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The Tug Hill Experlence

Or Can Towns Plan and Direct Their Own Future for the Good of Both Residents

In a section of northern New York with the unlikely name of
“Tug Hill”, there’s a program going on that may prove
significant to the future of rural land use policy in our state.
The program is a result of the work of the Temporary State
Commission on Tug Hill and the people living in the 39 towns
and villages of this study area.

The Commission was established by the state legislature in
1972 after the Horizon Corporation had placed an option to
buy 55,000 acres of the forest wilderness in the area’s central
core. Elaborate plans for conversion of wetlands to ponds with
second home frontage, a golf course and other accouterments
of a large recreational development would have changed the

" area drastically. Property owners and residents were concerned.
They asked the legislature to set up the Temporary Commission
to study the area and make recommendations on its future.
Nine area residents were appointed (volunteers, without
stipend) by April *73 and the beginnings of a staff was on board
that October.

All this happened when the ‘“regional study commission”
approach was in vogue. By the end of '70, the Temporary
Commission to Study the Future of the Adirondacks had made
its recommendations. By the end of '72 there were active
Commissions involved in the Catskills, Tug Hill, the Hudson
Valley, and the St. Lawrence - Eastern Ontario shoreline.

After an approximate two year study, the Commission
produced its findings and recommendations in a report
entitled, The Tug Hill Region - Preparing for the Future, dated
February, 1976.

Distinguishing marks of the Commission have been several;
two are listed here because of their bearing on this article:

Involvement of Citizenry and Local Government
Officials - The Commission members set aside
preconceived notions and went to the citizens first. They
asked, “What should the future of the area be and how
do we get there?” The ways this dialogue was planned
and carried out is well documented for any that would
like to know more about it.1.2,3

Development of a ‘“bottom up’ rather than a “‘top
down” approach to Planning and Regulation. Two very
strong sentiments that came out of public forums and
sessions with local officials were, *“We want to preserve
Tug Hill’'s natural and community assets,” and “If
planning and regulation are what we need, then we want
to be the ones to do it.”” As we shall see, the dialogue also
produced some excellent ideas on how this might be
accomplished.

Commtsszon on Tug Htl!

Citizens of the State?

by: Benjamin P. Coe

and the Rest of the

Thousand
Islands,

Thornton K. Ware

.Rochester
\

®
*  Utica

[ J
Syracuse

WHERE IN SAM HILL 1S TUG HILL?

As defined by the New York State Legislature, it
includes 39 towns, 20 villages, in parts of 4 counties, with
1.3 million acres and a 1970 population of 81,500. It rises
gradually from 250 feet at Lake Ontario to 2,100 feet 40
miles inland to the east.

The Central Core is a wilderness upland forest,
important for commercial timber harvest, fish and
wildlife habitat, low intensity recreation, and the source
for 11 stream systems that lace the region, feeding 4
major drainage basins, and supplying urban water
systems.

The North and East Perimeter in the Black River
Valley contain the primary agricultural lands, much of
which is protected by Agricultural Districts.

The Southern Perimeter contains the suburban
expansion of Syracuse, Utica, and Rome pushing north
into farm and forest and along the north shore of Oneida
Lake.

The Salmon River Corridor is expected to get intense
recreational pressure due to DEC salmon stocking
program and the proposed hatchery.

“Tug Hill Country is not just a hill, or a jumble
of hills, or a region. It is also forest solitudes, and
wild beasts, and tumbling trout streams that were
once sources of unlimited water power. It is
lumber camps and backwoods farms and high,
stony pastures. It is desolation in winter and
breathtaking beauty at all other times of the year.

It is wild flowers and bird song and the music of

the winds in the evergreens...”

From Tug Hill Country, Tales From the Big Woods by Harold
W. Sampson. °

continued on page 3
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THE IMPORTANCE OF RESEARCH AND FACT FINDING FOR
THE PLANNING BOARD MEMBER

by Marc E. Meyer, Town of Wéllkil/ Planning Board
\

As a member of a town planning boar;d, I must emphasize the importance of
research or fact finding, as a basis for [decision making as a planner.

It would seem that too often basic research techniques are ignores, leading to
costly approvals which seem to be more ofja burden to communities than an asset.

Zoning ordinances and subdivision regulations serve as a legal basis and guide
for planners to follow. However, each plan‘ner has a responsibility to the residents,
board, developers and all those fine individuals who dedicate themselves to
municipal, village and town planning, to s“eek and document as much information
as possible with respect to any subdivision or industry that would desire to come
before a planning board.

Planning is a continuing process and \therefore, fact finding and research is
important in order to better understand the past and enable us to act in a prudent
manner in consideration of future gorwlh and development.

There are a variety of resources available to planners. Some of these resources

are as follows:
Local and county health departments, County planning departments, Department
of Environmental Conservation (regional‘ offices located throughout New York
State), Agricultural Extension Service, régional offices of the New York State
Environmental Protection Agency, local| newspapers, libraries (many libraries
microfilm newspaper articles which may be of some use to planners), articles in
journals and magazines, newsletters fro;m various planning federations, legal
journals, Federation workshops, courses in planning $ponsored by planning
federations, and local commissions (including recreation, Chamber of Commerce,
Environmental Council, citizen advisory committees and other organizations
throughout the community). ‘

These are just a few resources available to planning boards. It is suggested that
the more resources used the more likely one is to raise relevant questions which
would serve as a basis for intelligent- decision making.

Good planning is a sharing and caring Qrocess In the final analysis, research is
important and lends support to the notxon that local and municipal planners are
truly working for the total wellbeing of all residents, when they are able to ask
questions and seek answers through use|of the excellent resources available.H

N

Johnson City. ]‘

MEMO: TO ALL MEMBERS ‘

The article published on NYS Planning !(page 6) is to being to your attention the
fact that central administration of plannmg in the state is brought about in part by

the apathy of local government bodies in their lack of response to, or for, effective

planning programs. The State Leglslature| will be listening for directions on state

planning and examining state land and rlesource policies, as well as the need to
improve opportunities for economic development. Federation members are urged
to make their interests known to their representatives in the Legislature. We ask
you, when so doing, to balance your loyalty to your locality with a recognition of

your responsibility as a member of the state-wide community.

COURT OK’S SOME “WHITE” ZONE LAWS

Communities are not required to alter zo
income families, the United States Supre

ning laws to provide housing for low
me Court said today. (Jan. 11, 1977)

The court’s ruling carries far-reaching consequences for many of the nation’s

suburban areas now closed to black and

The court also said predominantly white co

other minorities.

mmunities do not have to make certain

allowances for integration unless there is pr|oof of purposeful racial discrimination.
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continued from page 4

state and other.levels of government by
communicating experiences learned in the
Tug Hill Region.

With regard to the program’s significance
inside the study area, it is easiest to. talk
about and point to tangible products such as
a plan document. The most important
results may be, however, an informed more
interested citizenry, and local governments
sufficiently organized, experienced, and
confident so that they can conduct policy
dialogues with the citizenry and effectively
make the kind of complex decisions that
land use programs involve.

Along the way, Tug Hill has become an
excellent pilot area for learning the
potentials and problems in optional or
required environmental legislation such as
the Freshwater Wetlands Act, Flood Plain
Law, and the State Environmental Quality
Review Act. A successful Tug Hill program
-- different people will have different
yardsticks for success -- should provide
many lessons.of value to other parts of rural
New York.

There should be important ideas as well,
for county, regional, and state policy
makers. Of course; each body would need to
draw from the Tug Hill experience those
lessons applicable to them. The Commission
has been particularly careful to avoid giving

.. the impression that what is working in Tug
- Hill would be applicable to- special natual

regions of the state such as the Adirondacks,

the Catskills or even the Coastal Zone. The

former two contain substantial forest

. preserve lands, and in both the pressures

threatening loss of énvironmental assets are
considerably greater. The narrow shoreline
bands called Coastal Zones have their own
set of special considerations. It seems very
reasonable that in a diverse state such as
New York some diversity in land use policy
will be necessary. On the other hand, the
Tug Hill study aréa is in many ways a
microcosm of average rural New York and,
with this state having the third largest rural
population in the nation, there should be
many areas where Tug Hill lessons are
applicable. In recognition of that possibility,
the Department of State’s Division of State
Planning selected the Tug Hill Commission
to prepare a study of rural land use policy
development as viewed from the Tug Hill
experience. The purpose was to help
strengthen the rural component of the
State’s “Land Use Element” submitted to
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development. 4

What then are some of the possible

" implications of this work? As state level

policy makers search for a direction for land
use policy we, the authors, offer. the
following thoughts to the dialogue, out of
our own experience:

1. Sufficient interchange with local offi-
cials, some local recognition of planning
need and an availability of technical aid are
resulting in a voluntary commitment to plan
cooperatively with neighboring towns. We
believe that mandated planning would not
have provided a climate for participation,
understanding, and acceptance of a land use
program in Tug Hill.

2. We find that the time span needed for
planning boards to plan and develop
ordinances varies widely with the local
situation. Cooperative planning increases
the unpredictability of the time requirement
because of the extra involvement in
integration. A planning program always
needs a schedule, but that schedule must
regularly be revised, based on feedback
from the process. We note that once there is
a commitment to planning, most planning
board members (volunteers all) want to get
the job done well and quickly.

3. In the case of rural planning, if
economic, social and political pressures on
local officials arée not severe, cooperative
planning probably can result in effective
consideration of county, regional and state
concerns.

Involvement of as few as three. adjacent
towns with common boundaries and
environmental and economic characteristics
may be sufficient for a new *‘regional”
perspective to emerge.

4. Technical support, financed largely
from outside the rural community, is a vital
ingredient. Technical help must be respon-
sive with no strings attached. It should be
available to help meet a variety of local
needs - since a good planning program will
identify a whole array of problems and
questions concerning the community and
local governance. Continued acceptance of
planning means being able to respond to
and solve these immediate problems.

3. Policy dialogue at the community level
is likewise a necessary ingredient if plans are
to really reflect the community and be
understood, accepted, and implemented.

Robert W. Lamson has written a very
useful paper entitled, Policy Dialogues: A
Key to Solving the Problems We Face While
Increasing America’s Capacity for Self-
Government.> In it he states,

“Policy dialogues are important not only

- because we need to solve the problems which

confront us, but also, because we need, at
the same time, to employ a process for
decision and implementation which protects
and promotes certain values such as
freedom and self-government.

To solve problems, we need to be able to
improve our perceptions of problems,
causes, options and impacts, to create
sufficient consensus to permit concerted
action, to decide upon and implement goals,
to provide for continuity of effort, and

resolve contlicts of personality, perception,
value, interest and power. ) ’

To.protect and promiote values such as
freedom and self-government, we need to
implement the principles for a free society
such as those contained in the United
States’ Constitution. These principles in-
clude: -

a. the limitation of the use and concen-
tration of power, through, for example,
periodic elections, the separation of powers
and federalism, as well as through;

b. the rule of law, no one being above the
law;

c. self-government, informed consent of
the governed and the capacity of the
governed to influence and be involved in
decisions which affect them, directly as well
as indirectly, via their elected representa-
tives;

(1) Self-government is based on an
informed citizenry, on a widespread,
rather than a narrowly distributed,
understanding of problems and op-
tions, and on the ability of citizens to
implement the options and manage
their own affairs.

