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^  INTRODUCTIOK

'  £?uirpo^eg . ' ^ ' ; ; '■. ' '■
The purposes of this report are threefold;'to identify

.  recent land development trends within the Tug Kill Region, to
forecast likely future trends, and to discuss planning issues .
associated with the trends.

Identification of recent land development activities
includes eKamination of tho types of activities which have been
occurring^ their magnitude, their location, and whether there

L has been an appreciable increase in land sales and development
within the past couple of years due to an improving economy and
lower interest rates. The focus of the,report Is upon
subdivision activity - for a-variety of reasons. Reasonably
consistent data is available for subdivisions from county real
property tax offices, subdivision regulation has posed problems
for communities in the past, and there is the prospect of large
land subdiyiders (e.g."Patten Realty) operating within the

/region,
\  ̂ , V ■ I ' / "

Information Sources

o- Most of the information for this report was obtained (1)
through interviews with selected persons and (2) by collecting
data from county-real property tax offices, h complete,record
of the interviews is contained in Appendix A.

Due to time and budget constraints it was inipossibie to
obtain detailed data for all towns within^ the Tug Hill Region.
Therefore, detailed data colledtion was limited to the core
towns (.members of the Cooperative" Tug Hill Plannihg Board).

Data Available for the Whole Regign t /
It was possible to obtain data for all or most towns within

the' region for the following items^: . total number of parcels by ,
year, and number of land transfers (mostly sales), by year.

•  • ' . 1 r

■  By noting the total number of parcels each year it is
'possible to derive increase; in the number of parcels, and thus

^ have a reasonably good measure of the number of additonal lots
created by land subdivision annually. The data is not perfect,
-however, because new parcels, as listed on the tax roles,/are

V sometimes created for other reasons than land suS?division^ but
such instances are not common (such as splitting up a lot so .
that each portion is assessed separately although it is all one
lot). Also, there have been instances of several smaller state
owned parcels being, consolidated, into one larger, one. Such
instahpes may result in the data being an inaccurate reflection

/of land subdivision activity for a particular tovm in a ■
particular year, but foi overall trends it provides a.



sufficiently accurate measure.

7 The number of land transfers per year was easily obtained
for Oswego and Oneida Counties, and parts of Lewis Couhtyr but
was unavailable for Jefferson County v?ithout tedious tabulation
and therefore the data was not obtained for certain towns (see
maps for omitted areas). Land transfers .are mostly sales,
although ̂ inheritancs and gifts between relatives are also
counted. Land transfer data was available for. six months in
1986. Based upon the.vsi^i: month totals, and applying the
proportion of sales- which normalli^ occur within the January to
June period within the Tug Hill Region (approximately. 40% of
yearly transfers), projected totals for the entire,1986 year
were derived, . .

' Data CoIl..eci;,ed-_£aiLJiig--££Lj;^.-^^

Detailed data on subdivision and land development activity
v/as. obtained for all core towns , except two (Boylstoiv and Worth)
by examination of tax maps, tax roles, and other information
available in county real property tax offices. Boylston and ,
VJorth were omitted solely due to tirue and budget constraints.
Most counties ih the region initially had.their tax maps
prepared in 1977, which happens to coincide with the approximate
date which the communities began to adopt land use codes. By
virtue of the mapping system used in the real property tax
offices it is possible to- identify each land subdivision which
had occurred since the initial date of map preparation. For
each map sheet land parcels were originally numbered . .
consecutively using whole nuiiabers. Each time a subdivision
■bccurred, a l.ot number such as 9 would be split into components
such a^ 3,1# 3.2 and 3.3« Later, lot 3.3 might be further
subdivided into lots 3.31 and 3.32. -

By using other data available in the county offices,- such
as tax roles'and card filing systems, (each county has a somewhat-
different system) it was possible .to track down detailed data on
the date of subdivision, date of land sale^ address of lot
purchsers, sixe of lots created, current land use of subdivided
lots, sise and dimension of^lots, and their location. However,
it was not always straightforward and clear exactly what took
place' on a particular property due to inconsistencies and
omissions in the data,-especially in regard to the.exact year of
land subdivision. The inforiTjation shown of the tables, graphs,
and maps must therefore be taken v^ith a grain of salt. ThbLfe
may be inaccuracies ■ in o.aK . but they are not
numerous enough to effect the general conclusions reached,

Also note that 1986 data in the tables and graphs was
collected for only a portion of the year.



RECENT TRENDS - ENTIRE TUG HILL,REGION

Sui?ai,va,gion, Activity

Trends in land subdivision activity, or parcelizatioh, are
shown on tables 1 and 2, graphs 1 through 3, and maps 1 through
5. '■

•' ■ k .

1^ There has been a significant and steady increase in the
p£ l?nd ftpm, 19.9P. thgwh as illustrated by

Gpaph 1. About 2619 additional land parcels were created ,in
that period, representing a 5.8% increase. One additional
parcel was create,d for each 1.3 square miles of land area.

2. Th^r^ b^g?L-an increase in l^nd subdivision activity
' sincd 1983. corresponding with an improving economy and lower
interest rates, as shown on Graph 2. There has been a slight
increase in the first six months of 1986 (1985-1986 figures are
yearly totals estimated from 6 month data) compared to the
previous two years.

