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Meeting Summary 

 
 

I. Welcome and Agenda Review 
 

This was the fourth meeting of the Study Advisory Committee (SAC).  In attendance from 
the SAC were: 
 
• Katy O’Rourke, Liz Kormos, Kathy Macri, Leslie Lombardo, Maura Mottolese, Susan 

Olsen, Jim Olsen, and Chuck Voss 
• Jennifer Ceponis and Anne Benware, Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) 
• Mike Welti and Rick Lederer-Barnes, Behan Planning and Design 

 
There were also approximately four members of the public at the meeting as well as town 
councilman Dan Mackay.   

 
II. Old Business 
 

The December public workshop was briefly discussed.  The SAC members were generally 
encouraged by the turnout and the ideas that came out of the meeting.  The majority of 
the members had not had an opportunity to review the notes from the meeting, so a date 
of March 9th was set to have the notes reviewed and any comments back prior to posting 
on the project website. The SAC members indicated a desire to see a list of attendees 
from the workshop – the list would not be posted to the website, however. It was also 
noted that notes from the third SAC meeting did not appear to be posted on the project 
website, Katy indicated they would be posted soon if they are not there now. 

 
III.  Review Preliminary Plan Concepts 
 

The primary focus of the meeting was to review the preliminary plan concepts that were 
created based on SAC input and ideas heard at the public workshop.  Mike walked the 
committee through the six conceptual land use category concepts as outlined in the draft 
document previously circulated to the SAC.  In terms of “traffic calming” within the 
hamlet, it was noted that there may not be a need for that now, but in the future if the 
hamlet were to experience significant development there may be a need to slow cars 
down through changes in road design and signage. There was a desire to improve the 
intersection of 85 and 85A to make it more pedestrian friendly – including crosswalks and 
pedestrian signals. Given current accident and traffic volume data it is believed the 
NYSDOT would not consider a roundabout at this location in the foreseeable future. 
 
Road improvements, such as a roundabout, could be partially paid for by future 
development.  The concept of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) was 
explained as a way for the town to plan for future development, determine the potential 
impacts to traffic and infrastructure, and set mitigation fees to offset these impacts.  
Mitigation fees would be paid as new development is approved anywhere within the area 



 
 

 
 

of the GEIS so that costs for improvements would be shouldered proportionately by all the 
developers in the area, not just “the last one in the door.”  A GEIS does require an 
upfront investment from the town to complete, but the cost to complete the study can be 
included in the mitigation fees. 
 
Erie Station Village in Henrietta, NY was cited as a good example of new multi-family 
residential development and it was suggested that this be included in the report to 
illustrate some of the concepts for the “Hamlet Expansion” area.   
 
It was noted that the rail crossing at the end of Youmans Road was recently closed, but 
that a cattle underpass still exists.  Unfortunately the height is a little too low for 
bicyclists to easily traverse. 
 
There was a question as to whether the area indicated to stay unchanged as MDR would 
still be subject to any new design guidelines developed for the area.  It was thought that 
perhaps it would make sense, at least along Route 85, to ensure well planned 
development leading into the hamlet center. 
 
There was a feeling that the area west of the hamlet center needed to allow for more 
development potential, especially the three largest parcels at the northwest corner of the 
85/85A intersection.  Also more connections through this area were requested.  Should 
also consider the future development potential of the golf course and possibly show 
connections and/or development “bubbles” to highlight an ideal development pattern if 
there were a conversion from a golf course in the future. Possibly show a green buffer 
along 85A.  A conservation subdivision design may be the most appropriate for the golf 
course property which would still allow for a significant level of development while 
preserving important areas of the property. 
 
There was a brief discussion of “green infrastructure” – the town is participating in the 
Stormwater Coalition of Albany County led process of studying how to integrate state 
mandated green infrastructure practices within municipal codes.   (The Coalition is a 
partnership of 10 municipalities; New Scotland is a member through an intermunicipal 
agreement.) The planning board already considers green infrastructure during site plan 
review.  A discussion of green infrastructure techniques could be a component of the 
hamlet plan. 
 