(2) Consent of the governed is based
not only on a belief in the competence
and good intent of policymakers, but
also on widespread understanding and
consensus concerning problems; caus-
es, options, impacts, criteria for evalu-
ation, tradeoffs, priorities and pre-
ferred solutions, on the part of citizens,
their elected representatives and other
policymakers.”

In his paper, Lamson’s definition of ““policy
dialogue” includes everything that we
include in the term “planning”. The paper
is well worth reading.

Another Comment: One can’t really
legislate citizen participation or involve-
ment. Coordination, communication, edu-
cation and participation can be part and

- parcel of a program -- or one can just go

through the motions and satisfy the
requirements of legislation. Citizen partici-
pation and involvement takes money and
commitment. '

6. As food for thought consider the
application of the Tug Hill Conimission’s
planning approach applied to the county.
The Tug Hill study area is actually about the
size of two rural counties. Our experience
indicates that nine towns may be close to the
practical limit for cooperative planning.
Visualize then organizing portions of rural
counties according to locally accepted
natural and/or othér interests, into several
joint municipal planning boards: With
financial and organizational help, a county
could form a Local Government Assistance
Bureau from which the whole variety of local
government services, including planning,
could be requested. A “circuit rider” would

continued on page 8



NEW YORK STATE PLANNING :
A Historical Perspective

In the half century of its existence, planning in New York
State has traveled once and a half around a circle. A

Commission on Housing and Regional Planning, reportingsin=*

1926 to GeverfioiAlfred-E-Smith propoged that a permanent
plarifiing board should be m@ﬂn@m&hm@%emor.
%)uch a Board was approved and functionea until 1941 when the

ivision of State Planning was removed to Commerce. Twenty
E ars later, in 1961, Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller created an
AOffice of Regional Development in the E)Aecutive Chamber. In
1/ 1975, the legatee of that body was transferred to the Secretary
ofe.State.
g’%fore we settle for the present locus, or spin the wheel

anofher half-turn sending planning pack to Executive
CHamber, or perhaps making it an arm of Budget, or an
{ndependent commission, we ought to take a quick look at what
Governor’s office.

by: John P. Keith

OPC also initiated an |input/ouput study by the Nation
Planning Association, seemingly without determining what/'it
really needed to know. It was viewed by others as a high &6st
boondoggle, an error such a new and exposed agency couldnft
afford. In other words, |over-extended, and not always i
response to need.
OPC really should have/had a more limited, defined mission.
Because it was spread too thin, its advice was not timely enough
to help with important decisions. As one observer said, ‘It wis
like a general trying to catch up with his armies.” DOT, UDC,
SUNY and the other development agencies were building whi
OPC was gestating plans.
The political leadership wanted policy advice on develop-
ment issues and on political decisions of the moment flavo d
with OPC’s special ingredient, facts, alternative courses, and
long-range perspective. Instead, OPC seemed to be creating
politida] restiveness amoflg local governments, a particular

ppears to haye been

He recognized that
hospitals were being built without relation to transportation
and that State agencies were eyeing the same iturf without
coordination. Its genesis seems to have been a “‘chart room”
operated for him in Washington for planning Inter-American
Affairs during World War II. A State Planning Coordination
Board, consisting of the heads of eight| State dgencies then
concerned with State and local development programs, was
formed along with the Office of Regional Development to serve
as secretariat to the Board.

Why didn’t this ideal appearing setup work? It’s akin to the
proposal now being made in Connecticut that planning be
placed in an Office of Policy and Management. And it is not
unlike an abortive proposal by Governor|William McCahill in
New Jersey to form a State Planning Council composed of
Cabinet officers and citizens to be serviced by the Planning
Division of the Department of Community Affairs.

1 asked a number of people who were in one way or another
involved with ORD (subsequently called Office of Planning
Coordination and then Office of Planning Services) why it
failed. Even those who are reputed to have been antagonistic
replied that the Office had done some very useful things -- that
it was not really a failure. It is said to have planted the seeds of
other agencies, like DOT, Environmental Conservation, UDC,
Adirondacks Park Agency, and it provided useful input to the
line departments. .

Its failure, such as it was, seems tg have resuited from

" discussion or involvement.

irritant t6*Governor Mal !olm Wilson, who shrank it to Office
of Planning ces.

The withdrawal=from |the commitment to planning @%}a

decade earlier was possible because the predecessor Office jof
Planning Coordination, thad not built a constituency that
valued its product. Nor did feﬁ”é’ék“%gislature have any feeling tior
the agency. There seemsjto have been almost no contact with
legislators; when the State Development Plan was issued; it

simply appeared in their mailboxes ~Without any ¢ rior

U.S. Senator Thruston Morton once explained the sénsitivity
of legislators to agetricy constituents. Upon arrival in
Washington, he explained, he made a speech critical of the
Agriculture Department, and he promptly heard from the folks
back home. He decided to talk about mining, and he quickly
learned there was a Kentucky group responsive to Interior
Department’s Bureau of Mines. It wasn’t long, though, 'til he
learned that the State Department didn’t have a constituency,
at least one that can vote, |so he felt free to describe at length the
follies of Dean Acheson

In any event, when the|fiscal crunch came, planning seemed
expendable. Its natural allies, the county and municipal
planning boards, didn’t object strenuously. In fact, some report
that they were not much|related to OPC. Regional Plan, as a
citizen agency interested in promoting planning, spoke out, but
too little, too late.

Of course, personalitief enter in. The Chief Executive has to

putting process before policy. OPC go
PPBS, the fad of the 1960’s to make govef

t deeply involved in
rnment inore effective

in the execution of policy. Apparently the departments were

offended because they were asked to fac
their programs, and Budget because it
invaded. Likewise, OPC was caught in
procedures and the need to push paper. 4
attention.

e the consequences of
s province was being
the mesh of federal

A1l of this scattered its

want planning. As former Governor Philip H. Hoff of Vermont

says, “I worked hard to Jnstitute state and regional planning,

and my successor work

L
!

d just as hard to undo it.”

who were involved seem in full agreement that State planning is

Are there any lessons }om the New York experience? Those

much needed, that it ought to be a small, policy-oriented body

continued on page 7



in the Executive Chamber, that it ought to
develop a constituency of fact and policy
consumers, and it ought to gear its work to
the political time-cycle. And they agree that
good ideas and good leadership have a way
of being heard, but it’s easier to get the ear
of the Governor if planning is right in the
Executive Chamber.

There is strong disagreement whether it
ought to be part of the Budget Office, which
has become the de facto planner, according
to some. Budget is required by law to
produce S-year capital budgets and, if
planning were affiliated, it could influence
the State’s capital construction. Further-
more, the Public Authorities Control Board
gives Budget the chance to review the State’s
semi-independent development arms, viz.,
the Housing Finance Agency, UDC, Power
Authority, Dormitory Authority, Port Au-
thority, et. al. Others heartily disagree,
saying that Budget’s role gives it too limited
a perspective; that what planning needs is
leadership with “clout” to stand up to
Budget as an equal partner in the Executive
Chamber for these areas.

It also seems agreed that New York State
is a series of economic regions -- Buffalo/
Niagara Frontier, Mohawk Valley, Adiron-
dacks, Albany-Schenectady-Troy, Mid-
Hudson and the New York Region. These
are the natural planning areas because they
coincide with economies. The role of State
planning is to foster regional planning
according to most of those who have been
there.

" In talking with representatives of county
planning departments, it is clear that State
planning now consists of overviewing and

form-filling for 701 housing and land use

and Coastal Zoning programs. There is no
feeling that policy direction of any kind is
being provided by State planning. The
major land use programs now seem to be in
the Department of Environmental Conser-
vation, like Wetlands and State Environ-
mental Quality Review. As one county
planner put it, “We are going with the
people who have the tools, despite our
misgivings about the breadth of their
approach.”

It is abundantly clear that New York
needs planning more than ever during this
time of fiscal crisis and readjustment. But
what kind of planning? What should it do?

Let’s review the essential needs.

First; State Actions--construction invest-
ment, local aid programs, tax policies--
ought to be pulling in harness toward a
well-planned State. Today, no State devel-
opment policy is evident.

Second; Where should the plans be
formulated to which State actions conform?
Perhaps, the Secretary of State’s office
should continue its role of overseer of grant
funds, removing that distraction from a
planning group located in the Executive
Chamber. That course might have an
additional benefit of providing a champion
for local governments to joust with the State
planning group on occasion.

Third; The State should encourage
planning on a regional basis. It should share
its planning powers with its regions because,
as said earlier, they coincide with the
economic realities. Then it should make
sure that the regional planning agencies
produce plans that fit into the State’s overall
conceptions and capacity to carry them out.

Fourth; Wherever located, State planning

should be encouraged to present indepen-
dent thinking to the public, to advertise the
disadvantage of continuing present policies
and suggest alternatives, along with their
benefits and costs. This is a bit of a delicate
assignment because the needs of the
political leader must be taken into account;
nevertheless, planning must help open doors
to progress.

For example, what picture do you have of
New York City, Buffalo, Rochester, Yon-
kers, Newburgh if the mainstream of New
York life continues to bypass them? That is
not a spectre that the New York public is
sufficiently confronted with. The tactics
needed to change the headlong rush from
the cities admittedly are difficult to
contemplate, but so is the alternative. We
very much need a bold, broad planning arm
in this State that is forcing us to confront
such fundamental questions.

Fifth; There must be program coordina-
tion out of the Governor’s office, not by the
planners, but by the Governor’s program
office in behalf of the plans adopted.

Now, I recognize that some of the earlier
manifestations of State planning, particu-
larly the Office of Planning Coordination,
had these needs very much in mind. But,
most social experiments require multiple
tries before they achieve their goals.
Futhermore, many informants about what
went wrong in the past did not demonstrate
any inherent faults in the machinery. So, I
believe that New York State must complete
the circle once again by establishing a
planning group in the Executive Chamber,
as Governor Hugh Carey proposed in 1975
and 1976. Looking forward at what we all
have to do, I see no happy alternative. W

LEAGUE OF CITIES POLICY URGES
LOCAL LAND USE PLANNING,
REGULATION

Land use planning programs should
maintain ‘““a major role in the development
of land use policies, criteria and plans” for
local governments, particularly in plan
implementation, according to draft land use
policies prepared by the League of Cities.
The plan also calls for Federal Assistance to
aid state and local planning efforts.

Existing Federal tax policies ‘‘which
encourage neglect of urban areas and spur
wasteful, unplanned development” should
be reviewed, the draft policy states, adding
that the Federal government should encour-
age the development by states of ‘‘general
land use planning goals” which will lead to
improved land use patterns ‘“‘without
dictating the land use decisions of individual
communities.”

Local planning efforts should be coordi-
nated with other programs mandated under
Federal environmental, transportation and
economic development legislation, the poli-
cy said.

NEW HUD BUDGET INCLUDES $400
MILLION TO AID SEVERELY
DISTRESSED CITIES.

Major revisions in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development fiscal
1978 budget and expansion of the current
year’s budget in order to meet pressing and
immediate needs of urban areas were
announced last week by HUD Secretary
Patricia Harris. Describing parts of the Ford
Administration housing budget as “simply
unacceptable,” Secretary Harris said there
was not enough time to put together a new
budget from scratch (LUPR, Jan. 24, 1977,
p.23).

Revised budget, an increase of approxi- =
mately $30-million from the Ford budget, *
makes significant changes in a number of
housing subsidy and community develop-
ment programs. The Carter Administration
restored the 701 comprehensive planning
grant program to 1977 level of $62.5-million
and recommended a $500-million increase
in the community development block grant

program, including a new $400-million
initiative to aid the most severely distressed
cities.