3. gpati^lly? land subdivision pc^gsure has shifted fcdin
the SPUth to the nbCth (Graph 3 and Maps 1 through 5), Before,
the Ft. Drum expansion land parcelization was concentrated in
the southern portion of the region, primarily originating from
the Syracuse metropolitan area (Maps 3 and 4, Graph 3). Since
1985, however, the traditional pattern has reversed somewhat
with towns in the Watertown region showing substantial increases
in number of parcels added yearly (Map 2, Graph 3). The most
recent spatial trend, shown on Map 5, shows the combined
influence of the Syracuse region tc the south and the Ft. Drum
expansion area to the north. .

4.. gtibdivision activity in thQ gQge tbwhg lagged
behind the rest of the region (Maps 3, 4 and 5). However, some
increase has occurred in the past couple of years in particular
towns (Map 2).

Data for the number of land transfers, most of which are
land sales, are presented on Table 3, Graph 4, and Maps 6 and 7,
Keeping in mind that data for the Ft. Drum expansion area is
lacking, it is apparent that trends in the number of land
transfers have been similar to those noted above for land
swbdivigidn adtivity.

Graph 4 shows that the rate of land sales has increased
steadily, during the 1980*s, The 1986 figure is about the same

, as the 1985 figure which would indicate a levelling off in the
trend were the data, representative of the entire region and not
lacking northern municipalities. Were data for the Ft. Drum

..-I,



expansion area available, the graph would show a steady rate of
increase in the number of land sales since 1982. The maps again
show the influence of the Syracuse metropolitan area upon land
development, pressures in, the Tug Hill Region, v/ith sales in the
core towns lagging behind, sales in the north shore area arid in
to\«is closer to Syracuse.

The most important conclusion-drawn from the land transfer
data is-that land sales have been increas!,ina-_SLigllllio»ntlv:»

Activities of Large Land .SuJadLvid^xs , ' ■ ' ■

Patten Xhc.,,
have been operating iust outside,_tiie-b.gmdgJli^
subdivide land .withip._.t.h.eJ...mc^^^^ , • ^

The methods of operation used by these firms has been well
documented by the Catskill Center in a report entitled "The
Catskills for Sale," published in April 1984, In the past, this
firm has tended to avoid regulations by choosing municipalities
lacking subdivision regulations and avoiding state review by
creating lots.of 5 or more acres in size. Subdivisions are
typically poorly designed, consisting of ,so called "bacon ,,
strip,".or "spaghetti" lots - long narrow .parcels created to
provide road frontage and insure lot sizes'-of at least 5 acres.
Also, the land has in many instances been poor for development;
consisting of wet soils, steep slopes, or near high voltage
power lines. Purchasers have paid high prices for lots of
sometimes questionable value. New roads, if provided for in the
design at all, were constructed crudely.

The Black River Forest Subdivision located in the Town of
Foresport, the earliest subdivision created by Patten Realty
near the Tug Hill Region (at least as discovered by the author
of this report), is illustrative. As revealed in records
available to the public in Oneida County offices, Patten Realty
purchased a tract of land approximately 660 acres in size for
about $33,000 in ijtine 1983. ' It v/as subdivided into about 5'2
lots. Ths lots were all sold v/ithin a year at prices ranging
from $5000 to over $15,000 per lot, with median price about
,$8000. , Patten Realty, brought it for about $50 .an acre, and sold
it for roughly $1000 an acre...Prices paid appeared^to bear
little-itelation fo the value of ,the lot purchased.^ In one
instance of nearly identical lots aide by side, one party paid
$13,000 for one of the lots while the' other was purchased for
$8000. Investigation of the RYost recent tax rolls and a field,
inspection of the site revealed'that all but about 4 of the lots
remain vacant, .The four lots which v^ere developed do,contain
nice homes which would be a.benefit to the.local community.
These homes v/epe.built upon lots which, had frontage on the
existing public rpad. Most of the lots however-, are accessible
only by internal roads, the condition of which the author'was

4  •
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unable to observe due to the fact that the entrance to the
subdividision was restricted to landowners only (there is a
locked gate). Physical characteristics of the.land were, not

,  ' able to ;be ascertained clue, to the absence of appropriate
\  ̂ ihfoniiation on, .tbe subdivision plat maps. (Subdivision plat ^

.  maps filed by Patten Realty typically omit any contour lines or
(  other-environmental information.) , . ' , .

The Patten and.Volksraqan firms, havg bCCh V^cy. in
■' Osweao County ;iust to the west of the Tug^JLill ReqiPh tflg . '

fall of 1984. Examination of subdivision plat maps fxled in the
■  Oswego. County Clerk's Office revealed that in the 22 month

period from Octpber 1984 to July 1986 these firms created 1? '
subdivisions consisting of a total 167 new lots (see Table 4).
Lot sizes ranged from about 5 to 20 acres. , Lot (Resign and
layout was similar to that reported in the CatskillSf i.e. long
narrow lots were conmion,. and apparently little attention had
been paid to environmental features (although this is unable to'
be confirmed due .to the) lack of any land contours or other, land , ,
characteristics ,on the maps). ' Only one of .the subdivisions

-required planning board approval. - i .

