
considers the destruction of habitat
does not address thc destruction of
indigenous to the area. Nor does the

populatiott for both planning

impacts based on these

the fiscal impact model

Complete information regarding potentia! impacts tu the school sysrcm

during Planning Period Z was unavailable, According lo our contact ,r)i!h

charles A. szuberra, superintendent of schoors. The schoor district does

nol project student populations beyond a ten ( I0) year period (see letter

in Appendix I o/ the DCEIS dated December S, lggg).

wildlife, but the impact analysis only
for endangered species. The studv

habitat  for the var iety of  wi ld l i f l
study attempt to place any value onthe destruct ion of  that habi tat .

Resnonse.-

Pages II-30 through II-31 of

mitigation measules to both rare

the DGEIS address potential inpacts and

and endangered wildli/e and other wildlife
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indigenous to the study area. In

potential wildlife habitat in the Boght

been identilied as having a high

recommended that rare and endangered

areas during site plan review.

addition, Exhibit II-D-Z delineates

Road Columbia Street area that has

wildlile potential. It has been

species surveys be conducted in these

4.

There are several ways ol prorectirg witdtile habitat which are described

on page II-31 o/ the DGEIS, These include Town of acquisition oJ certai,l

parcels' low density developments including cl,stering and other uniqtte

site designs, lransler of development rights, and tax incentives to o,ners

to maintain large parcels as open space.

Comment:

The t-otal . .cost of mitigation strategies is somewhat unclear. The total
cos.t of mitigation in Table II-M-3 of 5l million does not tie out with per
unit costs in Table II-M-4 (See attached rable), These differences ur. du.
in part to the omission to Additional police personnel and the other
Educational costs in Table II-M-4. However, there is still z mittion
utraccounted for, which could be due to the underestimation of the per unit
costs.

Resoonse,'

The costs of mitigation measures associated vrith projected development in

the Boght Road - Columbia Street area total approximatety 51.5 million

dollars for both pranning periods (Table II-D-3 oJ the DcEIS). These costs

include both required capital improvements and. other costs such as salaries

for additional police and school personnel.

Table II-M-4 ol the DGEIS estimates development mitigation costj, to

accomplish the capital improvements listed on Tabte II-M_3. In regards to

transportation costs, however, there is one dillerence that should be

noted. The capital implovement costs of 5.J and 6.9 million dollars

respectively through both planning periods, represent an estimate of the
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total cost of roadway improvements in the study area es discussed ofl pages

II-60 and II-63 of the DGEIS.

Approxinately 800,6 ol the increas?d trallic can be attributed to development

in the study area boundaries and 200,6 to background tra/fic growth. As

i,tdicated on page II-60 ol the DGEIS, there is a direct relationship

between traf/ic growth and mitigative costs throughout the study area. thus

only eighty percent (800,6) o/ the total cost for the roadway improvements

can be attributed to the projected development. As a result, the

development nitigation costs sho\tn on Table II-M-4 area based on g00k of the

total cosl o/ lhe lransportation impro|ements. This 20o/o difference amounts

to apptoximately 2.3 million dollars.

5. Comment:

The bui ld ing of  the
dcveloped as wel l  as
the actual  locat ion
developed land.

Vliet Street extension has the potential to utilize
undeveloped land. Care should be taken in planning
of the extension to minimize the ut i l i?ai ion of

6.

Response..

See written comment I,M, I, Mr & Mrs. S. Frydel, March 6, 19g9.

Comment:

Overall, the Clough Harbour report presents an opportunity to plan orderly
development of the North. colonie community. Now that the Et3 proceis is
near completion the Planning Board may be anxious to move ahead with theproposals that have becn backlogged for the past g months, rhe onty tooithat the Planning board has ava able to impl;ment the proposed mitidations
is the "negoriated development improvementso. Given irr.' .*troi 

'o?---ii"

potentiar impacts ir is likely that this roor by itself wilr re inaaequuie.
Therefore, it is recommended that the Town Board consicter the following:

a) Re-zoning some of the lands in the study area to assure a reduced level
of growth.