According to Secretary Harris, the
$400-million *“will allow HUD to assist in a
frontal attack on a myriad of social,
economic and developmental programs in a
given city.”” Monies to be distributed under
the urban development action grant pro-
gram would be ‘directed to the most
distressed cities as a means to create
discreet, but dramatic initiatives in improv-
ing their economic base and quality of life,”
Harris said. ®

LUP Report/February 1977
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New York State population is over twenty
million people, living in 62 counties. 126
state parks have been set aside to preserve
the state’s considerable natural beauty.
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continued from page 5

regularly visit communities and help with
problem definition and community organi
zation. Professional planners on the staff o
the “Bureau” would be able to provide

assistance on local terms but with a counti'

wide perspective as part of the planner’ls
capability. ‘

7. From such an array could come a
network of integrated and xmplemente
plans throughout the state. It would be
many years before every community woul
have begun the process, but the result|
would be real and would be used. The timle
required would be a function of support
dollars available for counties and for a state
pool of technical and organizational aid to
backstop county efforts.

Other applications and interpretations
are .possible. We leave that up to you. B

have the ordinance declared unconstitutional.

ZONING DECISIONS ¥

Mobil Home - No Permit
Town of Pempey vs. Parker 385 N.Y.S. 2d 959

Parker was unable to construct a home on his land b
a mobile home and applied for a one-year special p

The Zoning Board refused to issue the permit for Paz

DECISION: The exclusion of trailers from specific

efore the winter set in. He purchased
ermit.

ker’s land. He petitioned the court to

areas is constitutional. Stevens v.

Smolka 11 A.D. 2d 896. The ordinance was reasonable and nondiscriminatory. There were
designated mobile home areas within Pempey. Dowsey v. Village of Kensington 257 N.Y.

221,

Discriminatory Zoning
Jurgens v. Town of Huntington 384 N.Y.S. 2d 87

Jurgen’s property was 445 feet deep—150 feet with frontage on a turnpike was zoned C-6.
The remaining 295 feet was zoned R-7. The lots on both sides of this parcel were zoned C-6

for the full depth of the 445 feet. Jurgens petitioned to
(Commermal)

have the R-7 portion changed to C-6

DECISION: The zoning ordinance was discriminatory. A change in zoning must be
granted. (Vigilant Investors Corp. v. Town of Hempstead 34 A.D. 2d 990).

Zomng Appeals - Costs

Jewish Reconstructionist Synagogue of the North Shore, Inc. v. Incorporated Village of

Roslyn Harbor, 352 N.E. 2d 115

Applicants received variances and special use permits after vigorous opposition and

protracted litigation. Under village's “fire ordinance
$3,671.50 (for costs incurred by board, including) for

,”" however, applicants were charges

legal expenses, stenographer’s fees,

copying costs, and rental charges for the auditorium where hearings were held.

DECISION Appeals to a zoning board are a matter of right. Fee ordinances must be

scrutlmzed they may not inhibit pursuit of this right.

‘Smce the costs wete open-ended, and

controlled solely by the zoning appeals board, applicants do not have to pay them.

RN
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Tug Hill

continued from page 1

The Commission was concerned that local
rural land planning and regulation had not
been very successful in this and other states.
Among the weaknesses often cited were,

— Town and village governments have
neither the money nor the technical
background and experience to do the
planning job.

— The need for environmentally oriented
planning for rural areas is only newly
recognized, and processes for effective
rural planning are still being developed.

— Effects on neighboring towns and on
region-wide resources are usually too
complex for a town to consider on its
own. .

— Town and village governments are too
prone to indiscriminate granting of
permits and variances due to local,
social and political pressures.

A

During a session with local officials to
plan the first set of Tug Hill public forums
the Redfield Town Board members made a
proposal that had promise for overcoming
many of the above weaknesses. They
proposed that towns which had the central
forest and watershed in common cooperate
to produce plans and a set of regulations. By
the fall of 1974, the Cooperative Tug Hill
Planning Board had been formed by
resolution of the town boards of the
following:

Board, the Commission decided to make
Cooperative Planning a cornerstone of its
approach to developing land use policy for
the region. The prognosis for groups of
towns with common interests producing
plans and regulations that could satisfy both
local needs and concerns and regional/state
concerns looks promising because,

e the concern for the future of natural
resources on the part of local citizens and
agencies representing state interests con-
verged (e.g., a survey of all families in the
9 towns of the central core showed that
over 80% were in.favor of providing
special protection for areas such as
streams, forests, gorges and waterfalls,
and good farm lands),

e there are no large money interests trying
to influence future direction (Horizon
Corporation dropped its option and
Georgia-Pacific, the owner, expressed
their intention to keep their land for wood
production),

¢ recreational development pressures are,
as yet, only moderate; there is no
emergency which requires drastic action.

Progress of Cooperative Planning

Today, towns involved in cooperative
planning ventures in the Tug Hill area can
boast of considerable progress.

The nine town Cooperative Tug Hill
Planning Board has become a functioning,
operating unit, with its own regional
identity, its own program, its own staff, and,
as of October 76, its own draft Resource
Management Plan.

Towns
Jefferson County: Worth
Lewis Count}": Martinsburg
Montague
Osceola
Pinckney
West Turin
Oneida County: Florence
Boylston
Redfield

Oswego County:

Acres Population ( 1970)_
27,808 185
48,134 1,516
41,811 58
55,706 167
26,810 319
66,983 1,713
26,048 610
24,986 276
59,558 386

Those who question the environmental
awareness of people living in small rural
towns, note that these towns selected the
boundaries of their planning area based on
natural characteristics of the land, rather
than on political boundaries, i.c., county
line!

The Commission pledged to provide
technical assistance, and to do it entirely on
the terms of the newly formed board.

With the formation and successful early
progress of this Cooperative Planning

Two and a half years ago when the
Supervisor of Redfield, Pete Yerdon, invited
nine towns to discuss cooperation in
planning, these towns had neither any
planning nor land use regulation experi-
ence. Furthermore, few of the nine had ever
recognized and discussed their common
problems and aspirations. Nevertheless, the
organization formed, partly out of concern
for their environment and partly out of fear
of “having someone else plan for us.” Each
town board resolved to form a town

planning board and to send two representa-
tives each to a cooperative planning board.
At the same time, each town pledged $400
toward the cooperative effort - a small but
important commitment for towns with small
annual budgets, one as low as $25,000. They
came together without knowing or really
trusting each other or the Commission staff
members assigned to help in the process. As
they went through the survey and analysis
stage of identifying their natural and human
and economic resources, there gradually
evolved a clearer understanding that they
shared common goals, a common outlook or
lifestyle and a common desire to retain a
heritage of individual liberty. Adding to the
growth in confidence of planning board
members, the citizen survey confirmed a
strong similarity of citizen views between
each of the nine towns. This process of
sharing views among citizens and local
officials and thereby building community
and policy consensus continues today and
will need to continue in the future.

In buildirig the draft plan from the
various reports, maps, overlays and surveys,
the planning boards were aided in conduct-
ing a land use capability analysis. At each
step, every word and representation was
read and re-read, agreed to and.double
checked to make sure it was what they
believed and had asked for. The Plan is in
fact their plan, representing what they want
to accomplish in the way they feel is best.
The plan contains an overview of the
possible tools being considered for plan
implementation and a listing of what kinds
of matters the board felt should be decided
at the individual town level and what
matters should be decided by a joint board.
The Cooperative Board members have spent
countless hours of the period putting this.
plan together and now when an outsider
criticizes it, they can and do defend it.

Since the Draft Plan was completed by
the Cooperative Board in October, the 18
representatives have carried it back to their
individual town planning boards, then to the
town boards, and finally to public meetings.
This process is still going on right now. They
are finding that there is general acceptance
of the ideas and suggestions contained in the
plan which is most often expressed as ‘‘you

are heading in the right direction.”

Whereas, the original approach was to
adopt the plan and then work on
implementing regulations, it has been the
consensus of the towns that they should
develop the implementation tools first to see
what the plan really means. Thus, the
Cooperative Board is now developing a
package of implementing ordinances, tailor-
ed to suit the special needs of the area. For
example, subdivision regulations encourage

continued on page 4



continued from page 3

limited frontage development along |roads
leading out from rural hamlets. Considered
. poor practice in suburban areas, this makes
" sense here by protecting the forested
backlands and guiding the limited growth
along roads that are already |being
maintained by severely strained town| bud-
-gets and, thus, not requiring new roads and
higher expenditures from a limited tax|base.
One town, Montague, felt sufficiently
pressured by land market activity to Ldopt
interim land use and subdivision controls.
Their ordinance is unusual in that it u‘les 43
acre minimum lot size to protect |their
remote forest lands.

Their ordinance package, as it has
‘developed to date, contains some |novel
features such as a Natural Resources
Protection section. Stream protection sltand-
ards are incorporated to regulate various
activities adjacent to streams, Iakeg and
ponds, with more stringent requirements in
unique areas. Timber harvesting guidelines
have also been included with good forest
management practices included to Euide

proper utilization of their resources.| This
section includes, by reference, the proposed
wetlands regulation, the flood plain regula-
tions and the SEQR requirements that have
been mandated by federal and/or |state
legislation. It is anticipated that these nine
towns may well have adopted |these
ordinances and have them operationall and
protecting what are considered to be
resources of statewide significance, | even
before the state is ready to do so itselfl The
major difference needs highlighting -- These
are regulations which have been developed
by local people for adoption and use by|local
government, because they recognize a|need
to do so.

There is one other aspect of this |joint
venture in cooperative planning that should
prove interesting and perhaps even unique,
in New York State. The implementing
" ordinances though being prepared for
individual adoption are calling largely for
joint administration and enforcement.
Thus, the community feeling and capability
that has developed should be able to carry
over into enforcement of regulations.
Department of State counsel has expressed
the opinion that most any cooperative
enforcement can be possible under| the
existing Article SG of General Municipal
Law. It is anticipated that cooperative
enforcement will reinforce the resolve to
withstand pressure to bend the rules. Joint
administration certainly should be | less
expensive and will allow uniform applica-
tion over the total area.

In the spring of 1976, a second group of
towns, including two villages, similarly
organized the Salmon Rivers Cooperative
Planning Board. These communities share a

common concern for the effects expected
from construction of a salmonid hatchery
,and the accompanying tourist trade. The
' Salmon Rivers group is exhibiting the same
strengths and recognizing common concerns
in a manner similar to the Cooperative Tug
Hill Board. As they go through the process
of reviewing reports on existing conditions,
“they are beginning to pull together and act
"as a unit instead of a collection of people
each with separate interests. This newer
group is learning from the experience of the
earlier one and is avoiding making the same
mistakes. They can also use part of the
.general material as a starting point for
discussion and adaptation, since physically
they are not too dissimilar.

A Revised Approach to a Tug Hill “Plan”

Draft legislation requiring the production
.of a land use plan for the 39 town Tug Hill
.area was assembled during the fall of 1975
-and exposed to selective review. The bill
would have required towns to organize into
groups with similar interests to produce

“sub-region” plans so that a region plan
could be assembled in a three year span. A
reconstituted commission, representing
each of the sub-regions, would do the
assembling, making modifications where
there were discrepancies between sub-re-
gions. Cost and doubtful support from the
ipeople shelved the bill.