It was ascertained through interviews (see Appendix A) that
two firms are now operating within the Tuc' Hill RpqiflP.*

Betty lAdler reported that one of the three subdivision proposals-
in. Osceola was prepared by Patten:Realty? but because a resident

,  of a nearby town was the principal indiv^idual involved it was
not recognized right away as a Patten subdivision.
rebortedlv an aaent of Patten Realty working OUt pf. CaMgUv
Paul.Baxter reported that there have been three recent
subdivision proposals by Volksragan and Patten in his areai In

• one casoy Voiksra'gart backed out due to SEQR requirements. In
the Town of West Monroe Patten put up a substantial sum of money

'V for road■ improvements in a subdivision they proposed. In the
third case. Patten took over a failed subdivis.ion of 12 lots, t
Interviews also revealed that there have l^een inquiries-by

/agents of Patten Realty into land in the Town of Vienna, the
north shore area in general, and the Town of Lewis. In

r  addition, there have been advertisements in local papers by
Patten Realty seeking to'buy land, some of which specifically
mentioned Osceola.

"  • It is apparent that, PafcAejd-JigMfcy:-ilP-Aoaa.^IL-gQn0.h^^^ . ,
activities to. Recent subdivisions ' in '

"  ' Hastings and Osceloa are^a case in point. The same situation is
reported in the Catskills ~ although many, of> the earlier ■
subdivisions were in unregulated towns, they are no longer
confined to such municipalities. It was also learned that
Patten Realty has jdst this year opened an office -in Lake Placid

- in the.heart of the Adirondacks. Subdivisions in, the Adirondack
'  Park are of course subject to thorough, review by the Adiron'dack

Park Agency.- All of this suggests that Patten Realty is.
becoming•much more sophisticated in its operations, and that the
mere presence of local'subdivision regulations will not



discourage them from operating in an area. \

RECENT SUBDIVISION TRENDS - CORE TOWNS

Data showing recent subdivision trends in the core towns is
shown on Tables 5 through 19 and Maps 8-10. Detailed year by
year data was not collected for Boyston and Worth due to time
constraints. 1986 figures are for only a portion of the year.

Number' of Subdivisions (Tables 5 and 18)

In a period of a bit more that 8 years (1978 through part
of 1986) a total of about 456 subdivisions were created in the
core-towns, including Boylston ahd K^orth, This is about one
subdivision per -each one and one-half square miles of land area.
Year by year trends are similar to those of the region as a
whole, 1982 and 1983 being slow years, followed by a marked
increase in activity during the past two years. The Towns of
West Turin and Martinsburg stand out as having the most
subdivision activity, while Worth, Montague and Pinckney had the
least. ; , .

Number of Additional Lots Created (Tables 6 and 18, Map 8)

Including Boyston and Worth about 609, additional lots were
created during the 1978 - 1986 period, additional lots meaning
that, for example, in a three lot subdivision only two of the
lots would be considered additional lots. This represents a
little less that one new lot per each square mile, or 640 acres,
of land area. Map 8 shows that Boyston, Turin,^Florence and'
Lewis had the most lots ceated per land area, while Montague,
Redfield and Osceola had the least.

Size of Lots Created (Tables 7 and 8)

About 44% of all new lots created were large (over 5 acres
in sise), 37%, were medium size (1 to 5 acres), and 20% were
small (less than 1 acre). Towns with a high proportion of smdll
lots were the farming communities of Turin and Martinsburg, the
unregulated municipalities of Redfield and Boylston, and the
Town of Worth. Tovms which are primarily forested, i.e.
Osceola, Montague, Lewis and Redfield, had a high proportion of
large lots.

ion. (Tables 9 and ID)

The vast majority of subdivisions within the core towns
have been two lot subdivisions. Table 9 shows that 84% of all
subdivisions have been 2 lot divisions, 15% have been 3 or 4 lot
subdivisions, and only about 1% have been 5 or more lots, at the
time ,,o£,,gubdiy.i,siini> However^ it has been common practice to
create one lot at: a time from a larger parcel, resulting over a
period Of time to what amounts to a multi-lot subdivision. '



Thus, Table 10 shows the result of subsequent subdivisiohs over
fa 9 to 10 year period. For exaropie, a 4 lot subdivision as '
shov/a in this^table may have been created by three successive 2
lot subdivisions. Counting' the effect of cumulatively dividing
a piece of property,* the number of medium or. large subdivisions
(3 or more lots each) is significant, amounting to about 34% of
all subdivisons,

K  • J . ' • ^

, 01; Mm j;.§. (Table 11) . ,

Close tl3 one-^half of ■ all lots created in the 1978 1986
period remain vacant. Residential uses, including mobile homes,
occupy about 30% of the lots created, A further 13% have been
used for camps. Altoget-her, a little less than one-half of all ,
lots have ,been, built upon. Assuming orie principle structure pet
lot, this would represent one new structure per each 1750 acres
of land within the 8+ year period. - ^ <

Type 'of Area New Lpts were Located_.,l!ai_(Tables 12 and 19, Map 10)

Approximately one-half of all subdivisions and new lots
created were located on land best described as Rural Residential
in character. These are areas containing, a mixture of abahdonad
agricultural land, brushland, some forest, some agriculture, and
scattered residential development.' (Specifically for Table 12
' this includes all RR districts in adopted or proj?osed land use
codes, and for Table 18 includes all areas on the Resource
Management Plan designated R4, R5, A5, and F5.) An additional
one-third of all subdivision activity occurred on agricultural

'land. 'Forested areas accounted for about 10 percent of the lots
and subdivisions, while hamlets or designated growth areas
accounted.for less than 10 percent.