b) Re-zoning somc of the commercial lands to limit their use to office useonly and restricting the additional development of retail activities.
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c )

d )

e)

Ant ic ipat ing e i ther  a change in  the State Law or  legal  ru l ings,  the
Town should also begin to prepare legislation for impact fee-s. The
Town should a lso begin to  lobby the State Legis lature for  a change in
State Law which would assure the legality of the use of such fees.
The Town wi l l  have to p lay an act ive ro le wi th DOT to assure that
proposed mi t igat ions a long state h ighways wi l l  receive an expedi ted
pr ior i ty .  We must  not  be caught  in  a s i tuat ion wi th developments
completed and a wai t  o f  two or  three years for  improvements in  s tatc
h ighways.
Recogniz ing that  much of  the areas problems stem not  f rom internal
development ,  but  instead f rom North South through t raf f ic ,  the Town
should begin to  work c losely  wi th DOT and Capi ia l  Dis t r ic t
Transpor tat ion Commission to develop long term plans for  the resolut ion
of  the areas t ranspor tat ion d i f f icu l t ies.

Res ponse:

Points a) through e ) will be addressed in order.

a) This study primarily locused on

development pressures, building

undeveloped land in the Boghr

III, Alternarives ol the DGEIS

including re-zoning of the study area.

a reasonable growth scenario based on

trends and the availability of

Road - Columbia Street area. Section

discasses varying development densities

b) See response a, above. The development projectiotrs shown on Exhibit

II-B-3 of the DGEIS considered retail versus office space ttses, based

on potentiar fta/fic impacts. page II-11 0l the DGEIS notes that the

designation oJ general office rather than a regional shopping facitity

in the area of century Hill Drive, columbia srrcet and Ro,te g resalted

from the potential magnitude o/ taffic impacts associated with a

regional shopping facility. I/ ,his area was designated as retail the

required hi ghvtay improvements would be prchibitive. The olfice

designation will result in at least a 25oh reduction o/ vehicle trips as

compared to rctail uses.
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x.

.1.

e) See Written Comment I, N, l, Mr. Paul Landor, Sr., March 13, 1989.

d ) [n order rc ensure appropriate mitigatiotr coincides with luture

development, ;he preparation ol Capitat Improttement plans wi be

coordinated with a variety o/ agencies, including the NYSDOT.

e) See response to d, above.

WILBUR SMITH ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERS
25 KRAFT AYENUE
ALBANY, NY

Idarch 9, 1989

Copmept:

Surface Water and Drainaqe

while the discussion of Area | (p. II-35) recognizes the existence of the
city of watervliet's darn -located in the Dry Cieek, it does not recognize
the capacity of this 74.5 foot high bv 475 foot (crest) wide dam. The 

-1988

Estimated cost of Drainage improvements required for thc developmenr- oi
Area I does not show a value for this major drainage structure. As this
existing dam rnay provide all of the detention needed for Area I and its
maintenance is the responsibi l i ty of  the City of  Watervl iet ,  the Est imated
Cost should be adjusted accordingly.

I
I

Resnonse:

Based upon available information, an

dam was conducted and the results

initial results indicated that the dam

haee adequ(tte capacity to accommodate

study area.

Subsequent to the DGEIS, the preliminary

by the Cily of ltratervliet were made

that the dam is reasonably sound and

analysis ol the City ol Watervliet,s

were included in the DGEIS, These

was in need of repair and may not

projected stormjeater flows from the

results of a dam study performed

available. These results indicated

would most likely have adequate
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capactty to accept excess runo/f from projeeted development within the

study area. Horsever, it should be noted that the Town oJ Colonie would

have to negotiate with the City o/ Watervliet lor utilization of the dam.

If the dam can be utilized by the Town of Cotonie, cosrs for land

acquisition and detention lacility, constnrction would be negligible.

Thus, the revised estimate of costs would. be as follows:

Drainaee Area Estimated Costs*
I $ 600.000

Estimated Cost Per Acre
Commercial Residential
$ 2,340 $t,170

*costs irtclude storm sewer installation & culvert improvemews.