With another year under its belt, the

Commission has modified its earlier ap-
proach. The goal is still to develop regional
plans to cover the 39 town area, but it is now
patently clear that mandated planning with
a deadline would have been a serious
mistake, which would have lost the
Commission the support of local officials.
Today the Commission describes its ap-
proach as “incremental’” and “‘evolution-
ary”.
It is “incremental” in that new coopera-
tive planning boards form when they are
ready and when the needed assistance from
yarious sources can be arranged. At this
time, there is one, and maybe two, more
groups interested in organizing cooperative
planning programs. The towns have demon-
strated an interest in directing their future
and do want the aid available. It is
important to note, however, that an
expression of interest by the towns and a
request for assistance does not happen all by
itself.

The process is ‘“evolutionary” in that
succeeding cooperative boards can learn
from the experience of those who've already
tried the process. Example: The Salmon
Rivers Cooperative Planning- Board is
progressing at a faster pace than did the
Cooperative Tug Hill Planning Board
because of the experience available and
confidence gained. Plan implementation
does not wait till the whole region is covered
by plans. It starts as soon as the

\

imﬁlementing program can be developed
and adopted. In this way also, lessons can be
leatned by one group and passed on to those
who follow. It’s the same “learning curve”,
wel‘l-known in industry, where cost per
product item drops as more items are
produced on the same equipment - simply
because people learn how to do things faster
and better.

A}Although results of the pilot programs are
so ﬁar encouraging, success is by no means
gualranteed. Difficult steps remain. The

Cooperative Tug Hill Planning Board needs

to clomplete the development of its “land use

code”. It must obtain the feedback from a
well-informed public, modify the ‘“code”
and then pass the necessary local laws to put
it into effect. It must then administer the
code both objectively and with sensitivity.

This is a new and big step for an
organization formed by isolated rural towns.
Responsive assistance must be available to
local officials not only for technical and
legal matters, but also to provide ways to
present plan information to the people and
to donduct effective dialogue with them.

ItJ has also been helpful when there has
beer‘l spinoff from the planning process that
had| immediate payoff - such as solving
critical problems faced by officials or
showing how cooperative schemes could
reduce road maintenance or other expense.
To this end the New York Department of
State has provided funding through the
Intergovernmental Personnel Act to provide -
a “circuit-rider” to go from town to town to
ideqtify and solve problems and meet needs
invo}ving not only land use regulation, but
other neeas of governance as well. The
*“circuit-rider” will connect with a pilot local
government technical assistance program
beinf operated by the Commission so that

-

the |appropriate technical help can be
loca'ed and made available.
Possible Significance of the Tug Hill Effort
TTC Commission has adopted the follow-
ing long range goals: (1.) Provide compre-
hensive plans to cover the Tug Hill Region;
2) : evelop and test a working organization
stru(l:ture(s) for implementation; (3.) Do the
above in a manner that will both provide for
the protection of natural values of state and
regional interest and allow for maximum
local government responsibility and author-
ity; (4.) To that end, help strengthen local
government's capability for handling more
complex decisions and programs than in the
past] (5.) Conduct research and pilot
projects so as to evaluate issues affecting the
fututj‘e of the region and make recommenda-
tions from time to time to the State

Legiélature, other state agencies, and to

cou Ity and local governments; and (6.) °

Participate in the development of policy by

continued on page 5
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Where in Sam Hill is vug HI1I?

4z defined by the New York State Toagls-
leture, 4t includes 38 towns, 20 villages, in
prarts of 4 ecounties, with 1.3 miliion scres
and a 1970 population of 81,500. It rigen
gradoally from 250 feet at Lake Ontaric o
2,100 feet 40 miles inland to the sasht.

ghe Central Core is & wildernesg up-

tand Forest, important for vommercial timbor
harvest, fish and wildlife habitat, low 1=

tensity recreation, and the gource For 11
atream systems bhat lsce the region, feadling
4 major drainage basine, and supplying urban
water systems.

he North and Fast Perimeter in the Black
river Valley contain the prime agricultural
landz, much-of which ig protected by Agri-
cultural Distrlicts.

The Southern Perlimeter containg the
auburban expsngion of Syracuse, vtica, and
Rome pushing porth into farm and foragt and
along the north shore of onelda Lake.

tha Salmen Biver Corridor 1s expected
to get Intengae yecreaticnal pressure due to
pEC salmop stocking program spd the propoged
hatochery.

The Tug Hill Experience
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"rug 111 Country ls not Just a hill,
or a jumble of hille, cr & vegion., It is
algo forest sclitudes, and wild beasts, and
tumbling trout streang that were once BOUTCSS
of unlimited water powsr. It ig lumber camps
and backwoods Farms and high, stony pagtures.
1t iz dasclation in winter and breathtaking
hoauty at all other times pf the year., It
in wild flowers and bird song and the muzic
of winds Iin the svergreeng.”

From Tug ¥11l Counvry, Tales From the Bilg
Woods, by Barold F. Sampgon.

Thig article hag been prepared for rublicstion in the March-April 1977 issue of the

New York Plannipg Federstlen Planning News.

Tt ales presents the eggence of material presented at New York association of Towns

Workshop of Planning and foning ofPtears, beld § a.m., Pabrusry 22, 1277,
tug #ill Planning Experience, Cooparatl

e
e

entitied "The
ve Implepentation of a Regional Plan.”
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i on Tug Hill,*Octoher 15, - 197

rao N . The Tug Bill Experience
,] . ’ ,' . - -‘ -O-—t:-; | ':)A‘ :: )
Can Towns Plan and Direct Their Own. Future for the Good of Both
.‘Regidénts and the Rest of ' the Citizens’of the St&te?
: b&: Benjamin P Coe, Executive Director o
Temporary State Cammission on, Tug Hill

. Thornton K.- Ware, Director of Planning
Temporary State Commission on Tug Hill o

In 4 section of Worthern New Ycrk with tﬁé unlikely ﬁhme of "Tug Hill",
there's a’ program going on thet may prove significant to the future of rural

~land use policy in our stdte. The program is e result of.the work of .the y

Tempotary State Commigsion on Tug Hill and the p@ople living in the 319 towns - ’
and’ villages of this study area. SR . .

JThe Commission was eatabiished by the state legisTature in 1972 after L
the Horizon Corpordtion had placed an option to buy on 55,000 acres of the o
forest wilderness in the area's certral core. Elaborate plans for conversion
of wetldnds to ponds with second home frontage,. d golf course and other accou-
terments of a large recreational ‘development would have changed the.area dras-
tically. Prcperty ownets and residents were concerned. They asked the 1egis~.
lature to!set up the. Temporary Commission to atudy the area and make recommenda-
tions on its future. -Nine area residents were appointed (volunteers, without: S
stipend) by April *73 and the beginnings of a staff was on board that October. :

All this happenéd when the regional study ccmmissign apprcach wag in vogue.
By. the end of '70, the Temporary Commission to Study the Future-of the Adirondacks

. had made its recommendations. By the end of '72 there were active Cofmissions in-
.volved in the Catskills, Tug Hill, the Hudson Valley, and ‘the St.. Lawrence - Eastern
:Ontario shoreline. . , L : ' ‘ ’
j ’ ’

After an approximate two year study, the Commission produced its findinga
and re"ommendatians in a report entitled, The Tug Hill Regioq - Prqparing for the
Future. ‘dated February, 1976, - A .

?3

Distinguishing marks of the Ccmmisaion have been several, two are'lfated
here because of thelr bearing on this. article: oL ’ '
/ . b

Invulvement of Citizenry and Local Government Officlals ~ The 4

Commission members sét aside preconcelved notions and went

to the cltizens fisst., They askdd, "What should the future =
of the area be and low do wa get there?" The ways thiew = = |
dialogue was plenned and carried out is well documented for
any that would like to know more about it 1,2,3 S

!
\

,,

1Donald J. Exford, Maureen Fi Poggi, and Ceil H. Racette, Citizen Participation

in Tug H111l Commission Studies (Watertowns N. Y.. Temporary atate Commisaion
“on Tug Hill, March 1975) . ’

2Donald J. Exford, Friede K. Young, Maureen F. Poggi, Public Commentsg to Tug Hil1l.
Commission's. Preliminary Findings (Watertown, N.Y.: Iemnararv State Commisgion

BThe Communities of tha Tug Hiil Region, A Stuéy for/the Temporary State Commissicn

on Tug Hill (Rensseiaerville, N.Y::  Institute on "Man and Sclence, 1974)

b
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Development of a "hottom up. rather than top down" approach to N

Planning and ‘Regulation ~ Two very strong sentiments. that came - &

out of public forums and sessions with local officlals were, e

"We want to preserve Tug Hill's natural, and community assets," . .

and "If planning and regulation are what we need, than we want s,
 to be the ones to do it." As we shall see, the dialogue also

produced soms. excellent ideas on how this might be accomplighed.

S

The- Commission was concerned that. local rural land planning and regulation
had not been very successful in this and other states. Among the weaknesses often
cited were, .

-~ Town and village governments have neither the money nor the
- technical background and experience to do ‘the planning job.

-~ The need for enviroﬁmenfally oriented planniﬂg for rural
© areas ‘is only newly recognized, and processes for effective’
- > rural plauning are still being developéd. ”
- Effects on neighboriug towns and on reglon-wide resources
. are usually too complex for a town to. consider on its own..

- Town and village governments are too prone to indiscriminate
granting of permits and variances due to local, social and
political pregsures.
. i .
During a seasion with local officials to plan the first set of Tug Hill
public forums the Redfield Town Board members made a proposal that had promise
for overcoming many of the above weaknesses. They proposed that towns which
had the central forest and watershed in common cooperate to produce plans and
a set of regulations. By the fall of 1974, the Cooperative Tug Hill Planning
‘Board had been formed by reeolution of . the town boards of the following.

g : ) v Acres _Population (1970)
In‘Jefferson‘Cqﬁnty:: Worth B 27,808 ™ 185 X
" In Lewis County:” = Martineburg 48,134 .. 1,516
’ S : Montague 41,811 1 58
Osceola 55,706 S 187
Pinckney 26,810 - 319
West Turin 66,983 - 1,713
In Oneida County: Florence 26,048 ’ 610
In Oséwego County: - Boylston . . 24,986 ' | ’ 276 - .
: : : ‘Redfield 59,558: . 386 |

- Y

Those' who question the environmental awareness of people living in small rural
towns, note that these towns selected the boundaries of thelr planning area based
on natural characteristics of the land, rather than on political boundaries. i.e.,
county line!’ h

‘ The Commission pledged to provide techuical assistance, and to do it entirely
on the terma of the newly formed board.

~

‘



With the formation and successful early progress of ‘this Cooperative Planning-
Boatrd, the Commission decided to make Cooperative Planning a cornerstone of its
approach to developing land use policy for the region. The prognosis for groups
of towns with comiton interests producing plans and regulations that could satisfy
both local needs. and concerns and regional/state concerns looked promising because,
" - the concern for the future of natural resources on the part ‘
; of local citizens and agencies representing state interests
converged (e.g., a4 survey of all families in the 9 towns of
the ceantral core showed that over 80% were in favor of pro-
viding special protection for areas such as streams, foreata.
gorges and waterfalla, and good farm 1ands), ' '

~ there are no large money interests trying to influence future
direction: (Horizon Corporation dropped its option and Georgla-
Pacific, the dwner, expressed their intention to keep their
land for wood production),

-_reereational development preesurea are, as yet, only moderate, .
there 1s no emergency which’ requires drastic action.
} .