(Tables 13 and 14) , . ,

As shown by Table 14, about one-half of all lot sales in
<larger subdivisions (3+ lots) were accounted for by residents ,
.^within the Tug Hill Region. Another one-third of the lots were
purchased by residents of upstate New York areas.,, , primarily the
Syracuse, Utica-Rome and Rochester metropolitan areas. The
remaining 12 percent of lots were purchased by out-of-state and
New York City metropolitan area residents, ' ' -

-  Although location of lot purchasers was not systematically
tabulated for two lot subdivisions, it was apparent from
examination of county records that ,a much higher proportion of
these small subdivision lots were purchased locally, many times
'by relatives of the sutadivider, ; . ,

Lots Inconsistent i-iyith Regu'Iations. (Tables 15, 16 and 17)

Tables 15, 16 and 17 show the number of lots created which
were inconsistent with' existing Or proposed land use code ,
regulations for-lot si.ze or frontage. The figures in these*



tables no not > show the number illegal lots. The lots may h^ve
been perfectly legal at the time of their creation, and as long
as they have remained Vacant of sturctur,^s. -Also, variances' may
h^ve been obtained; before construction occurred on tkenv.
Inconsisfcanei^s occurred for one of three reasons: 11). .
insufficient .lot size# (2) insufficient lot frontage, or; (3)- ,no
lot frontage.' _

Inconsistent lots are. illustrated on"Map 9, which shows," an
original lot (lot number 47) i'?hiGh was subsequently divided into
15 parce^l.s at various, points in time.' . Some, of the lots lack.;,
frontage entirely. The inconsistent'lots were created from 1978
to 1983# aiid most .remain vacant. One'lot, does contain a. camp.

■This example#' however# is not typical of subdiVisidB activity
within the teg,ion# as most subdivisions are of much smaller
■sia'e. , ■ ■

Although
about 200 inconsiste.nt lots.were created since 1978# about one-'
half of these occurred in towhs with,no regulations in effect at
the time. A total of ,94 inconsistent lota were created in towns
v;hich bad an adopted land use code. Towns with the lowest . ^
number and proportion of inconsistent lots were Osceola# Turin#
and Florence.' Towns with .the highest numbers and proportions
were West Turin, and Hartiiisburg. . Data for thp Tovm of Worth' was
not collected due to time constraints of , the istudy.

Of the 94 inconsistent lots#, probably over one-half
occurred in..preclominately farming areas where a landowner would
split"off a small parcel to sell to a relative or local.;
resident. (Because-an exact tabula,tion of' the nature of the \ ' .
inconsistencies was not saade the orie-h^lf f igure - represents an
estimate.) , > '

,  , Also, prpbably about one-half pf the deficiencies were of ,a
relatively miiior nature# such; as iot .frontage being 1,70'feet
rather than. 2p0 feet# or lot size being -3/4 of an acre, rather
than 1 -a'cre. i .■ ' ■ ■ ' , '

' In addition# the 94 lot figure includes those lots which
were-not intehded to be .built, upon# such as agricul'tur'ai fields
(wh.ich may haVe. lacked frontage)- and recreation land or - . ■
woo'd-iots. J

•  ■ ; QTEER RECENT TRENDS r- CORE -TOWNS ' - . .

(Table 20# Graphs S\ind 6) , t

Building!;permit data is available for seven core towns for.
the five year.'period 1981-through 1985. During that period 342'
permits were issued#' 212 - of which were, for principal '(.as, opposed
to accessory)j structures. The time series tirend shown on Graph



\  ' ̂

!  ' ' '
•I

6 is similar to those noted previousiyr 1982783 being slow years
with activity.increasing in subsequent years. ^ ,

' The graph shows that the increase was accounted for by year
round-housing rather than.construction,of damps. Camps had
accounted for a low proportion of ail new deyelopraent'anyway.
This data .suggests that, recent construction acti.vty has .
primarily been related to, suburbanisation rather than'to the
recreation/seasbnal home market. ' ' . / .

Interviews with local representatives fr.om the core towns -
indicated that substantial forest, clearing has .been taking place
in parts of the Tug Bill Plateau (.see Appendix A) , most notably

.;in Redfield. .The extent„of the-clearance activity, and-its .
envirdhmeat.ai consequences, .are unknown at this time;.

SUMMARY OF RSCBHT/TRENDS - CORE.TOWNS

1: .There has beea_i»l„mej:.fea.a£-JjwL , _
development act'l¥iitY_beqinrdkRa.-JJLjJM corresponoing to an
improving .economy and lower interest rates. ,

2. The amciuht of activity gelative--tp_Jl.and--aiPfi,;.
On the average, only, one- n^w Iqt per square mile was created per
decade, and only about one-half the new lots have been.built
■upon. . • , ■ ^ ■ '■ *' ■ ' ^ . V

3i : At least three,distinct patterns of subdivision activity
have occurred in the Thg Hill core-region: \ ■ \

-  (a) in farming- areaS^ such as Martinsburg, Turin and West
.Turin, much, land development activty consists of _subdividing., one
lot at a time from a larger parcel, and selling it, oftentimes
to a relative, as a building 'lot. Mobile homes are oommon orp,
■such-lots.' It has been apparent that many of the lots with
insufficient lot size or frontage according to code requirements
have'been of this type. . .. .