Should the Town be unable to negotiate v,ith the City o/ l{atenliet /or Ltse
of the dam, the deveropment mitigation cdsts itt the D1EIS would be
applicable.

2. Comment:

TransDorta t ion /Econom ics

Thc Transportation section of thc report includes estimates for costs ofrequired improvements to sections of and int€rsections on state Routes g,
9R, and 2. The cost of theso improvements total $2,210,000 orapproximately 59% of the 12,200,000 estimated costs for all- recommend
improvcments. The report (p. II-63) assigns g0% of these i*pror..."l 

"ort,to new development.

The Economic section of the rcport (p, II-r3l) states that funding sourcessuc.h as state aid or grants were not calculated as it is difiicult toestimate what would be available. An equitable estimate of staieinvo.lvement would be the costs of improvements made to state_ownedI acrlrtres-

The assumption of no state aid gives no consideration for the state taxes,espccially motor fuel which the development of the ."t:"ct 
- 

ur"a 
--'^,iir

generatc. This, in effect, will make the new residents pay twice for ttresame improvements.

Resnonse:

The purpose oI the cost estimates developed in the DcEIS A,as to provide a

summary ol cosrs in I9B9 dollars associated wifi lhe growth scenario

evaluated' once the Town has deveroped a capirar Improvement pran which

will identily specific needs and. appropriate capital projects, the

availability oJ state or federal funding, grants a.nd other sources o/ aid
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can be eyaluated fo,

NYSDOT have indicated

improvements in the study

their availability. To date, discussions with the

thal lhere are currently no plans for state roadway

area.

3. Comment:

Fiscal  Impact Analvsis

Appendix 4 (p. 24) shows thc Assumed l9g9 value of new residential
construct ion at  $ 125,000/uni t .

Using the total non-residential Market Value of $4j,067,966 (p. 24,
appendix 4) and additional 1,437,4g0 square foot of non-residential
bui ld ing space projected for 1999 (Table u-B-t ,  p.  I I -8),  rhe Assumed 1989
value for new non-residential construction is S32.74/square foot.

On a comparison basis,  the uni t  cost of  new resident ial  construct ion would
yield $62'50/square foot for a 2,000 square foot home. A residentiar
square foot value equal to the non-resident ial  value would provide a 3,glg
square foot home for the Assumcd lggg gl2l,AAA/unit value. There appears
to be an inconsistency in the development of Market values for commercial
vs. Residential coDstruction in the fiscat irnpact analysis as presented.

underestimating Market value results in understanding tax receipts which
causes an overestimation of funding shortfalls. As these funds will have
to be made up by development contributions, consistent accurate estimates
are vital.

Resoonse:

The values used in the Fiscal Impact Analysis were conservative to ayoid

over-estimating tax revenues. Square foot values /or non-residentia!

building space which includes oflice, relail and light industrial uses was

estimated hom the Town of Colonie assessment roles of recently constructed

properties oJ this type. A weighted aver4gs was then calculated, resulting

in a market value ol $32.74/square foot.

The estimation of home values

o/ Colonie assessor's of lice.

home in Town was less than

average market value would

was also based on information from rhe Town

[n ]988, the arerage assessed value for a

55,000. By applying the equalization rate the

be apprcximately 561,000. However, many ol
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these properties have not been reassessed /or several years and due to the

recent escalation, of ptoperty values, may be under assessed.

New construction is generally assessed at a higher rate than existing homes

as a result of the assessment being based on the actual sate price oJ the

home, For rhis reason an average value ol one hundred twenty-five thousand

(125,000) dollars appears reasonable for new construction.

Y.

l .

MRS. ALBINA DELLA ROCCO
YICE PRESIDENT BOGHT COMMUNITY ACTION GROUP
12 LANDOR LANE
COHOES, NY

March 7, 1989

Comment:

There's a sewer system coming down Landor Lane which I was told I could not
connect to because I was too low. Joe wundcrlik had this job. I believe I
was talking to an inspector of this job. He told me I neid a pumper. I
said, where do you want to put one. He said the town does not,uant p.rrnpers
because the town does not want to maintaio them.

This sewer line comcs down Landor Lane and then very conveniently went up
between- the Guptil property and the Russian cenetery, which I beliive was a
waste of se wer lines.