N \‘
N 5 , . .

Progress of Cooperative Planning

. Today, towng involved in cooperative planning ventures in the Tug Hill
area can boast of considerable progress. .

The nine town Cooperative Tug Hill Planning Board has become a functioning,
operating unit, with its own reglonal identity, its own program, its own staff,
and, as of. October '76, its “own draft Resource Management Plan.

Two and a half years ago when the Supervisor of Redfield, Pete Yerdon,
invited nine towns to discuss cooperation in planning, these towns had neither .
any planning nor -any land use regulation experience. Furthermore, few -of the
nine had ever recognized and discussel their common problems and agpirations.
Nevertheless, the organization formed, partly out of concern for their environ-
ment and partly out of fear of "having someone else plan for us." FEach town
\board regoived to-form a' town planning board and to send two representatives
each to a cooperative planming board. At the same time, each town pledged $400
toward the cooperative effort ~ a small but important commitment for towns with |
small annual budgets, one as low as, $25,000. . They came together without know- /
ing or really trusting each other or the Commission staff members assigned to
help in the process. Ae they went through the survey and analysls stdge of
identifying their natural and human and economic resources, there gradually evolved:
a clearer understanding that they shared common goals, a common outlook or lifestyle
and a common desire to retain a heritage of individual” 1iberty- Adding to the prowth
in corfidence of planning board members, the citizen survey confirmed a strong
ginmilarity of citizen views between each ‘of the nine towns. This process of sharing
views among citizens and locdl officials and thereby building community and policy
consensus continues today and will need to continne in the future, :

. In building the draft plan from the various reports, '‘maps, overlays and surveys,
' the planning boards were aided in conducting a land use capabllity analysis. At
each step, every word and representation was read and re-read, agreed to and double-

-G
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checked to make sure it was what they belleved and had asked for. The Plan is in
fact their plan, representing what they want ‘to accomplish in the way. they feel is
_best. ‘The plan contains an overview of the pogsible tools being considered for'w
plan implementation and a listing of what kinds of matters the board felt should be
> decided at the individusl town level and what matters should be decided by-a joint
board. -The: Cooperative Board members have gpent countless hours over the period
putting thils plan together and now when an outsider criticizes it, they can and do

defend’it.f o b . _

, §ince the Draft Plan was completed by the Cooperative Board in Octobet, the-18
répreéen;at;ves have ‘carried it back to their individual town planning boards,: then:

_ to the town boards; and finally to public meétings, This process 1s still going on

- right now. They are findihg thet there 1g general acceptance of the ideas and sug-

gestions contained in the plan which is’'most often expressed as "you are heading

in the right directlon.” Lo : - :

o
' '

. VUhereds, the original approach was to adopt the plan and then work on implementing
regulations; it has been the consensys of ‘the towns that they should develop the imple-
mentation tools first to see what the plan really means . Thus, the Cooperative Boa..
15 now developing a package of implementing ordinances, tailored to sult the special
" needs of qhe area, TFor example,. subdivislon regulations encourage 1imited frontage-
development along roads leading out from rdral hamlets. Considered poor practice in
. suburban sreas, this makes sense here by protecting the forested backlands and guiding
the limited growth along roads that already are being mdintained by severly strained
town budgets afid; thus, not requiring new roads and higher.expénditures from/a limited
tax base. .One town, Montague, felt sufficiently pressured by land market activity.
to adopt interim land use ‘and- subdivision controls. Thelr ordinance is unusual in
*_that 1t uses 43 acre minlimum lot size to protect their remote forest lands.
The. Cooperative Board ordinance packape, @b it has developed to date, containa .
gome novel fesatures such as-a Natural Regources Protection section. Stream protection .
- standards ‘are incorporated to regulate various activities adjacent to streams, ‘
lakes and ponds, with more atringent réquirements 'l unique areas. Timber
hatvesting guidelines have also been included with good forest management practices -
included to -guide proper utilization of their redources. v This section includes, by
reference, the proposed wetlands regdlation, the flood plain regulations and the
SEQR réquirements that have been manadated by federal and/or state legislation.
It is ancticipated that these nine towns may well have adopted these ordinances
and have them operational and protecting what are consldered to be resources of
statewlde significance, even before the state 18 ready to do ac itself. The major
difference needs highlighting -~ These are repulation which have been developed

R —

by-local_people.for,agqption and use by local government, because-they recognize -
a need to so do. ‘ ' - - ' . - N

t

There iz one other aspect of this jolnt venture in cooperative planning that
should prove interesting and perhaps even unique, in New York State. ~The imple- \
.menting ordinances though being prepared for indiwvidual adoptlon, are calling = -
largely for joint administration and enforcement. Thus, the community feeling and
capability that has developed should be able to carry over into enforcement of L
regulations. Department of State counsel has expradsed the opinion that most any
cooperative enforcement can be possible under the -existing Article 56 of Ceneral
Municipal Law. It 1is anticipated that cooperative enforcement will reinforce the
.resolve’ to withstand pressure to bend the rules. Joint adminigtration certainly .
should bé less expensive and will allow uniform application over the total area. '

v
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In the spring of 1976, a second group of towns, including two villages,
gimilarly organized the Salmon Rivers Cooperative Planning Board. -These Communities
share a common cotcern for the effects expeécted from construction. of a proposed
salmonid Hatchery and the accompanying tourist trade. The Salmon Rivers group is

- exhibiting the same strengths and recognizing common concerns in 2 manner similar

to -the Cooperative Tug Hill Board. As they go through the process of reviewing
reports on existing conditioms, they are beginning to pull together and act asg a
unit instead of a c¢ollection of people each with separate interests. This newer
group is learning from the experlence of the earliier one and 1s avoiding making
.the same mistakes. They can also use part of the general materidl as a starting
point for discussion and adaptation, since physically they dre not too dissimilar.

» A Revisged A@Q;oach to a Tug Hill "Plan" N
- Draft 1egislatian reqniring the’ pra&uction of a land use plan for the 39 town

, Tug Hill ared wes assembled during the fall of 1975 and exposed to selective review.
The hdll would have required towns te organize into groups with similar interest to
produce "sub-region" plans so that a reglon plan could be asgembled in a three year
span. A reconstituted commisglon, representing each of the sub-reglons, would do
the asaembling making modifications where there were discrepancies between sub- .
fegions. Cost and doubtful guppcrt from the people shelved that bill.

" With anothar vear under its belt, the Commission has modified its earlier
approach. The goal is still to develop regional plans to cover the 39 town ares,
but it is now pctently clear that mandated planning with a deadline would have been
- a gerius mistake which would have lost the Commission the support of local officials.

1

Today the Commission describes its approach ss "incremental” and "avolutioyary".‘

© .1t is Yincrementall' in that new déoperative‘planning boards form when they are
ready and when the needed assistance from various sources can be arranged. At this
time, there is one, and maybe two, more groups interested in organizing cooperative

. planning programs. The towns have demonstrated an interest. in directing thelr

‘future and do want the aid davailable., It is important to note, however, that an
expression of interest by the towns and a request for assistance doee not happen
all by itself. " o ‘ - ,
The process is= evclutionary" in ﬁhat succecding cooperative boards can learn

' from the experience of those who've alteady tried the process.. Example: The
Salmon Rivers Cooperative Planning Board is progressing at a faster pace than did
the Cooperative Tug Hill Planning Board because of the experience available and
confidence gained. Plan implementation does not wait till—the whole region ia [
 covered by plans, it starte as soon as the implementing program can be developed
and adopted. 1In this way aleo, lesgons can be 1earned by ‘one group and passed
on to those who follow, It's the same "learning curve', well-known ‘in industry,
whete cost per product item drops asg' more items are produced on the same equipment -
" pimply becduse peopla learn how to do things faster and better. . .

' Although results of the pilot programs are so far encouréging, success 1z by to
mesns guaranteed, Diffilicult steps remain., The Cooperative Tug Hill Planning Board
needs to complete the development of its "land use code'". It must obtain the feed-
back from a well-informed public, modify the "code" and then pass the necessary -
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local 1ews/ordinanceq to. put it into effect. It must then administer the eode L
both objectively and with seneitivity. ,

r

Thia is a new end big step for an organizaticn formed by isoleted rural towta.
Responsive assistance must be available to local officials mot only for technical -~
and legal matters, but also to provide ways to present plan infovmation to the
people and to conduct affective dislogie with them. -
‘ It has also been helpful vhen thete has been gpinoff from the planning procese

that had immediate pavoff <+ such as splving critical problems faced by officials. or
‘showing how cooperative schemes could reduce road meintenance ot other expense.
To this end the New York Department of State has provided funding through the

- Intergovernmental Personnel Act to provide a "efrcuit-rider" to go from town to

town to {dentify and solve problems and meet needa iavolving not only land use
regulation, but other needs.of goverance as well. Thé "circuit-rides" will )
connect with a pilot local government technical assistance ptogram being operated
by the Commission so thet the- appropriate technical help can be‘lcceted and made
Lavailable. fo . S

b
o T - . . Lo Lot

-
i

Pogsible Significance of the Tug Hill Rffort

I3

L The Commieeinn haa adepted ehe fallowing 1ong range gcele.

1. ‘Provide comprehensive plans Lo cover the Tug H111l Reglon«
é*; Davelop and test a wcrking organization etructure(s) for
implementation.' ¢

‘3, Do the above 1h a manner that will both provide for the

T protection of natural values of state and regional interest .
and allow For maximum local government reepOﬂsibi]ity and : .
authority. . L : y

4. -To ‘that end, help atrengtheﬁ‘ldcal puvernmevt e capabiliéy
for handling more complew &ec;einna and programs than in
- the past, ) . L :

" 5. . Fonduct research and pilot prnjecte 80 a8 to evaluate lasues
affecting the future of the region' and make recommendafions
from time to time to the State Legleature, other state L
agenciesb ‘and to eaunty end 1ncal gcvernmoﬁts,.v o ]

" by Participate in the. develcpment of policy by state and other
\1evels of government by ccmmunicating experiences 1earned in > o
5 the Tug Hill Region. . , o co
L With regard to" the program’ : significance inside the study’ area, it is easiest
to talk about snd point to. tangible products such as a plan document. The most
important result nay be, however. _ . fra o

= an informed more intereeted citizenry . ‘ o
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= local governments sufficiently organized, experienced,
and confident so that they ‘can conduct policy dialogues
with the citizenry and effectively make the kind of .
complex decisions that land use programs involve. -

Along the way, Tug Hi{1l has become an excellent pllot area for learning
the potentials and problems in optional or required eavironmental legislation
such, as the Freshwater Wetlands Act,-Flood Plain Law, and the State Environmental
" .Quality Review Act. A successful Tug Hill program ~- different people will have
different yardsticks for success —- should provide many lessons of value to other
.. parts of rural New York. ' ' T

There should be important ideas as well, for county, regional, and state
policy makers. Of course, each body would need to draw from the Tug Hill ex~
perience those lessons applicablé to them. The Commission has been particulariy
careful to avold giving the impression that what is working in Tug Hill-would be
applicable to special natural regions of the wtate such as the Adirondackas, the
Catskills, or even the Coastal yone. The former two contain substantial forest
' preserve lands, and in both the pressures threatening loss of envifonmental assets
are considerably greater. The narrow shoreline bands called Coastal Zones have
their own set of special considerations. It seems very reasonable that in a
diverse state such as New York some diveraity in land use policy will be necessary.
On the other hand, the Tug Hill study area is in many ways a microcosm of average .
rural New York and, with this states having the third largest rural population in
the nation, there should be many areas where Tug Hill lessons are applicable. ‘In
recognition of that poseibility, the Department of state's Division of State

~ Planning selected the Tug Hill Commission to prepare a study of rural land use
policy development as viewed from the Tug H11l experience. ' The purpose was to
" help strengthen the rural component of the State's "Land .Use Element” submitted

to the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

What .then are‘sume'cf the possible implications.of this work. As state
level policy, makers search for a direction for land use policy, we the authors,
pffer the following thoughts to the dialogue, out of our own experience! P

1. Sufficient interchange with local officlals, some local recognition
' of planning heed apd an availability of technical aid are resulting
" 4in a voluntary commitment to plan cooperatively with neighboring towns.
We helieve that mandated planning would not have provided a climate
: for participation, understanding, and acceptance of a land use pro-
( gram in Tug H{1l. Co ) o ( . -

2. We find that the time span needed for planning boards to plan and

- develop ordinances varies widely with the local situation. Cooperative
‘plarining increases the unpredictability of the time requirement because
of the extra involvement in integration. A planning program always
needs a schedule, but that schedule must regularly be revised, based
on feedback from the process. We note that once there is a commitment
to planning, most planning board members (volunteers all) want to get
the job done well and gquickly. " o

4n.p. Coe, L.W. Garner, P;Jasﬁythbzagd Use Pélicg‘uévelogment in the Tug Hill
Area of New York State (Watertown, N.Y.: Temporary State_Commigsion on Tug Hill
September 1976). ‘ . B . .