(b) 'Particularly in the more central and forested areas of
the Tug Hill core region there, has been a pattern of' '
recreational land/s.easonal-.s^iB land sales and-development. In
the past this activity took place tvjo or tnrae lots at a time,
sometimes .resulting in what amounts to a large subdivision
a beriod of,years,. Lot sizes.have usually been large, but ,
small lots used for camps have been created in Redfieldy Boystoa
and other towns. There have been few 5+ lot subdivisions
created in the past, but recently this picture has changed as_ ,
evidenced by the three larger subdivisions recently reported in
Osceola. ■ , - ■-

(c) Land development activity in- some areas has been



related to £iiBaa-itiMEbSlli5Ski=sa- such has been, the case in
southern core towns such as Florencer and more recently in.the
northern'.tdv/us due to the Ft. Drum ejcpansion. Subdivision
activity has usually been one lot at a time, followed,by'
residential development, including mobile homes.

(see^^*tppfndfx^)"?^wbich^may^i'mnge hhe one lot a time ;nature of
land developraent that characteriaed the past.

■ ^ (about 20% of all lots
cr^te^T Due to the sparcity of developraent within the region,
it is doubtful that "this has created any .significant problems of
area-wide significance such as loss of rural character, loss of
prime farmland,' parceliEation'of commercial forest.land and so
forth. However, it may have, or will in the future, create
localised problems in particular cases such clB adversely .
affecting sufrounding properties or the creation of landlocked
parcels, ' • .

LIKELY FUTURE TRENDS '

All evidence -Suggests that_l,4aii-aaMlY.i.£iSlL-^BA^gyQlPP.fflgl^k.
activity io.,hhg £ut;di;g.y
barring a downturn in the regional economy or rising inflation
and interest rates. The question, is not whether an increase
,wiil occur, but what its magnitude will be.

The following factors are suggestive of a future increase
in land devlopraent pressures.

1. Subsequent to 1983'there has heen a steady increase in
land sales, land subdivision and land development activity as
shown by the data collected, for this study. These trends
corresponded with an economic upswing and lowering of interest
rates. - Projection of these trends into the future suggests
steadily, increasing land .development pressures.

.2. Fringe suburbanisation pressures from the pbrth will
increase as the Ft. Drum expansion-, takes place."' These have,
already begun-as evidenced by the regional land parceliaatidn
data (Naps 1 through 5). Demand for, land for recreation and
camps will probably follow.

3. The cscreationai land/seasonal camp market shoiild
. reinain good as long as the regional econoray remains healthy and
interest rates stay low. . '

4; A significant amount ofland has been cleared of timber,
i<?hich raay be available for sa,le in the future (see interview
■with .Betty Adler) . • / ■ . .

10,



5. The,big question how active large subdividers such'
as Patten Reailty will be within the region. They have already
-established an office within the region# and there is every,,
reasoHitd expect'increased activity. ' ' . ' ,

In sumina-ry# all the elements, for an increase in land.
•subdivision dnd development activity are in place. The demand
is present dub to the condition of the regional "economy# lower
interest rates, and the Ft. Drum expansion. There seems to be a
potentiai supply of land available,due'to tiitiber clearance, j -

■  although the amount Of land for sale by individuals appears to
be relatively slight at the present time in some of the core
towns. ; (However," a scarc,,ity of land for sale by individuals ;
could actually-encourage Patten Realty and similar .firms to
operate ivithin the region since it would make it easier for-them
to market their lots.) And finally, a land broker ds on the

■ scerie in the form of. Patten Realty. ,

similar to what has happened in the Catskiils
over the past'three or four years (see interviev; with'Tom
Miner ) "

jPLANNING ISSUES

Several planning, issues and concerns arise as a result of
the growth trends identified above.

Clearly, towns within the .region must be prepared to deal
with activities of large subdividers such as "'Patten' Realty; •
Enforceable' subdivision regulations must be in place., and
subdivision ,plats must be carefully reviewed, to. avoid the
typical problems of poor lot design, poor access,.lots on
unbuildable land, and poorly constructed internal road's.\ .

-In some . parts of the Tug Hill core area- there have been ,
numerous lo'ts created which are either tod. small or lack'the-'
.rOad'. frontage required in the local land usecode. As, discussed'
previously, /the'overall impact of this upon regional concerns,
such as loss of rural character ■ and ■ farraland, is probably
minimal due to the 'sparcity of development in the-, area. ' ' . "" ^
Problems posed by these undersized lots are local in .nature^'
such as impacting neighboring properties or creating randlocked,"
parcels. "' ■ -

Becaus.e most regulations, in the core, towns requifb only

11



that subdivision plats of five of nsofe lots be reviewed,
inconsistent lots created one at a tirae are not illegal at the
time of their creation» It is only when one wishes to build
upon them,at a later date that they are legally, too small or
lack necessary frontage; But of course by this time it is too
late to effectively deal with the problem. ' , "

once a pat tern, of .
neglecting thei law is established in dealing with small one lot"
at a time .development,, it will be extremely difficult to deal
with larger■ developroerits once they occur.

nQX§jMsij^-..Ek3ai.^-iaa§. ^ ■ , ■ . ■ ' ' ,
One of the reasons for the large nuraber of inconsistent

lots is probably that some of the-land use regulations are too
restrictive and otherwise unrealistic' for.the core towns. The
Town of Pinckney recently vmnt through a code revision which
made their rbquirements less restrictive. Perhaps it is time "
for other' towns to do likewise. It is preferable to have weaker,
regulations which are taken seriously and enforced, than to have
tough standards which aren't. '