As you know, the water table becomes high at certain times of che year.

It makes me angry to see these developers coming into our Community and
making use of our sewer system. We have livcd hire for years and no 

"sewer
system. I still have to pay a small amount of sewer taxcs.

J

Resnonse:

A deteloper whose property is located within the

or has received approval from the sewer distric,

has the right to connect into the system at his

greatest extent possible, can require that a

potential hook-ups for existing homes, However.

sewer district boundaries,

for a district extension,

cost, The Town, to the

developer accommodate

the Town cannot legally
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)

require a developer to assume the costs Jor accommodating those hook-ups

for existing residential homes.

Comment:

The Dump in our Community is a disgrace. It is such an eye sore as an
entrance into the Town of Colonie.

Resoonse:

The Town of Colonie Landfill, which is outside the projecr study area,

permitted by the NYSDEC. It is in compliance with parameters set /orth

rJ

the Part 360 permit,

Comment:

I  can remember when these homes along Route 9 in thc Boght had long
beautiful lawns in front of their homes. Just tike Loudoiville. These
homes have lost a good portion of their lawns. I can't see how you can
take much more of their property and meet up with your zoning taw on
frontage, People that live in these homes along Route 9 wi 

- 
have a

terrible time gctting in and out of their homes without getting killod in
the process (which has happened over the years).

Resnonse:
See Comment I, 8,4, Bertha Golan, February 16, jg|g.

in

.'.

4. Comment:

We have phoned and written letters
our speed limit; it did no good.

to the Transportation Dept. on lowering

Restonse:

Route g is under the jwisdiction of rhe lws Department ol rransportation,

Therefore, the Town has no jurisdiction over the posted speed limit on

Route 9.

5. Comment:

I would like to see a stop light sign some where along Route 9 near the
entrance to the ColoDie Town pool, (which is Old Loudon Road). Whenheading south passing the colonie Town poot road (old Loudon ia.l irrr."- i,a slight grade and a slight bend in the Road maiing the stop figlrt ahea;
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6.

un-noticable until you are almost on top of if, causing people to slarn on
their brakes. I have noticed the many tire marks in the road,

Resnonse..

According to the NYsDor "Manuar ol unilorm Traf/ic ct,ntror Devices', the

minimum site distance necessary for the tralJic light on a roadway with a

speed limit ol 55 MpH is 625 feet. A lierd survey of the southbound ranes

on Route 9 as they approach the Route gR intersectton t,as conducted-

Findings of this fietd survey indicate that the sight distance approaching

the Route 9R tral/ic signal exceed the 625 /oo, site distance requireme,

specilied above. Therefore, a signal ahead sign does not appear to be

warranted urtder NYSDOT requircments. However, since Rt.9 and Rt. 9R are

State highways, the ultimate approval,/ disap proval o/ a signal ahead sign is

under the NYSDOT jurisd iction.

Comment:

In. the surrounding f ie lds there are some smal l  streams that become moreactive at certain items of thc year.

lYhen thesc, Dividers are put in, will they interrupt these streams andcause flooding onto surrounding property?

7.

Resoonse:

Drainage divides as stated in the DGEIS refer

betr)een adjacent watersheds which are usually

points between drainage areas. They are not

additions to natural drainage system.
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to the natural boundaries

depicted as nataral high

artificial or man-made

Comment:

I am concerned about a map that was shown of the Boght that had a lot ofred in the Boght Corncrs area.

I believe that some of that red came down over gR-Boght Road in the Boght.This side of 9R is zoned A-2 residential.