N . .
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" probably can result in effectivé consideration of county, regional

4

J 1

'In the case,of rural planning, if economlc, social and political - L
‘ pressures on local offlcials are not severe; coopergtive planning

and state concerna. '

—

Involvement of as. few as three adjacent towns with commnen boundaries

. and environmental and economic characteris tica may be sufficient for

& new "regional" perspective to emerge. _ L. -
Technical support, finanoed largely from outaide “the rural community,

is a vital ingredient. Technical help must be responqive with no strings
;attached. Tt ahould be available to help meet a variety of local needs -
aince a good planning program will identify a whole array of problems

- and questions concerning the community and local goverance. Continued

+ acceptance of planning means being able to respond to and golve these ,
{mmediate problems. :

’-

Policy dialogue at the qommunity level ig 1ikewise a necessaty ingredient
"1f plans are to realiy reflect the community and be underetood. accepted,
and implemanted. - ] ) v

Robert W Lamson has written a very useful paper entitled, Policy Dialogues:

A Key to Solving_the Problems We Face While Increasinv~America 8 Capacity for
Self-Government. ‘ In 1t he states, , . ,

"Bolicy dialogues are 1mporgant not only because we need to solve
the problems which coaftont us, but alse, becduse we need, at the

same time, to employ a procese for decision and implementation 5
which protects and‘promotes certain values such as freedom and . s
@elf-government. LT - ] - i .

,To solve problems, we need to be able to’ improve our perceptione

of problems, causes, options and impacts. to create sufficient , . ,
conaensua to permit concerted mction, to decide upon and implement ‘
goale, to provide for continuity of effort, and tesolve conflicts

or personality, perception, value, interest and power.

[

1

" To protect and promote values such as freedom and aelfﬁﬁpvernment,

> we need to implement the principles for a free goclety such as those
contained in the United States' Constitutionu These principles
include. : ‘ J . o

~

a. 'the limitation of the use and concentration of power, -
; through, for example, periodic elections, the separation
of powers and federalism, as well as through;

) b, the rule of~1ao, no one being above the lawj

5Robett W. Lamson; Policy. Dialogues A Key to Soi&ing the Problems We Face
While Increasing America's Capacity for Self-Government (Washington. D.C.:
National Scilence Foundation, '1976) .

( o . \ <
-8~ g - : _ .



¢, self-govermment, informed consent of the governed and
the capacity of the governed to {nfluence and be in-
volved in decisions which affect them, directly as well
as indirectly, via their elected representatives;

(1) S@lf—government is based on an informed
- ’ citizenry, on a widespread, rather than
- a natrrowly distributed, understanding of
" problems and options; and on' the ability
of eitizens to implement the options and
" manage thelr own affalrs.

(2} Consent of the governed. is based not only .
_ on 8 belief in the competence and good intent
e ’ of policymakers, but alsc on widespread under-
: ' standing and consensus concerning problems,
causes, optlong, impacts, criteria for evalua-
tion, tradecffs, prlcrities and preferred
N - solutions, on the part of eitizens, thelr
2 . elected representatives and other palicymakere.
In his paper, Lamson's definition of ' pelicy dialogue" includes every—
thing that we include in the termA"plaﬁning The paper is well worth -
reading. . 3 ' '

Another Comment: One can't really legislate citizen participation -

© or involvement, Coordination, communication, education and participation -

can be part and parcel of a program -- or.one cat just go through the motions
_and satisfy the requirements of 1egislatinn.. Citiven ‘participation’ and involve-
ment takes money and commitment.

v

)

6. As food for thﬁbugﬁrccnsider the applivaticﬂ of the Tug H4l1ll- Com—
vmission 8 planning approach applied to the county. The Tug Hill
‘gtudy area is actually about the uize of two rural counties: Our
.experience indicates that nine towns may be clome to the practical
limit for cooperative planning. Visuallze,then prganizing portions
of rural countles according te locally aucepted natural and/or other
intereats, into several joint municipal planning boards. With financial
and organizational help, a county could form a Local Government Agaistance
Bureau from which the whole variety of local government services, including
planning, could be requested. A "eircuit rider" would regularly visit '
communities and help with problem definition and community organization.
Professional planners on the ataff of the "bureau' would be able to provide
assistance on local terms but with a county wide perspective as part of
the pldnner's capability. :

7. From such an array could come a network of integrated and {mplemented
plans throughout the state. Tt would be many vears before every community.
would have begun the process, but the résults would be real and would be
used. The time required would be @ function of support dollars available
for countles and for a state pool of technical aﬂd organizatian aid to

} backstop county efforts.

. Other applications and interprétations are possible..rWe leave that up to you.
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‘parts of 4 counties, with 1.3 million acres
. and a 1970 population of 81,500.. It rises -
.- gradually from 250 feet ‘at Lake Ontario to

R _
Where in Sam Hill is Tug Hill? = .

as defined bg the New 'York State Legia*'
lature, 4t ‘includes 39 towns, 20 villages, in

2,100 feet 40 miles inland to the east.

‘The Central Core ir & wildsrness up-
land forest, important For commerclal timber
harvest, fish-and wildlife habitat, low in-
tensztg recreation, and the source for 1l . -
atream systems that lace the region, feeding )
4 major drainage basins, and supplying urban~ I o
water systems. ¥ -

B

- v

This artiale hdu baen pr?pafed -for publication in the March-Aprzl 10!? issue of. fhe'

" New York Plannan ”ederation "7ann£ng-NBws. ‘ / 20 Tt

] . [
— :

/ 1 ! ) ’a‘ - ¢

Tt alse presentb ‘the esae, oo af material presented at New York Association of fvwnm'

Workshop of Planning and Zoning officers, held 9 a.m., February 22, 1977, entitled “'the
Tug Hill Planning Expsrience. Cboperative IMplementation of~a Regional Plan.” '

N - v [
. .t ' :

The Nbrtﬁ and Fast Perimeter in tna Bla&k . " Tug Hiil cOuntry is not just. a kill,
River Valley contaln the prime agricultural ¢ or a jumble of hilla, or a_ region,> It is.
. lands, much of which 1s protnctcd bi; Agri* alsc forest solitudes, and wild beasts, and
cultural Districts. , - . _ , tumbling trout gstreams that were once source
. ' © of unlimited water power. It 1g lumber camg
- The Southexn Perimmte* vontains the oy and backwoods . farms and high, stony pastures
suburban expansion of Syracusz, Utica, and . It is desolation in winter and breathtaking
; .;Rome-pushing north into farm and forest and ', beauty at all other ‘times of the year.
. along the norrh shoza of tnedda Iaka. ' . - 1is wild flowers and bird song and the musir
"o . of winds in the evergre@nv "o oot
3 The Salmon River Corridor 1s expectea Co
to get inténse recreational pressure due to 4From Tug Bill ﬁauntrg, Tales From the Al
DEC salmon stoc&ing proqram and the propowed . Woods by Harold . Sampson. ~ .
hatchery. : ‘ _ o - L - ;
o . ~ : ' ; s
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Can Towns Plan end Direct Their Owi Future for ‘the Good of - Both

Residente and the Rest of the Citizene of - the Stete? o .
. . i f by. Benjamin P Coe, Executive Director\ :AL " oo .
PO R ' e , Temporary State Commission on Tug Hill. ) S

L '

S ’ e Thornton K. Were, Director of Planning N
S o R s Temporary State Commission on Tug Hill
) ’ . ' L ¢ ) . .. .
A r ‘ ’ ' ’ ST
o 1In a section of Northern New York with the unlikely name of "Tug Hill"
'+ there's a program going on.that may prove significant to the future of. rural g
, "land use ‘policy in our state. The program is a result of the work of the , .
4 Temporary State Commission on Tug Hill and the people 1iving in the 39 towns
el ‘and-villages of this etudy area. .

"1

-~ The Commission was established by the state legislature 1n 1972 after l
the Hortzon Corporation had placed an option to buy on 55,000 acres of the
~ foreat wilderneee 1n.the area's central core. Elaborate plans for converaion
V" .- of wetlands to ponds %ith second “home frontage. a golf course and other aocou-
' ‘terments of a large. recreational ‘development would have changed the area dras« o
tically. Property owners and residents were concerned.. They asked the legis-
L lature to set up the Temporary - Commission to study thé area and make recommenda-
§ tions ‘on its future,  Nine area residents5were appointed Cvolunteers. without
« ~ "stipend) by April '73 and the- beginnings of a:staff was ‘on -board that’ October.

All this happened when the "regional atudy commiseion approach was in vogue.
o By the end of '70, the Temporary Commission to Study the Future of the Adirondacks
, ) had niade its recommendations. By the end of '72 there were active Commigsions in~
L o volved in the: Catskills, Tug Hill. the Hudson Valley, and the Ste Lawrence - Eastern "

Ontario shoreline. o - ‘

‘After an approximate two year study. the Commiesion produced- 1ts findings
. .end recommendations in a. 'report entitled. The TugAHill Region - Preparing:for the
Future. dated February, 1976, -, o -

4

e

Distinguiahing marke of the Commiaeion have been eeveral, two are 1iste4 ‘ L
here because- of their bearing on this article. s o § e L
Involvement of" Citizenry and Local Government Officials - The AN L
oo TN }{Commission members set aside preconceived nations and went: :
TR .V to the citizens first. They asked, "What should the future
- © . of the area be and how do we get there?" . The ways this .
\ P dialogue was planned and carried out is well documented fbr
a "0 any that would 1ike to’ know,more about it 12,3 . .