Some' of the specific instances where standards might be -
relaxed are as' followsi (a) ' Road standards are too high for
some- towns, in Mon'taque for example, if, subdivisioh roads were
built to the specified standards, they would be far and away the
best roads in the town. The only conceivable reason for
attempting to enforce such standards vj'ould be to try to
discourage a developer from operating within the,town, something
most core towns would -probably 'not wai^t to do. Standards which
are too restricitve are not consistent with the goal of
controlled growth. ,(b) Some .submission standards, for.
subdivisions require contour lines at, two foot intervals,, a huge
and unnecessary expense in most cases, (c) Lot size and ' .
frontage requirements for certain zones appear to be
unrealistic, such as t-he 2 acre minimum lot . size and 300 .feet
frontage required in the Agricultural district in West Turin,
(dj Perhaps in agricultural areas, a farmer ought to be able to
sell off one small building lot {the rationale being to house a
farmhand), and-have the larger lot siae and frontage
■requirements apply to' any remaining lots created.

- Two subdivision regulation enforcement problems surfaced in
the .course of" this study., "■

First,'County Clerk Offices within the region do not assist
the local municipalities in enforceineat of their subdivision
regulations. . According tb^the way the law was designed to work,
counties should refuse to accept subdivision plats which aren't
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.properly reviewed at the, local level, and refuse to accept
property transfers unless a-properly approved plat has been ,
filed.', t4ost,counties withiri the region don'i do this# and don't
appear willing to do this. In Oswego County#, however# Eiarty . ,
Weiss.reported that a system has been developed. In Clinton^
County H.y. the county doesn't always enforce, local subdivision
regulations# but it does send ,a copy, of,.ail the property .. ..
transfer forms to the towns that'request them.

The present, lack of communication between the towns and the
county may lead to ,serious ehforceroenfe dif f iOulties. 'Without,. ,,
the county's assistance, in at least informing the localities-
that subdivision acbivty iS' occurring# subdividers may operate
illegally {either - intentionally or unintentionally) without, the-

''town®$- knowledge., 'Once lots have been sold .-from the illegal. ,
subdivision# the situation becomes extremely difficult to deal

" vi'ith. - ' . " ' ' ■

The'second problem is not nearly, so widespread. There have..-
been, instances- within the region of lots being sold..by land ,
cohtcact# v^hich .by some definitions are not subdivisions since
the landftitle remains in the hands of" the seller for a number
of years. ^ Thus# what araounts to land ■ subdivisiqn is not subject
to regulation. , ' - . ■ ■ -i . ■ ■ ■ ' *

. The Resource Management Plan (core—tbMmJL-JJg Nbt a
roasmm^ -■ ' ■ ' ' • ,h' -

;  ̂ . Some of the local land use codes,make reference to the " .
Resource Management Plan# which has little rveaning to local
citisens. The Resource Management Plan# perhaps useful_ ' " '
ofiqinally# is now an irrelevant and dated document. Either all
reference to the" plan should be eliminated from the local land
use,codes or it should be revised into a more meaningful and
useful document. ' b , ' • ' -

0  , ■ -i '

,  ̂ RECOMMENDATI.ONS ' .

1, Undertake an awareness program to prej>are' communities for
large subdividers: ' •

\  ■ Localities should be- made,aware that large subdividers may
niay now or , in the near future be baying# subdividing and selling

- land 'within their borders. They^should be made av/are of the
usual problems associated with poorly designed subdivisions# and
reaequainted, with principles of good design. Procedures should
be reviewed# sudh as the proper "use , 'of SEQR. .. Such an awareness
program might be accomplished (1) informally .through Betty .Adl'er

"-with communities requesting assistance from-pfofessional.
planning staff as the heed arises# .(2) through the Cooperative
Tug Hill Planning .Board# (3)' through regionwide activities such

- as conducting- s.emihars or publishing informational material-# or -
b  (4) sorae coi,nbinat-ion/Of the above, ■ " ' , "



2. Tighten-up local subdivision regulations to insure that they
can be enforced, in coftinmnities that have not already done so.

This would include (a) passing subdivision regulations as a
local law so that local enforcenieht provisions can be included,
(b) ^insuring that adoption procedures were followed correctly,
and {c) including provisions for dealing with land contract
"sales. " ■ ' • , ' .

3. Redefine subdivisions to include all divisions of land into
2 or more parcels.

This would help to avoid the problems" of creating lots
inconsistent with land use code requirements. The vast majority
of all subdivision activity in-the region now occurs one or two
lots at a time. ■ Application submission requirements, and review
requirements, ..however, should be minimal for.two'lot -
subdivisions. If they are not, there is a good posssibility .
that they will be ignored in some coimnunities.

4. Loosen-up land use code and subdivision requirements for
small developments.

The large number of lots inconsistent with regulations
indicates that code requirements are unrealistic in some '
instances. Some of the subdivision regulation requirements also
appear to be unrealistic., and not likely to be enforced. The
idea of requiring large lot sizes and lengthy frontages might be
questioned in areas which are likely to receive only slight
growth- pressures anyv/ay. They probably make more sense in
portions of the Tug Hill Core area likely to experience the most
growth pressures. ■ ,

5. ,/Develbp some systera of . communica-tion between County Clerk
offices and localities for dealing with subdivision enforcement
problems, ' " ' . . ' ' ■

-  . Given the adverse reaction of counties to earlier proposals
advanced by the regional planning staff, the best solution to
this problem might be to have county real property tax officds
furnish compies of all property transfer forms to the -
municipalities. The locality could then determine if a '
subdivision as they define it, has occurred, and proceeed, to
enforce their lav;.