I  hope there wi l l  be no side stepping of
of  any kind in order to change our
space.

any numbers or  changing of  words
residential zoning law for office

Resoonse:

The Exhibit referred to above (see

project 1999 residential development

development in red. There is
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in the DGEIS ) indicates

project 2009 residential

commercial / office uses

Exhibit II-B-3

in yellow and

nol projected

Z.

t .

prcjected in the vicinity ol Landor Lane,

CHARLES A. SZUBERLA
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
NORTH COLONIE CENTRAL SCHOOLS
NEWTONVILLE. NEW YORK

March 22, 1989

Comment:

Student Enrollments - present district projections indicate a student
population growth of 991 students by September 199g. The Clough Harbour
study projects 1646 additional students by september lggg, from the studv
area alone. The schools' projections cover the entire distriii and it i,
not possible for me to isolate that portion of the 991 projected for the
study area. Suffice it to say, the impact of development in the study
area,. which clough Harbour estimate to be 256 pcrcent higher than preseni
district projections, will be both significant and negative- for thc schools
and the taxpaycrs who support 75+ percent of the school budget.

Such unrestricted development would not only entail added costs, but would
have great impact on such school quality factors as class size,
instructional spaces! and stability of attlndance areas. As regards thc
latter factor, the principal strengths of the North Colonie Jommunity
reside in its small, personal, neighborhood schools and responsive locaigovernment. Unbridled growth, with its attendant disruptions, detracts
from these quality features of the community and its schools.

Specifically, such increased enrollment growth in the Boght area would have
the following impact on our schools:

Elementarv - 334 more students by 1999 than currently projected. This
would require construction of an additional K-6 school. 

-Th; 
estimateo

cost of such a facitity, based on I989 dollars and cotrstructiotr costs,
is $7 million. The recurring annual personnel costs to staff such a
facility would be on the order of $1.25 million.

Gra4es 7 and 8 - In grades z and g, the additional t00 students would
require at least 4 classrooms in addition to those called for i;
current expansion plans and the full-time equivalent of at least 5
tcachers. Given today's average costs for classroom additions and



present teacher salary and benefits costs, the dollar impact at the
junior high school level is projected at approximatety $800,000.

Grades 9 -  l2 -  Our current project ions indicate no need for added
space in grades 9 -  12 through the 1990s. The added 222 students drawn
from your projections would create a housing problem for us. I would
estimate the need for ,rpproximately 9 additional classrooms and 14
staf f .  Added cosrs would be in the vic ini ty of  $2 mi l l ion.

F.uJther, the Clough Harbour study shows even larger numbers of school-age
children generated by proposed dcvetopment in the study area, for tie
period 1999 to 2009. The school district does not attempt to project
beyond a lo-year per iod, hence I  am unable to comment def in i te ly on such
impact. It should be clear, however, that the results for thc sihools and
the taxpayer wi l l  be equal ly negat ive.

Response.'

Impacts to increased school enrollments based on December g, tggg

correspondence with the North colonie school District (DGEIs, Appendix l)

are disctrssed on pages II-100 to II-I0Z of the DGEIS. Further

clarification with rhe school disftict has resulted in the rerised, impacts

stated in the above comment, pages II-100 to II-102 oI the DGEIs have been

correcled lo rsflssl the new estimates (Appendix l).

Based on the revised estimates therc is a need

elementary schools, lewer additional junior high and

and decreased stal/ requirements tehich reduces the

projected in the DGEIS, This also results in lower

Costs than those shown in Table II-M-4 of the DGEIS,

lor I ruther than 2

high school classrooms

/iscal impact originally

Development Mitigation

Tolal costs associated with the required school improvements are currently

estimated at I I million dollars for planning period I. The associated

Development Mirigatio,r costs rp l be $4,400 per dwelling unit rather thaft

the $7'600 originally projected. pages II-Ii0 through 132 are inctuded in

Appendix I ol the FGEIE and reflect these changes.
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3. Comment:

Need for Elementarv School Si te -  I f  such development for the Boght area is
ultimately approved by the Town, I would urge the Tr:wn io require
developers to make available to the school districi at least one l0 acre
school site at reasonable cost. I am prepared to recommend such site
purchase to the Board of Education. Upon Board approval, public approval
via referendum or speci f ic budget l ine would be required.

Given the projected residential and commercial land use for the study area,
the school site should be in the area east of Boght Road and north of Route
7' Ideauy, such site would be located in the middle of the rargest
development proposed for that area, to al low for a maximum number of
student walkers,  and would not be isolated form a signi f icant port ion of
the neighborhood by a major traffic artery. Further, .rrth major
developments would be required to provide sidewalks to facititate walkins
to school and/or playgrounds.

