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October 11, 2016 
 
Ms. Tina Carton, POSH-Sustainability Coordinator 
City of Saratoga Springs  
City Hall 
Saratoga Springs, New York 12866 
 
Dear Ms. Carton, 
 
 RE: UDO DIAGNOSTIC REPORT  
 
Sustainable Saratoga has reviewed the September 6, 2016 “Unified Development Ordinance” 
Diagnostic Report and we wish to offer the following comments. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. Overall, the document does appropriately focus on implementing the policies recommended 
in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. We see it as a positive effort to bring a diverse set of 
development issues and policies into one document.  The UDO will include a number of new 
sustainability standards and guidelines, which are beneficial in many ways.   

2. Some of the UDO objectives are not sufficiently aligned with the Comprehensive Plan, and 
some of the items in the UDO don’t provide enough detailed direction to assess their value or 
efficacy. We provide more detail on this below in our “specific comments”. 

3. The draft Diagnostic Report appears to be just a long list the suggestions that the public 
offered during the winter UDO workshops.  It does not appear to provide very much 
direction as to what items actually will be addressed in the final UDO. We had hoped that by 
this stage in the effort the City would be further along. 

4. One of our concerns is this current Diagnostic Report is too extensive.  The report calls for 
numerous additional studies and analysis. We note that there are more than 20 references to 
new studies such “build-out analysis”, “research”, “context analysis”, etc.  We are fearful 
that these tasks can’t be done within the UDO schedule and budget.   

5. It is apparent to us that there still will be significant cut made in the list of “potential 
solutions” in this Diagnostic Report that will make it into the UDO.  It appears that tough 
decisions will have to be made shortly to decide what will get included in the final UDO and 
will not.  We don’t have a very clear understanding of the criteria that will be used in making 
these decisions.  
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6. From the very beginning of the UDO process we have been concerned that there is not 
enough accountability in the development of the product. The UDO will not just be a 
technical document; it will be full of policy implications. We originally hoped that there was 
going to be a committee appointed by the Council to oversee the process, but now we have 
been told the oversight work will be done just by the technical staff of the Office of Planning 
and Economic Development. Their meetings and deliberations are not open to the public. 

7. The community also should have an estimate of how long the process will take. We 
recommend establishing target dates for the rest of the phases in the development of the 
UDO, and posting them publicly. 

8. The printed materials did not indicate whether the public will be allowed to participate in a 
meaningful way on the next product – the draft outline of the UDO, and at each of the key 
milestones where draft text of the UDO is prepared.  We certainly would appreciate some 
assurances    that the public will have access at these key junctures.   
 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 
 
1. Inclusionary zoning should not be part of the UDO as suggested in 5a and 5b (page 15). 

Sustainable Saratoga has already started to have the City Council separately consider this 
ordinance. If Council adopts the SPA Housing Ordinance, it can easily be plugged into the 
UDO. Having IZ be part of the deliberations for the UDO will be costly and time consuming. 

2. Retain the current practice of measuring building height in feet rather than in stories. Height 
relates to the pedestrian’s relationship to the building, and for the city to define that 
relationship in ways that take into consideration human scale, avoidance of the “canyon 
effect,” shadow effects, and retaining our small city identity, there needs to be clarity and 
consistency in measuring building height. If providing variation in roof design is a goal, that 
can be addressed as a separate provision in the Ordinance. Furthermore, for affordable 
housing programs that may grant density bonuses based on building height, the city needs to 
provide predictable, quantifiable numbers against which the program requirements can be 
measured. 

3. Expanding the historic zoning district to match the boundaries to the National Register 
District is laudable but also very time consuming. To be successful it would require a great 
deal of public outreach. 20ai and 20aii (page 27)   

4. In the following “potential solutions” the basis for proposed changes is unclear: 
a. Evaluate the 458b program” - doesn’t answer to what degree and where might it be 

applied. 3ciii (page 14) 
b. Unclear what direction is expressed for dealing with “airbnb” type uses. (page 18) 
c. Integrate traffic calming elements into overall project development plans for the city.” 

(page 23) 
d. For zoning map updates that are particularly challenging, consider a future phase of 

neighborhood-based planning prior to implementation of any zoning map 
amendments. (page 26) Does this mean the policy on land use and intensity is unclear 
in the Comprehensive Plan? 

e. Develop additional review process to assist with the determination of when 
demolition is an appropriate solution to allow resolutions to allow reasonable new 
construction and city growth. (page 27).  Would this weaken the current standards are 
required to be applied for historic buildings?? 
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f. Numerous items in the “Analysis–Existing Zoning Ordinance” are unclear as to the 
objective. 

g. There are numerous references to “clarifying” certain existing standards and it is not 
clear if there is a desire to increase or decrease such standards. 

5. Due to frequent changes in public bus routes, we feel that the routes should not be used as 
significant criteria of where to increase allowable densities for such things as affordable 
housing as suggested in 5Ci. (page 15) Other more comprehensive smart growth policies 
should be the criteria. 

6. Potential solutions under 5di and 5dii are too narrow.  A greater variety of innovative types 
for housing (especially for senior citizens) should be considered.  

7. Nothing has really been done to include maintenance standards for vacant and abandoned 
buildings that have such a negative impact on residential neighborhoods. (page 28) 

8. Potential solutions for solar equipment in 28ci and 28cii are too narrow and short sighted and 
appear contradictory to those in 28d. (page 32) 

9. Haven’t included any elements for geo-thermal and wind renewable facilities (page 32) 
10. Revisions for corridor lodging establishments should be expanded to include prohibiting 

them in the Rural Residential district which should only have low intensity development 
(even if on a corridor). Sec3.4.3 (page 38) 

11. The proposed revision to parking structures standards should not erode the desired 
streetscape, pedestrian activity and urban form. Sec 6.2 (page 40) 
 

Thank you for the opportunity for to comment. 

 Respectfully, 

 

Harry Moran 

Chair 

cc:  Mayor Joanne Yepsen 
 Commissioner John Franck 
 Commissioner Michele Madigan 
 Commissioner Chris Mathiesen 
 Commissioner Skip Scirocco 
  
 
  

 

 

 

 