- ) ER,
)

Donald J.. Exford, Maureen F. Poggi,\end Ceil H. Racette. Citizen Participation
. in Tug Hill Commission Studies (Watertown, N‘X..‘ Temporary State -Commission
! .on Tug Hill, March 1975). . .A" v ‘ ff < S
2Donald J. Exford, Friede K Young. Meureen F. Poggi, Public ‘Comments to TUQ‘Hill
b ' . Commission's Prelimingry Findings (Watertown, N.Y.: Temporary %tate Commission
o .. omTug HilL, October 15, 197 . PR R

A

: f‘,3rhe Communities of the Tug ‘Hill Region, A Study for the Temporery State Commission
‘ on TugVHill (Renoeelaerville, N Y.t Institute on 'Man andtScience, 1974)

‘- ’ . ~ | . - s N : S ~ .

<4



AN

7

- Development of a "bottom up rather than top down" approach to
‘ Plannzng and Regulation ~ Two very strong gentiments. that came
out ‘of public forums and sessions with local officials were,
"We want to preserve Tug'Hillﬁé natural, and community assets,”
and "If ;planning and regqulation are what we need, than we want
to be.the-ones to do it." Ag we shall gee; the dialogue also
' produced some excellent ideas on how this might be accomplished.

> . ‘ -
~

The Commiasion wag concerned ‘that local rural land planning and regulation '

. had not been very successful in this and other states. Among the weaknesses oftén

cited were, - ‘ . S
v - Town and village governments ‘have neither the’ money .notr the .
oy technical background and experience to do the planning job.

- The need for environmentally oriented planning for rural
areas-is dnly newly recognized, and processes for effective S
rural planning are still being developed. a

- Effects on neighboring towna and on region-wide resources
-are usually too complex for a town to consider on its own. < |

. = Town and village governments are too prone to indiscriminate
: granting of permits.and variances due to local. social and °
political pressures. ~ )
- —
. During a session with local officials to plan the first set of Tug Hill
“public forums the Redfield Town Board members made a proposal that had promise
~for overcomisnig many of the above weaknesses. They proposed that towns which
had the central forest and watershed in common cooperate to produce plans and
. a get of regulations. "By the fall of 1974, the Cooperative Tug Hill Planning
Board had been formed by resolution of the town boatrds of the following:

N

: , . Acres o Pogulation (1970)
In Jefferson County‘. Worth = 27,808 - } ~- 185" ,
<

In Lewis County: . Mat;insbu:g'.« 45,134 ' . - 1,516 ; :

. o - Montague | 41,811 A - 58, - -
! . — S Osceocla 55,706 b 167 - '

vl ’ Pinckney 26,810 S 319
. b N - West Tufin‘ ~66’9$3 - ’ ! .‘ 1,713 —

In Oneids €ounty:  “Florence  ~ 26,048° - . . 610,

" In .Oswego Cdﬁhty: quleton - 24,986 EN S 276 PR

A

Those who question ‘the environmental awareness of people 1iving in small rural -
, towns. note that these towts selected the boundaries of ‘their _planning area based
" ‘on natural characterietics of the land. rather than on political boundaries,‘i.e.,
county 1ine!

\ ' - ‘ RS eyt

&

. The' Commission pledged to provide technical assiatance, and to do it entirelyf

on the terms of the newly formed board. . (

X - NI !
) - . " : A_/ ¥

N
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With the formation and succeeeful early progress of this Cooperative Planning
“Board, the Commission decided to make Cooperative Plenning a cornerstone .of . its /
approach’ to developing land use policy for the region. The prognoals for groups

of towns with common interests producing plene and regulations. that could’ satisfy -,
rboth local needs and concerns and regional/state concerns looked promising because,

i

- ‘the concern for the future of. natural reeources on the part
of local citizéns and agencies representing state interests
converged (eig., a survey of all families in the 9 towns of,
the centtal core showed that over 80% wetre in favor of pro~ ,
viding special protection/for areas: such as stream-. ‘forests, = - . v

IR gorges end waterfalls, and: good farm lands), "_ . _ e

L= there are no. large money interests trying to influence future

;\ direction (Horizon Lorporation dropped its option and Georgla~
Pacific, the owner, expressed their intention to keep their ) -
land for wood production), ' . .

S - recreational development pressures are,, as yet, only moderate,

there is no emergency which requires drastic action.

T . ‘ ; ' Pt

I B - -
\ , N ! . N - ' 5 J_ PR

~

¢ Pr;gress of Cooperative Planning . S

to . -

; et Today, towng involved in cooperative planning venturee in the Tug Hill
-area can boast of considereble progress. S - . oL

- . PR . - . Yo

Thé-nine town Cooperetive Tug Hil1 Planning Board hae become a functioning. ~
"opereting unit, with its own. regionel identity, its own program, its own etaff”
and, as of Octcber '76, its own draft Resource Menagement Plan.‘ o
VAR Lo s

- - Two and a helf years ‘ago when the Supervisor of Redfield, Pete Yerdon, ’
invited nine towns to discuss cooperetion in planning, these towms had neither
any planning nor any land use regulation experience. Furthermore, few of tha.

_nine ‘had ever recognized and discussed their common problems and- aspirations,

" Nevertheless, the organization formed, pertly out of concérn for their environ+ .
ment and _partly out of fear of "heving someone . else, plan for us." . Bach town = .
‘boerd regolved, to- form a town planning board. and to' send:two repreaentatives'
each to a cooperative planning poard At the same time,.each town pledged $400

. toward ‘the cooperative effort - a small but important commitment for towns with'. v

- small annual budgets, one as low as 825,000, They, came together without know- ' ,
\ ing or really -trusting each other or the Commieeion staff members assigned. to
help in the process: As they went through the’ survey and enalysis stage of
.2 ddentifying their natural and human and economic resources, ‘there’ gradually evolved -
a cleerer understanding that they shered common ,goals, a.common outlook or lifestyle
.and a common desire ‘to retain & heritage .of: “individual liberty. .Adding to ‘the, growth
in‘confidence of planning board members, -the citizenrsurvey~confirmed a etrong
-gimilarity of .citizen views between each- of the nine towns. - This process of sharing
views among citizens and local 6fficials ‘and thereby building community and policv
consensus continues todey afid will need to continue in the futute. ST
In building the draft plan from the varioue reports, maps,- overleys and surveys,
the planning boards vere aided in conducting’'a land use capability analysis. At )
each stép, every word and representatisn was read and’ retread. agreed -to and double

i . .~

\ ) - }
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.~ town budgets and, thus, not requiring new roads and higher expenditures from e’ limited

-

checked to make sure it was what they believed and had asked for. The Plan is in
fact their plan, representing what they want to.accomplish in the way they feel is
best. The plan contains an overview of the possible tools being considered for
plan implementation and a listing of what kinds of matters the board felt should be
decided at the individual town levél and what matters should be decided by a joint -
board. The Cooperative Board members have spént countless houts over the period .
putting thia plan together and now when an outsider criticizes it, they ean and do

© defend 1t. : _ o

Since the Draft Pldn was compléted by the Cooperative Board in October, the 18
repregsentatives have carried it back/to their individual town planning boards, then
to the town boards, and finally to public meetings. This process 1s still poing on
tight now. They are finding that there is general acceptance of the ideas and sug- .
gestions contained in the plan which is most often expressed as “"you are heading

in theright direction.” .
- - . , - \ . o ;
Whereas, the original approach wus to adopt the plan and then work /on implementing
‘regulations; it has been the consensus of the towns .that :they ghould develop the imple-
mentation tools first to sée what the plan really means Thus, the Cooperative Board
is now developing a package of implementing orditdnces, tailored to suit the special
teeds of the area. For example, subdivision regulations encourage limited frontage- .
development along roads leading out from rural hamlets. Considered poor practice. in
suburban areas, this makes sense here by protecting the forested backlands dnd gulding
-the :1imited growth along roads that already are being maintained by beverly strained

-tax base, One town, Montagie, felt sufficiently pressured by land market activity o
to adopt interim land use and subdivision controls, Their ‘ordinance is unusual in

o ~ that it uses 43 acre minimum lot size to protect their remote forest lands.

v

The. Cooperative Board ordinence package, as it haa”deVeloped to date, contains
_gome novel features such as a Natural Resources Protection section. Stream protection
" gtandards are incorporated to regulate various activities adfacent to streams, .
lakes and ponds, with more stringent requirements in unique aréas. Timber
harvesting guidelines have also been included with 'good forest management practices

- included to guide proper utilization of thelr resources. This section includes, by

reference, the proposed wetlands regulation, the flood plain regulations and the

SEQR requirements that have‘béenvmanadated by federal and/or state legislation..

It is ancticipated that these nihe towns may well have adopted these ordinances ¢
and have them operational and protecting what are considered to be_resources of '

. statewide significance,' even before the state 1s ready to do so itself. The major

difference needs highlighting -- These aré repulation which have been developed
by -local people for adoption and use by local government, because they recognize
a need to_so do. - ' - ' ' ‘ : /

J

_ There is one other aspect of this joint venture in cooperative planning that
should:pyové interesting and perhaps even unique, in New York State.. The imple-
menting ordinances though being prepared for individual adoption, are calling -
largely for joint administration and e’nf4‘)1‘¢:esne’n.t:‘7 Thus, the community feeling and
capability that has developed should be able to carry over into enforcement of

Z-'reguiaﬁions. 'Department 'of State counsel has expressed the opinion that most any

cooperative énforcement carn be possible under the existing Article 5G of General

‘ "Muniecipal Law. It 1s anticipated that cooperative enforcement will reinforce the

resolve to withstand pressure to bend the rules. Joint administration certainly
should be less expensive and will allow uniform application over the total area.

> \
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_ In the opring‘of 1976, a oecond group of towns, including two villages,
similarly organized the Salmon’ Rivers Cooperative Planning Board. These Communities’
share a common colicern for the effects expected, from cénstruction of a proposed-
salmonid Hatchery .and the accompanying tourist trade. The Salmon Rivers group ie
exhibtting the same strengths and recognizing common conterns in‘a manner similar
to the Cooperative Tig Hill Board. . As they ' go through.the process of reviewing ‘

" reports on existing ‘conditions, .they are” beginning to pull together and“act as a’

unit instead of a collection of people each with separate 4nterests. This newer
group is’ leerning;from the expertence of the earlier one’and is. avoiding making
the game mistakes, They can-also uge part of the general material as a stdrting
point for, discuesion and adaptation, since physically they are not too. dissimilar.

). - . ). . AT - .i
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e { . A Reviaed Approech to a Tug Hill "Plen o _ ’

. Draft legiolntion reQuiring the production of a lend use plan for the 39 town
_Tug Hill ared was assembled: ‘duting the . fall of 1975 and exposed ‘o' selective/review.

. The bdll ‘would have required towns to organize into groups with similar interest to

“produce "sub-region' plans so that a region plan could be dssembled in a three year

gpan. A reconstituted commioaion, representing each of the sub-~regions, would do

" the assembling moking modifications where there were discrepancies between sub~-

regfono. Cost, ‘and doubtful . support from the people ahelved that bill.
,C‘

With another year under its belt, the Commission has modified 1té' earlier
approach. The goal is still to dévelop regional plana to. cover the*'39 town area, ;
- but it.is now potently clear that mandated planning with 'a, deadline would have been
afserius mistake which would heve loet the Commission the suoport of lncal officxals.

'L Today the Commission describes its approach as "incremental" and evo]utionary .