Res ponse:

A potential

conceptually

location is

located

within

school site, i the getrerul locatiott mentioned above has been

Exhibit II-B-3 of the

o,t Exhibit I ol Appendix 4 ol the FGEIS. This

an area projected for residential growth as shown on

DGEIS.

4. Comment:

Costs/Revenues - It is clear from the Clough Harbour projections of
costs,/revenues that there will be significant deiicits for cach or tne to-year planning periods for the school district. Hence, it is important for
the Town, in dealing with developers to attempt to minimize such deficits
through more controlled development, or the assessment to developers of
some portion of the resultant added school costs, in the form of provision
of school site(s), sidewalks, easements for walking stua"ois, or the
like.

Resoonse:

Revenue projections used for the /iscal impact model

utere generally conseryative

revenues. The reaEon lor this

the availability of state and

Town.

in order to avoid

conservative approach

(DGEIS, A,ppendix 4)

overstating potential

is the uncertainty ol

federal aid lor both the school distficr and
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Szuberla, the estimates ol

classrooms and stafl may be

As stated on page I I- 127 ol

5.

AA. RICHARD W. CARLSON
DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
84 HOLLAND AYENUE
ALBANY, NEW YORK

March 20, 1989

I. Cornment:

t-47

were not adjusted /or inllation.

Comment:

conclusion - It is my strongly held, opinion that the Town must not alrow
for such rapid development of  the study ar€a as is projected by the Clough
Harbour study. To do so would be to adversely affect the quality of tie
North Colonie schools and would excessively burden the distr ict  taxpayer.

The community and its schools can accommodate to reasonable growth and
development. The school district showed itself capable of d;ling with
such growth in the 1960's, although not without considerable pain in the
form of large tax increases and defeated school budgets. The 6+ percent
annual growth in school enrollment projected in the clough Harbour siudy is
beyond that which is reasonable.

Resoonse:

No response necessary.

In regards to the existing

based o the most recent

school district costs in the model, these were

school district budget. As stated by Mr.

costs oI providing new schools, additio a!

conservative due to Iactors such as inflatior;.

the DGEIS, the values used in this analysis

In response to your February 7 letter regarding the Boght Road - columbia
Street DGEIS, we would like to submit the following commenrs:

a. Existing Traffic Information - count information used in the study is
consistent with NysDor data ava abre for the area, The .uir"nt
operational deficiencies that the report id6ntifies are being revicwed
by the Regional rraffic and safety Group to verify whether-we concurwith those assessments of the adequacy of th; State highway system.

b, Population Projections. -.-Ten and twenty year devclopment projections
always contain a significant element 

-of - 
uncertainty. W" 

-h;;;--;

alternative projections to offer, but we note that tn" ,tuav' irru.,



very substantial increase in
twenty years. We suggest
assumed growth rates would
possible futures.

populat ion and housing over the next
a sensi t iv i ty analysis.  employing other
be beneficial by portraying a range of

c. Trip Generarion and Distribution - The methodologies referenced by the
t€xt appear reasoltble for this type of analysis. Although we do not
have the staff resources available to verify the ieport's travel
simulations, we note that the TMODEL Software has been used
successfully on a number of Department applications.

d. Future Year Traffic Analyses - For the future years 1999 and 2009, a
number of operation deficiencies were forecast and corresoondinc
mit igat ion measures developed. A very signi f icant benef i t  of  t t r is typi
of analysis is that it identifies those corridors where additionat
rights-of-way may be required to support future needed improvements.
Such information should guide growth management strategiCs such as
setback requirements, access restrictions, developei financiai
participation, initiate an on-going traffic monitoring program and
periodic traffic impact updates. These would serve to trigge; projects
at cr i t icxl  locat ions as prescr ibed traf f ic thresholds are reached.

e. Transportation System Management (TSM) - programs such as ride-sharing,
varying work hours and encouraging transit usage are promoted in th;
report as providing some measure of relief to future traffic
congestion. The Department is a strong proponent of non-highway
construction TsM measures and is available to offer tec-hnicai
assistance regarding their potential application here.