6. Consider the possibility of redoing the Resource Management
Plan for the .core tov;ns.

It may be usefhl to prepare a policies plan which addresses
current land use planning issues within the core region. There
could lie an accompanying land use plan map with such a document,
but it is not essential. One idea for such a plan would be to
develop a set of planning objectives for each of four land use
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districts; Hamlet, Rural Residential, Agricultural, and Forest.
A fifth district, resource protection, could be added. Issues
to beNaddressed could include policies for dealing with large. '
subdivisions (like Patten Realty), policies for dealing with the
tendency for small lots to be (Created in agricultural areas, and
policies for dealing with forest clearance and future use of the
forest lands. •' ■ x . i

The CTHPB could serve as the vehicle for initially
developing the plan, or for at least providing a framework from
which individual towns could then prepare their own plans. Such
plans could serve as the "comprehensive plan" upon which the
land use codes are based, and provide the basis for code
revisions. , ■ .

7. Undertake a study to determine the extent and consequences
of recent timber clearance activities, including examination pf
recent air photos.

,  c
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Table 1
SUHBER OF PARCELS (LOTS) PER TOWN PER YEAR, TOE HiLL RE6IQR

County -Town V.19S0 1981 1982 1983 1989 1985 1986 (a)

Jefferson Ad ass i97a 2011 •1982 199? 201! ' 2038 . '2076'
Cheapion 1580 ■ 1592 1611 1632 1695,, 1668 1706

Lorraind m 923' ■ 925 917" 919 ■  921 ■  •939, ■

Rcdoan A75 980 ■ ■ ■ 985 990' 996 513 535

Rutland' 1113 •1126 1139 , 1199 1156 ■1170 ■  1186
Uat'ertonin 1379 1389 1912 ■1921 1999 ' 1987, 152S
Worth ■  ■■ 339 - .  33? .  337 ' 393 . 395 399 396

Lewis Denaar}! 1L9S ■ •, 1198 1808. 1218 1218 1239 1252
Harrisburg , 93g 938 938 990 , 939 ■ fi37 ■  939
Lewis .  616 631' 639- 650 663 ■  683 682
Leyoen 895 909 913 , 919 929 936 999.

,■ , Lowville .  1826 , 1856 . 1863 1867 1872 ' .  1877 1889.. ,
■Hartinsburg 395 906 913 925 939 ,  939 .  999- .
Kcntague 996 •. 999 951 953 '■ 956 ■ .  962 ' 961
Osceola 709 705 709 709 . 712 738" 792 -

Pinckney ,997 * •  996 500 •  .502 ,  500 'SW ■ 501 ■-
Turin , 592 601 607 ,  605 607 613 613 .
West Turin 1993 -  1959 1997 ' 1956 ■  1,963 ■  1978 1989 '

Oneida 'Annsville -  loai 1098 1070 1079 1090 1106 , 1111 ■
Aya .376 - 381 ■ 367 ■ 369 ■ 375- '■ , 381 391

Boonville 8SS5 '2257 •  2279. 2291 2297 • 2259 2258 .
7. ■ Caisden 1850' 1900 1918 1939 ' 1955 ' 1905 ,  2037

Florence 563 580 ■  589 589 '  603 611 621
Floyd 1283 1237 1296 1850 1262 . 1260 1289

Lee ■ 2356 2902 2928 2962 .2999 2997 2535
Steuben ,518 529 530 523' 531 537 .  1591'

. Trenton 1938' ,  1993' 1959 ■  1939 . 2000. 2002 1992

Vienna 3907 -3998 397B .. 3997 3565 . ,  -JS?! 3557

Western' 989 1010 1029 979 990 995 ,1005

Oswsgo Albion" • .  999 . '995 959 965 ■ 970 - 975 1001
Aaboy ; ' , 765 ■ ■  777. 790 ' .802 - "  810 817 : 885
Boylston 531 ■ 529- 591' 593 599 553- 560 ■
Constantia ' 2198 2135 , 2209- 2229 2237" ^ 2260. . 2262 ■
Hastings 26i8 2696 2693 , 2739 2778 .2807 2889
Orwel1 ' 333 889 893 899 ■  903 918 916 ,
.Parish n ' 1058 1078' llOi 1113 1136 fl94 1167
Redfield! 915 " 916 922 933 '  , 926 929 '930
West Koiiroe 1229' 1293 .1285 1297 . 1307 1329 >  1371
WiUiaeStown .  8A9 853 868 ..872 883 896- 906

1
'■ 1

=="
rsss ==== ssss: srcs

Total ■ ■ 952.99 . 95659 96213 ■ 96977 96933 ■
1

97378. ' 97918

Change froa preceding year; 555 ,359 269 956 995 590 ,

(a) The date of the parcel count, was changed froa Hay i to
Harch 1 beginning in 1936. Figures in this cqluan rspresent. •
totals adjusted to estipaie the parcel count as if it had
been taken Kay, 1 in order to be consistent with the other years.