There was a request for a higher level traffic demand analysis based on the existing 
conditions data and the potential development envisioned for the area.  While it would be 
difficult to do a detailed analysis - due to the many unknowns and because this is not part 
of the scope of this study, the CDTC indicated they would be doing a basic analysis to 
show how much additional capacity would theoretically be possible in the hamlet area.  A 
more detailed traffic analysis could be part of a GEIS. 
 
It was reiterated that the plan will have zoning recommendations, but not actual zoning 
language.  Changes to the zoning would be a separate effort. 
 
There was concern about the amount of area depicted for agriculture/conservation.  It 
appears to be a roughly 50-50 split of conservation and development on the largest parcel 
in the study area.  It was suggested that this might be too much conservation and that it 
might be disproportionate to the amount of conservation shown on some of the other 
properties.  Also the lack of road frontage development potential along 85A was a 
concern. Another concern was that the amount of residential development depicted in the 
hamlet expansion concept would not be realistic without infrastructure improvements.  It 
was explained that the exact boundaries of the “bubbles” are approximate and could be 
changed.  The divisions between development areas and conservation areas was based on 



 
 

 
 

existing tree lines and not based on property lines.  Also it was explained that while 
visually it may appear that development is being limited, in actuality the idea is to allow 
for many more options in the type of development that could occur in the area, and 
increase the potential density of the development thus taking a similar amount of 
development potential and keeping it in a more compact form.  This would allow for the 
preservation of some of the agricultural and natural areas and also could decrease 
infrastructure costs for the future development while not necessarily reducing the overall 
development potential.  This should allow for multiple development options based on 
whatever future market conditions may demand.  It was also noted that in order for retail 
to be successful there is a need for more “rooftops” and thus allowing residential in the 
area would provide a larger consumer base for future retail development. The benefits of 
compact development should be emphasized in the write-up of the concept areas. 
 
Regarding the conservation area along 85A, it was noted that the best views start south of 
the old farm’s driveway, and that perhaps the area north of that could be developed.  
There was also dispute over the quality of agricultural soils in the area.  Some landowners 
believe that soils are not very productive in the area, however the USDA classifies the 
soils as Prime Agricultural Soils and Farmland Soils of Statewide Importance – these 
classifications were confirmed with the Albany County Soil and Water Conservation 
District office. Regardless of the agricultural value, there has been a desire from the 
public to maintain a rural character between the Village of Voorheesville and the hamlet 
of New Scotland. 
 
Having a unifying vision makes the area more attractive to potential developers and 
residents.  If at the end of the planning process the town can say what type of 
development they want, and where they want it in this area that encompasses hundreds 
of acres, and if they are willing to be an active partner in bringing the development to the 
hamlet of New Scotland, that will be a major step forward. Right now developers 
reportedly avoid New Scotland because of the perception that the town doesn’t know 
what it wants. 
 
A landowner in the audience noted that the area around Youmans Road was zoned 
residential agriculture until approximately 1994 when it was changed to commercial. He 
also noted a desire to not have 2-acre zoning in the area, as the remaining undeveloped 
large lot has the best land available for development. 
 
An alternative idea presented was the creation of a new “major” road from the bend in 
85A down to 85 near the new senior development.  This would allow for new commercial 
road frontage to be created while maintaining the rural nature of 85A.  
 
It was suggested the SAC could walk the larger properties in the study area to get a better 
understanding for future development, however it was noted that we need to resist the 
urge to “master plan” the area, and that the end result of this project will be conceptual 
development patterns, not specific boundaries and alignments. 
 

IV. Next Steps 
 
Next SAC meeting – Tentatively, the SAC will meet again in the last week of March – a 
date will be determined based on a Doodle poll. 

 
V. Adjournment 


