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Chairman White opened the June 26, 2008 Comprehensive Plan Committee meeting.  

John said he wished to discuss water first and then traffic, focusing on the July 24 town hall meeting.  He stated that Charlotte Harris spent 2 half-days at the Health Department looking at their records of the tests on North Salem’s 30 public water systems, and she needs a few more days before she will put the information on a map.  The map is also to include 8 watershed areas, and they will recommend well-testing that includes radiologicals.

John went on to say that they need to be prepared with a set of solutions to offer, but the DOH has not been helpful with this/they do not make recommendations.  On the other hand, Gina D’Agrosa, the water master for the County, was very helpful.  Lennie Meyerson, the new Commissioner (?), sees a role for the County in helping communities with their wells.  John and Charlotte/anyone else who wants to go along will meet with him.  John added that he hopes Mr. Meyerson will make a presentation at the July 24 meeting.  John told the group that Gina D’Agrosa works on septic and sewage treatment programs like the proposal for Peach Lake and the New York City regulations pertaining to MS-4 (required by New York City for protection of its water supply).  Cynthia Curtis is representing the supervisor in meetings with Mr. Meyerson.  In the near future, it will be a requirement to inspect septic systems every 3 years.  There will also be a program (for those under public water systems) for leaf-collection, having to do with minimizing phosphates, because it is believed by NYC that phosphates are the polluter of most concern.  John said attempts to pass legislation in the past failed, but the CPC will look at what was attempted.  This legislation stated, among other things, that no fertilizers containing phosphates may be used unless soil is tested and shows that it is needed.
Regarding salt, Gina D’Agrosa said sand cannot be used with salt because of phosphates.  Drew explained to the CPC in the past that a new, different kind of sand has been approved by Cornell that contains no phosphates.  John told Gina that North Salem might go ahead with some of these steps even if they are not enacted at the County level, but there must be a proper balance.   He said they would look to Drew to tell them what is important.
Gina D’Agrosa also received and was impressed by Russell Urban-Mead’s water study, and she said she plans to have her own well-water tested for radon.

John said they are moving forward re storm-water requirements, although phosphates add a dimension, because they incite uranium to release alpha and beta particles.  Gina informed John of a lab the County has at Grasslands that has 2 packages for testing; one (the standard package) including radon, and a second that does not have radon but includes “volatiles”.  Gina thought the CPC was on target and agreed that what Russell Urban-mead recommended for Dutchess County would be appropriate in North Salem.  She said she too would like to see County health data “mechanized”, so John said perhaps this should be added to the CPC’s wish list.  
Bob Kotch asked if the testing packages are for private or public wells, and John said he will find out, although he already knows that the test packages are not free.

John stated that he was encouraged by the agreement of people like Gina with the CPC’s work activity and some agreement with directions taken, and he hopes to package enough information over the next 2 weeks to convince the Supervisor that he is ready to present it to the public.  
John turned the discussion over to Bob Kotch to cover his draft Power Point presentation on traffic.  Bob said he would look to Mary Manning to add to the presentation.

John said the group should try to offer suggestions for emphasis or additional points/information.

On page 4 of Bob’s presentation (Selected Key Roads drawn from the 1985 comprehensive plan) it was agreed that State and County roads should be included.  

John said Hawley Road should also be included, and Pam Pooley commented that the intersection of 121 and Hawley is a trouble spot.  She asked if a road is not local, does it mean the Town has no control over State and County Roads.

Bob said the CPC has to understand roads and look for a way to apply logic or pressure on those at the State or County level who do control the roads.  

John commented that there are even secondary roads experiencing traffic issues now, versus information from 1985.  He suggested showing a comparison between the 1985 key roads and what they think now.

Martin Aronchick asked if it is too early to provide volume and usage data.

Bob said he does not have that data yet (to be provided by Peter Wiederhorn’s report on the use of the Police Department’s speed detection machine), but it is a good idea.  
John said he wanted to be sure to introduce Mary Manning, the traffic consultant.  He went on to say that he, Bob, and Drew Outhouse met with Mary earlier in the day.  John said that the CPC wants to update the traffic trends in the 1985 comprehensive plan to show how things have changed/provide a forecast, and Mary will do that.

Pam mentioned some traffic issues covered at previous meetings, and John told her what was discussed.  He said the CPC will be collecting proposed solutions and Mary will look at them.  
Page 5 (Meeting with NYS DOT – May 16) – Bob said that with regard to DOT construction projects, the bottom line is that the level of funding is political, the level of dollars is pressured each year, and the price of asphalt is increasing.  For these reasons, the total amount of paving and roadwork that can be done is decreasing.
John suggested that the points listed on the chart should be more specific/shorter, specifically:
· 684 from Hardscrabble to 84 = resurfacing

· 684 North to 84 relief = ramp from 684/third lane on 84
· 684 to 35 = third lane on 684
Bob said he would quickly go through pages 6 through 17, a collection of draft environmental impact statements each of which has an extensive traffic section.  He added that he thought he should re-order them chronologically.  He said that all the projects included are active, except for IBM.  
Regarding page 6 (Selected Draft EIS’s) Pam suggested it would be better to spell out Environmental Impact Statement.  