Overall, the DGEIS provides a. good starting point for identifying and
dealing with existing and emerging transportation issues in ttre stua/ aiea.
It can -be used as a guideline for local land use decisions, aod as a
baseline for an on-going traffic monitoring program.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
forward to working with the Town of Colonie and other
find workable solutions for the area's transportation needs.

Resnonse:

document. We look
involved parties to

See Comment I, J, l, John p. poorman, Staff Director, Capital District

Transportation Committee, March I J, 1989.
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AB. MARY JANE YALACHOYIC
PRESIDENT, THE TOWN OF COLONIE COALITION OF
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATIONS
6 LINDA LANE
SCHENECTADY, NEW YORK 12309

lvlarch 30, I989

Comment:

In reviewing this study thc Town of Colonie Coat i t ion of  Homeowners
Associat ions would be opposed to the widening of Route 9 in the Boght
Area.

I t  is not c lear what advantage would be achieved --  whi le businesses and
resident ial  homes along Route 9 would have to be el iminated.

we suggest as an al ternat ive that the cohoes crescent Road be widened from
Route 9 to the cohoes city rine; this wourd permit traffic access to I-
781.

The Town of Colonie owns most of the tand bordering the Cohoes Crescent
Road, rnaking the solution a viable one.

Resoonse:

In regards to the widening of Route 9 see Commenl I, 8,4, Bertha M. Golan.

February 16, 1989.

The widening o/ the Cohoes crescent Road ro the city of cohoes line wourd

result in additiottal ftaffic problems within the City. The proposed 4

travel lanes on Cohoes Crescent Road vould be reduced, to 2 lanes at the

City line which would create congestion lrom the required merging. In

order to access I-787 from this roadway traffic $)ould have to travel on

City streets.

It has been esdmated in the Traflic section of the DGEIS that

Qpproximately 80% of the projected trallic increase in rhe study area will

be a direct result of deyelopment within the study area boundaries. The

t .
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AC.

remaining 200/o will be a result ol increased use oI study area roads lrom

sources outside the study area limits. As a result, some individuals

traveling south on Route 9 Irom saratoga countv could tilize the cohoes

Crescent Road to occess I-782 rather than the ntore southerly lxit 7

inlerchange. It is unlikely hov)ever that all drivers from Saratoga County

utilize Route 9 solely to access I-787.

The widening o/ the Cohoes Crescent Road which is well north of the study

alea would do little to relieve tralfic congestion on Route g resulting

from development within the study area, The large number of yehicle t'|'ps

that would be generated by the projected growrh alternarive studied, in the

DGEIS would require vehicle trnvel on Route g to access I-g7 from Route 9

or I-787 Jrom the Cohoes Crescent Road.

DAVID STOUT
SR. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYST
NYSDEq REGION IV
2?16 GUILDERLAND AVENUE
SCHENECTADY. NEW YORK

APRIL 4, I9E9

Comment:l .

The February 1989 DGEIS meers the requirements of the SEeR Handbook,
section v for an initial area-wide planning document. It has 

-addressed 
the

comments we raised in our lead agency coordination response of October 25.
1988.

We recommend the Planning Board accept this document. I am pleascd the
Town has proceeded with this planning process. once the findings have been
accepted, after the remainder of the SEeR process has occorrei, the SEeR
actions. within the generic area will oniy necd sitc specific impict
evaluations in the future. However, sincc the planning period is 2O V.o.,and change is inherent in our world, it may become necessary to supplenenl
the FGEIS in future years.
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AD.

ResDonse:

As required in the luture,

procedures /or site specific

FGEIS where ap pro priate.

the Town tvill lollow the appropriate SE?RA

impact evaluations and supplements to the

BOGHT, LATHAM AND MAPLEWOOD FIRE DISTRICTS

APRIL 13, I9E9

Comment:

At our recent meet ing on Apri l  l l ,  1989, representat ives of  the three Fire
Districts involved, Boght, Latham and Maplewood, hereby submit ourprojected costs that will result from the impact of iesidential and
commercial development in the next twenty years.

r 989- | 999
ADDITION TO EXISTING STATION 50' X ?O'
cosT $250,000.00
MANPOWER 30 TURNOUT GEAR, TRAINING, S.C.B.A.(SELF
CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUS)
cosT $45,000.00

INSTALL SPRINKLERS IN HOMES

t 999-2009
MANPOWER 30 TURNOUT GEAR, TRAINING. S.C.B.A.