It is “incrementel" in that new cooperetive planning boards form when they. are
ready,end when the. needed assistance from varisus sources can be arranged. At this
time, there is’ one, and maybe two, more groups interested in organizing cooperative
planning programs. The towns, have demonstrated an interest in directing their _
future and. do want the aid available.- 1t 18 important to note, however;, that an
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7 expression of interest by the towns ‘and a requeot for assistance dées not happen -

?

ell by itself. = - ‘. I ;s NN , iy
- S - o ST Lt :
The process is evolutionary" in thet eucceeding cooperative boards can learn
* from the experience of- those who've already tried the process. FExample: The
‘Salmon Rivers Cooperdtive Planning Board 1z progressing at'a Faster pace\than did
‘the Cooperative Tug Hi1i Plapning Board ‘because of the experience available and
confidence 'gained, Plan: implementation dger.not wait till the whole region {8 - =~ -
covered by plang, it starts.as soonas the implementing program can be. developed
- and adopted. In tlils-way. aleo, lessons tan be learned by one group .and passed .
-on to those who follow. It's the same "learning curve'. well—known i industry,
‘where coat per product item drops as more items are produced ‘on the same equipment -

. simply beceuae people 1earn how to do things faster and better. ' , ) : ._‘

7

Although results of" the pilot programs are so far encouraging, success “1ig by o -

“U: means guaranteéed, Difficult steps remain., The’ Cooperative Tug Hill Planning Board

‘f needs to complete the development of its "1and use code'. ' It must obtain the feed~
\back from a we11~informed public. modify the code and then paas the neceseary
\. ’ . - \(\ .
_\_//‘, ~ N N 1
. _ ) -5= , AR
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1ocal 1aws/ordinancas‘to put it into effect. ‘It must then adminieter the code

g both objectively and with gensitivity. :

. 7 ¢
This 1s a ney and big step for an organization formed by isolated rural Lowng.
Responsive assistance must be available to local offfcials not only for technical
+and legal matters, but also to provide ways to present plan informatian to the
people and to conduct effective dialegue with them. o .

It has also been helpful when there has been spinoff from the’ planning process
that had immediate payoff ~ such as solving critical problems faced by officials ot
 showing how. cooperative schemes could reduce road maintenance or other expense.
To this end the New Yotk Department of State. has provided funding through the
Intergovernmental “Personnel Act to provide s "elrcuit~rider” to go from town to.
‘town_to identify and solve problems and meet. needs involving not only land ums -
regulation, but other needs of goverance as well. The "circuit-rider" will .
- connect with a pilot local government technical assistance program being operated
“by -the Commissiun 8o that the apprapriate technical help can be iccated and. mad&
available. C v .

i r B
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?osaible»significance of tﬁe~Tu37H111 Effoft -

The Commiseion has adopted the following 1ong tange goala'

1.‘ Provide compreheneive pLans to cover the Tug Hill Region.

2. Develop and test a working organization structure(s) for -
" implementation. .

3, Do the above in a manner that will both provide for the
" protection of natural values of state and Yegional interest
and allow for maximum local government reqponsibility and .

L authority.vA

-4, To that end, help atrengthen local government's capability
for handling more complex detisions and programsfthan in
. the past. . v o
\ / .t - . . ' . X [
5. Conduct research and pilot-projects ¢o as to evaluate issues
. -affecting the future of the region and make recommendations
from time to time to the State Legislature, other state =
- agencies, and to county and local gavernmenas, » i

6. Participate in the develcpment of palicy by state and athef
) ‘levels of government by communieating experiences learned in
. the Tng Hill Region. ) . . .
 With'regard to the program's significance ingide the study area, it is easiast
‘to talk ebout and point to tangible products such as a plan document. The most
important result may be. however, o Y . . '

~

~ an informed more interes;ed citizenry - A . . :

~ 4
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ko the Department of Housing and Urban Development

" = local, governments sufficiently organized. experienced, . )
and confident so that they can conduct golicy dialogues ST
with the citizenry ‘and effectively make the kind of " - . .

e .;complex.decisions that land use’ programs invalve.i -0 G

4 o i v

o ’i, Along the way, Tug Hill has becowe an excellent piloL area for- learning

the potentials and problems in optional or required environmental 1egielation
such as the Freshwater Wetlands' Act," Flood Plain’ Law, and the State Environmental. .
Quality Review Act. . A successful Tug Hill program --- ‘different pe@ple will ‘have

. different yardsticks for success, —- should provide many 1essons of value to. other :
" parts ogirural New York. .

- o . . oy o
\l X Lo~ " X N - . . I . ( . \ ~- '
There ahould ‘be important {deas as well, for coun;y regional, and sfate A

?policy makers.” Of course, each body would need to draw from the Tug HilX ex—

o

.perience those leasons applicable to them. The Commlesion has been partigularly

careful ‘to’ avold giving the impressicn that what is working in Tug Hill would be .,

applicable to special natural regions of the state such as the, Adirondacks, the
Catskille, or even the Coastal Zone, * The forme? two-contain substantldl’ fotest ™

preserve lands, and in both the preasures threatening loss of -environmental asgety -

© lare conpiderably\greater. The narrow shoreline bands called Coastal Zoneg have

their own set of special considerations. It seems very reasonable,that An g
\diverse gtate such as New. Yorkfsome diversity in ‘land use policy will be neceasary
" On the other hand, the Tug Hill study area 1s in many ways a microcosm of average.
rural New York and, with this states having the third largest ruralfpopulation in
* the nation, there should be many areas where Tug Bill lessons are applicable) In
recognition of that possibility, the Department of State's Division of State
Planning’ selected the .Tug Hill Commission to prepare a etudy of rural land use

; " policy development as viewed from the Tug H111 experience. The pufpﬂse was to

help strengthen the rural component of the State 8 ZLand Use Element” submitted

o

What then are gome of the pmasible implications of Lhis work,, As starm

e
i

" level .policy makers search for a diréction for land use policy, we the authars,

offer the following thaughts to the dialogue, out of our 'own experience' s
1.. Sufficient interchange with. iocal’ officials, uome ]ocal recognition'
of -planning need and an availability of technical ald are resulting
in & voluntary commitment to plan cooperatively with neighboring ‘towns.
L. We believe that mandated planning would not have pxovided a climnte
for participation, understanding, and acceptance of ‘a 1and use pro-
gram in Tug Hill. ' , - . <
2. We find that the time span needed for planning boards to plan and’
© develop ‘ordinances varies widely with the local situation. Cooperative
‘planning increases the unpredictability of the\time requirement becau@e
of the extra involvement in integration. A planning»program always -
meeds a schedule, but that schedule must’ regularly be revised, based
. on feedback from the process. W& note that ohce there is a commitment
to planning, most planning board fienbers” (volunteers all) want to get
. the job dane well and quickly.» o o g PR
i b.\‘ . /“ . . :“ . ( .

43,P, Coe, L. W. Garner, P J. Smyth Land Use Policg Bevelopment in the Tug ¥111

o Area of New York State (Watertown, N Y.t Temporary State Commiasion on Tug Hill

September. 1976) .
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3., "In the case of rural planniﬁg,‘if'ecoﬁomic, aoqiél and political °
. pressuréglonﬂlocal officiale are not severe, cooperative planning

probably can‘reault in effective consideration of county, regional
.- and state concerns. . -

’

- Involvement of ae few as three adjacent towns with commen boundaries
and. environmental and economic characteristice may be sufficlent for .
a new “"reglonal' perspective to emerge. . - .7 . 7.7 A

4. Technical support, financed largely from outside the rural community.

"' is a vital ingredient. Technical help must be responsive with no strings
attached. It should be available to help meet a varlety of local needs -
gince a good planning progrém will identify a whole array of problems

6 .+ -~and questions concerning the cofimunity and local goverance. Continued

‘ " acceptance of planning means being able to respond to and solve these
.Higmédiate.problemsa o ~ . . -

. 5, . Policy dialogue‘at the community level 18 likewise a necessary ingredient

if plans are to really reflect the community and be understood, accepted,

- and implemented. : . S -

Robert W. Lamson has written-a véry useful paper entitled; Policy Dialogues:

A Key to Solving the Problems We Face While Increasing America's Capacity for =~
Self-Government.” -In-it he states, . - o -

'Policy dialogues are important not only because we need to solve = -
_the problems which confront us, but also, because we need, at ths

same time, to employ a process for decision and implementation

which protecte and promotes certain values . such as freedom and
self~government. v : ‘ I o

' To solve problems, we need to be able to improve our perceptions .

~ of problems, causes, options and impacts,’ to cgeate»sufficient‘ -

' ponsensus to permit concerted action, to decide upon and implement
goals, to provide for continuity of effort, and resolve conflicts T

or personality, perception, valuve, interest and power.

To protect and promote values such as, freedom and self-govermment,
we need to implement the principles for a free socliety such as those
contained in the United Stdtes' Constitution. These principles

; include: - - SR S S

t
Al
&

PN a. the limitation of thetuée and concentration of‘powef}v
L through, 'for exemple, geriédic elections, the separation
P ~of powers and federalism, as well as through; /

t
i

b. the rule of law, no oie being above the law;

2 T ' N . ) . i

/

. B . . ‘ [ ! (

. SRobert-w. Lamson, Policy Dialogues: ‘A Key to Solving the Problems We Face
While Increasing Anierica's Capacity for.Self~Government (Washington,; D.C.:
National Sclence Fourdation, 1976). . SN -
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C, self-government, informed conaent of the governed and
the capacity of the governed to influence and be in-
volved in decisions which affect them, directly as well = ' |
ag- indirectly, via their elncted representaﬁives,
(1) .Self-government is based on an infarmed
citizenry, on a widespread, xather than
a narvowly distributed, understanding of
problems and optiona, and on the ability
of eltizens to implement the optlons and
manage their own affairs.’

(2) Consent of the governed is bdsed not omly ~
on a belief in the competence and good intent.
of policymakers, but also on widespread under-
standing end consensus concerning problems,
causes, options, impacts, criteria for evalua-~
“tion, tradeoffs, priorities and preferred
solutions, on the part of -eltlzens, their
elected repreacntativea and other pclicymakera»

In his paper, Lamson's uefinition cf policy dialogue" includesrevery* S

thing that we include in the term "planning'. The paper is well worth

reading. o _q" L

“ énother Comment: One can' t really jagieiate citizen pafticipation ;‘
or involvement. Coordination, aommunication, education and participation {

can be part and parcel-of a program —-- or poné can just go through the motione
dnd satisfy the requirements of legislation. Citizen participation and invelve-
ment takes money and commltment. . o ’ :

6. As food for through eonsi&er the application of the Tug Hi1l Com— -
.mission's planning approach applied to the counity. The Tug Hi1l
~ study ares is actually about the size of two rural counties. Our
¢ . experience indicates that nine’ towns may be close to the practical
limit for cooperative plamniag.: Visualize then organizing portiouns '
of rural countles according to locally accepted natural andfor other
interests, into several joint municipal planning boarde. 'With financial
and organizational help, a county could form a Lecal Covernment Assimtance
Bureau from which the vhole variety 6f local government services, including
planning, could be réequested. A Weircult rider! would regularly visit
communities and help with problem definition and community croanization=
Professional planners. on the staff of the "bureau' would be able to provide -
assistance on local terms but with a- county wide perspective as part ox’
the: planner s capability. . i

%
1

7. From such an array could come & neﬁwork of integrated and implemented.
plans throughout the state. It would be many vears before every community
> would have begun the process, but the results would be real and would he
used., The time r@quired would be a functicn ‘of support dollars avaliable
for counties and for a state pool of te chnical and organization aid to
backstop county efforts, - :

0ﬁhqr applications and interpretations are possible. We leave that up to you.

~.