John said the public hearing of the Salem Hunt application to the Planning Board (one of the draft EIS’s used in Bob’s traffic report) opened recently.  He explained that they are proposing to build 3 clusters of units and they seek approximately 17 waivers.  John said there was much public comment, including a point brought up at a CPC meeting about impact on specific intersections.  Also discussed was the fact that the proposed site for Salem Hunt is close to the schools, so they should consider providing a way for students to walk to school.  He added that there was also much discussion about how a large number of construction trucks will have to take significant detours around local 4-ton-limit roads.  
John said the CPC discussed recreation land needs near the schools, and part of the Salem Hunt application includes a donation of 10% of their land for recreation or payment of a recreation fee.  He said he thought the land donation would be better than payment of a fee in this instance.   He added that the site plan will have to be revisited if 10% of the total property is to be donated.

John told the others that Salem Hunt is to include a mix of market-rate and affordable units, and he said he wants to know whether they will be for sale or rent.  He said he feels the affordable units will do more good/be more welcome as rental units.  
Mary suggested providing the size and number of units in these projects to help the public visualize their scope.

Page 7 -Bob said traffic is looked at in several different ways: road quality, accident rates, etc.  He said the criteria he chose to focus on is delay during busy hours.  He said many of the consultants working on the DEIS’s do a good job of finding the busy hours and cover 15 minute intervals from a few hours before the busiest periods to a couple of hours after, making it fairly easy to see when the busiest time is.  

Bob said sets of standards may or may not have changed much over time, but Mary said they have.  Bob pointed out that signalized and non-signalized intersections have different criteria.

Mary said the change is that waits are longer, i.e. waits of up to 65 seconds may rank as grade A or B service now, whereas waits had to be 20 seconds or less for an intersection be rated A or B in the past.  She explained that the studies produce something like a report card, looked at to see where roads need to be improved.  Mary further stated that volume-to-capacity ratios are important, especially where roads are narrow, hilly and/or have curves.

Bob said it might be worth listing the 4 or 5 factors that drive the studies.  He commented that perhaps they should not aspire to grade A intersections/a grade of B or C is perfectly acceptable.

John asked if the measurements capture a situation like a very long delay/back-up caused by an accident.  

Mary said the measurements are more like standards, and she added that such worse-case scenarios cannot be predicted for this kind of study.

Bob said that as traffic gets worse, road use becomes abnormal/drivers become agitated.  He said he could recall only one of the studies actually capturing an accident.  Rather, they track typical busy days, prudently selected, but not including abnormal accident data.  
Mary said that is right, and it is part of the guidelines for doing traffic impact studies for a development not to plan for such incidents.

John suggested that if an intersection had 1 accident per month in the past but has 1 every 3 hours now, that is no longer an isolated incident.

Bob said the Planning Board advises developers which intersections to include in their studies, and then they interpret the data and make suggestions for remediation.  These suggestions are not always things the Town favors (traffic lights, road-widening, traffic-light timing, etc.), but the developer want to find solutions so they may go forward.  He added that the IBM expansion traffic study is good to look at because the EIS is old so the projections can be compared to what changes have actually occurred.  The study recommended many traffic lights and ramp-enhancements.  

The Members discussed an extremely short light on Route 116 at the exit ramp from 684, and Mary said she can get the signal plan to see if the light is triggered or set.

Bob said EIS’s measure existing traffic conditions and overlay projected future conditions with and without additional development, and he used the ones with additional development.
Mary said the CPC should not obscure the fact that problems already exist.

John said that from a comprehensive plan standpoint, there are solutions.   He stated that 30,000 people from Putnam County drive to work in Westchester/drive to Croton Falls and Purdys train stations , all on a very few roads.  He suggested the CP address current conditions versus the 1985 CP, see what worked/didn’t, and make projections for the future.

Bob said they should have a no-build forecast as well as an overlay with development.

Mary commented that North Salem does not generate traffic, but traffic comes through the Town.  She said options can be offered to limit vehicles/vehicles with only 1 passenger, and bypasses can be considered.  
John said they will meet with other Towns to come up with a composite picture/regional solutions to be included in the 2025 master plan for the County.  He said the proposed third lane on 684 south is not on the DOT’s list yet, but a buzz could be created/politicians involved, and something might get done.  This kind of issue is political, and pressing politicians does work.  John said Westchester 2000 offers an example; it was pointed out that there was inadequate parking at railroad stations, and more parking spaces were constructed.
To sum up the information in his presentation, Bob said the Planning Board selects intersections to be included in traffic studies, and developers usually acknowledge problem intersections but they say their data shows that they won’t contribute much to them.  Directing the group’s attention to page 18, Bob read through a list of Mary’s suggestions.
John said he thinks roundabouts should be included, noting that some people say they improve traffic flow and others despise them.  He said they should see what people think; and if there is enough support, the Town can ask developers to put in roundabouts instead of traffic lights.