TWO ACRES OF LAND NEAR 260 BOGHT ROAD TO BE USED BY ALL THREE
DEPARTMENTS, THREE STALLS, OFFICE, STORAGE AND RESTROOMS
cosT $800,000.00

PURCHASE OF A NEW PUMPER TO BE KEPT IN NEW STATION
cosT $180,000.00

oNE E.N{.s. VEHICLES To BE SHARED By rHREE DEPARTMENTS AND KEpr
IN NEW STATION
cosT $20,000.00

BASED ON GROWTH OF I4OO NEW UNITS OR TOWN HOUSES
IN THE MAPLEWOOD PROTECTION DISTRICT
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AE.

l .

Res oonse.'

See Respottse to AE below.

BOGHT COMMUNITY FIRE DISTRICT
APRIL I3,  I989

Comment:

At a meet ing on Apri l  13, 1989 of rhe Boght Community Fire Commissioners,
we hereby submit  our projected cost that wi l l  resul t  f rom the impact of
resident ial  and commerc. ia l  development in the next 20 years in the Boght
Fire Distr ict .  The fol lowing est imates are based on 1989 costs.

First  l0 year cost and est imatc

One  add i t i ona l  pumper
One  laddc r  t  r uck
New sub  s ta t i on
Land for stat ion
Add i t i ons  to  F i re  S ta t  i o  n
Rescue board
Manpower equipment
E.M.S. vehicle
Maintenance per year $6,000
Add  i t  i ona l  I nsu rance  p remiums

Second l0 year cost and est imate

Two new pumpers
Manpower equipment per

year $6,000
Add  i t i ona  I  i nsu rance  p remium

Response:

Dlsc,ssiofs with re presentatives of the Boght
indicated that sone corrr identilied lor items

600,000

60,000
l,000,000

Community Fire District
in their  Apr i l  13, 1989

$ 250,000
500,000
800,000
80,000

r,000,000
100,000
60,000
20,000
60,000

I,000,000
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Ietter were also included
District Ietter dated
cor re s pond errce i ttc Iud e :

in the joint Boght, Lathanx curd Maplew,ood Fire
Apr i l  13,  1989.  I tems ident i l ied i t t  both

Additional Punper
New Sub Statiotl
Addition Io Existing Station
Manpower E qui pment
E.M.5. Vehicle

Therelore, in order lo ensure the
colotted lwice, adjuslments were ntade
fol lotgi tt g totll co s I s :

above referenced equipment ry4J
Io the 2 letters vhich resutted in

Cost

$ 250.000
800,000
250,000
4 5,000
20,000

Plartrtins Pe riod

2
2
I
1&2
1&2

not
Ihe

Plaflnifls Period I

One Additional Pttnt pe r
Orte Ladder Trwtk
One Sub Statiotl
Land for Station
Additions to Fire Sntiotr
Rescue Boat
Manpower Equi pment
E.M.S. Vehicle
Maintenance Per Year 36,000
Addilional Insurance

Planning Period 2

One Additional Puntper
Manpower EEtipntenl
Additional I nsurance

Cosls

s?50.000
I500,000
$800,000
s 80,000

$ 1,000.000
I t00,000
I 60,000
$ 20,000
$ 60,000

s 1.000,000

Total $3,870,000

Costs

Tables I I-M-3 and II-M-4
referenced cosl e stimates.

8300,000
$ 60.000

81.000.000

Total $ I.3 60.000

have been modified as a result of the above

In additiort to llte above, the cumulative letter lrom the Boght, Latham and
Maplewood Fire Districts indicated tllat cottsideration should be given to
requiring sprinkler systems in residential homes. This would require
revisiott of the local Unilorm Fire Prevention and Building Code by the
Town.
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