Mary suggested putting it as roundabout versus light, and ask which people prefer.
Regarding the chart on page 19, Bob said the traffic reports are not all done at the same time of day or in the same year.  He stated that they need to get consistent methodology for forecasting problems.

Mary agreed, suggesting that the Town needs impact criteria/guidelines for consistency.  She added that the letter grades on the intersection ratings are probably based on overall information.  As an example, Mary said that left turns might be very bad at an intersection, but the overall traffic might not be so bad otherwise.

Bob said the studies measure traffic in all 4 directions individually and then average the figures, but he used the worst directions at the busiest times.  
Page 20 – Bob said they need to understand better how past studies have missed the mark in their forecasting,  because of the chosen growth rate and the equalizing effect of people choosing other routes when one becomes heavily trafficked/slow.   
Page 21-23 Bob went over his observations and conclusions, including asking the Planning Board to request that developers come up with solutions to existing traffic problems as well as for additions to that traffic caused by the developer’s project.
Re IBM/Route 22 (State road), John said IBM got approval for expansion based on traffic at 10 intersections which would not need to be ameliorated until/unless the traffic reached a certain density.

Bob said the IBM project was different because it was older, whereas current projects all play into existing problems and will make them worse.  


John said his point was that they cannot control State roads.

Bob understood, but he said he still would not permit contributions to existing traffic problems.  He stated that if the Planning Board asks for alternative solutions to traffic, and the Planning Board selects a solution that meets the Town’s goals and objectives, and mandates that the developer completes that improvement, then they can prevent the exacerbation of existing problems.  Bob commented that he was discouraged by the meeting with a DOT representative.
John said the CP could be specific about what traffic fixes they do and don’t want; for example, roundabouts instead of traffic lights.

Bob said he would correct the third point on page 23 to read, “... Planning Board-chosen enhancement ... “.  

Mary said to be careful that the wording of the 4th point could not be construed to mean that after a developer commits funds to improve existing traffic conditions, they may then build something that will make it worse. 

Bob agreed.  He also said developers are suggesting solutions to whole problems and not just their increment.

John pointed out that that while they suggest solutions, developers are not necessarily offering to pay for the solution.   
Bob said his point was that he wants the Town to be able to say to a developer that if their plan requires a solution (even if they are not the root cause of the problem), they won’t get permission to build until the Town finds an acceptable solution and someone is committed to implement it.  
Page 24 - Bob said more meetings are needed with the DOT, mass-transit and surrounding towns.

John asked Mary to look at the MTA.   He mentioned that people drive from Connecticut to Katonah to use MetroNorth, and it takes the same length of time as driving to Branchville would, but there are fewer trains out of Branchville.  John said he thought that from a regional point of view, Lewisboro would be interested in discussions with the MTA.

Bob said the draft presentation has 3 major points: 
· the regional aspect of traffic problems. 

· The need to improve situations before they get worse.  

· Inclusion of other communities for help in applying political pressure for help in getting things done.

John stated that in a week to 10 days he would like the traffic group to meet again, possibly meeting with Connecticut and Somers the same day.  He reminded the Members present that anyone may attend meetings on any topic.
Bob told Mary he would give her the data he has and do what he can to help her, and he added that he wants to see the presentation made powerful.  Mary said the information is there to be worked with.  
John and Pam discussed school bus usage and Pam’s interest in having bike lanes.  John said bike lanes might be put on the CPC’s “wish list” if the public is interested.

John stated that the Town will be paying for the CPC to keep the services of Mark Stellato for phase 2, and he asked Mark for suggestions of aids for reaching members of the public (hand-outs, presentation packages, etc.).  
John said he wants to get to visual impact issues and zoning in September/October.

It was decided to meet next on Thursday, July 31 at 7:30 pm in the Library.

Martin said the Open Space Committee has divided the Town into quadrants, and groups are going out to identify scenic viewsheds.  He said the OSC may have a map by July 24.  Pam offered to show the OSC pictures she has taken around Town for the July 24 meeting.
John said he would like to incorporate some of the photos into the presentation, and he added that the July 24 meeting is to just show the CPC’s progress to-date.  He said he would also like to include the OSC data, and he reiterated the need for handouts.

John asked Mark and Mary to look at the presentation made in March to see what he (John) came up with and work to provide help in preparing professional presentations for July 24 (water and traffic).  

Mary and Mark and will have something to show John by July 15.

Mary asked if the CPC will be seeking community input or just to update them, and John replied that he hopes for both.

Mary described some tools employed at a similar meeting in Greenburgh, and she said breaking out into smaller groups is helpful.  

John explained that they will be holding workshops in September, and there will be an exit poll on recreation in November, but he wants to gather ideas and engage people now.
The group discussed ways to attract interest, including coming up with a name or slogan for the lead-up to the new Comprehensive Plan.

Agenda items having been covered, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

___________________________

Janice Will, Recording Secretary

BobBan accitches
PAGE  
8
Cpc062608