Source! County Real Property Tas'Offices
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Table 2: CHfiN6E IN NUHBER OF PARCELS I9B0 - 1986

IncreaBE

Cpiinty
in Nuiber Percent Increase |

Town Parcels Increase square ai
==c==ss:=ir

H
(t

»
II

)1
II

11
II
II

==sss==== ========= ssaseesss

Jefferson Adass 98 •  5.0 2.3

CitaspiDn 126 8.0 2.8

Lorraine 11 2.6 0.3

Radian' 60 12.5' 1.9

'Rutland . 73 6.5 Lb

Hater town ISA 11.2 9.3

.  Horth -  7 .2.2 ' 0.2

LsHis Senaarl! - '  57 9.8 1,1

Harrisburg 6 1.9 0l'2
. <r. Lewis ■  66 ■ 10.7 1.0

• ■  Leyden A9 5.5 1.5

LowviIle 58. 3.2 1.5

/ Hartinsburg •  99 5.5 Oifr

'  Hontague 15 3.3 o.a

Osceola 28 5.3 0.9

Pinckney 9 .0,8 0,2

Turin 21 3.5 0.7-

Nest Turin .  91' 2.0 , , 0.9

Oneida Annsville 30 .  2.8 0.5

Ava 15 3.9 0.9

Soonville 33 1.5 -  0.9 ,

Caaden 187 10.1 .  3.'5
Florence 53 9.3 1.0

Floyd, ■66 .  5.9 >  1.9
Lee 179 -  7.6 9.0 ■
Steuben 23 9.9 0.5
Trenton 59 2.8 1.2

\ Vienna 150. 9.9 1.6
Western . 16 1.6 ■  ' '0.3

Albion 1 :  57 ' 6.1 1.2
Aoboy 60 " 7.9 1,6
Bgylston 29 5.5 0.7
Constantia 119 5.3 1.2
Hastings £66 ■ 10,2 5.8
Orwell 33 ■' 3.7 0.8 ■
Parish 109 10.3 2.6
Redfield 15 1,7 0.2
Hest Monroe 192 11.5 3.5
Uilliaastown '5? - . 6.. 7 1.9

TOTAL 2619 5.3 1.3

(a) Based upon 1936 estiestes
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Table 3:

Co,unty
SffSSSSS

Lewis,
(core

'  towns

only)

OneIda

Oswego

HLUBER OF REAL PROPERTY TRANSFERS PER TOWN PER YEAR
(Excludes Jefferson County - data not available)• ̂

Town

I98& (a)

Change
'.»ss£sa3ssas=s3sx:

Lewis .

Hartinsburg
Kontague
Osceola

Pinck'ney

Turin

Nest Turin

Annsyille.
Ava

BoonviUe

Caiiden

Florence

Floyd
Lee ;
Steuben

Trenton

Vienna .

Uestern

Albion AS

Aaboy ' . A3
Boylston . ; 36 .
Constantia IBO

Hastings ' 2A8
OfKBll (El
Parish 73

Redfield . 53
Nest Kbnroe iSl
Milliaastown 66

Total . ' . 2233

Change froe preceding years

(a) Yearly total estiiated fros January through June data;.
" Based.upon available data for the Tug Hill Region it

was estiiated that about WS of annual transfers ty^pically
occur-.during this period. . ,

19S1 1982 ■ 1983 198A 1985 Projection I98A-B5 1985-86

ss:ss ' \ ssss SSSS' 'ssss ■ saas -  ssaa esssaass sssssssa'

30 21 36 36 ■ A6 29 :  10 -17

56 . 39 A6 A3 36 A9 -7

, 15 9 .28 16 lA 11 -a ■  -3'

30 2A 31 ■ . 31 ,39 51 8 12

El 33 ■ 15 lA 29 20 15 -9

n
■ AE;

28 ' ,  30 • 21 , 28 . 36 ,; 7 8

63 '  '73- 55" 76, 87 21 U

. 62

21

57 71 92 82 93 -10 11

30 19' 23 . .35 29 12 -6

129 107 135 .150 165 -  207 ' 15 ,  A2

130 \ U3' 158 .  180 152 i6A -28 .  12

29 3A 29 .  50 58" A9 . 8 '  -.9

79 . 81, 85 98- 96 82 -2 -lA

173' 137 268. 203 ,  175 193 -28 IB

AO . '  33 39 32 25 69 -7 AA

97 96 103 lAA .158 156 lA -2

261 296 302 .  3A2 .  A03 A27 61 2A

'62 5A-, 50 65 ,  '60 71 "-5. 11

33 .32 87 7A 89 -13 15

■  35 ■ , A3 uA8 ,  59 AA 11 -15

36 •22 >  18 39 20 21 -19

178 .  172 198 •266 ■ 200 68 .

1

I

217 227 267 327 28A '60 -A3

.A? 80 80 A5 60 ■ -35 .15

79 ' 75 101 . 133 100 32 -33

•  A9 65 97 . 67 ■  AA . .  ' -30 -23

88 8A , 130 113 158 -17 AS

52 62 5A .  80 6A 26 -16

5SBS sasa SS3B •' SSS8 =3=8' ssss

2069 ' 2385 ' >2675 2880 2886 205 6

-15A ■  316 ,  290 ' 205 •i 6
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Table 4:
SUBDIVISION PLATS FILED IN OSWEOQ COUNTY '
CLERKS OFFICE BY PATTEN-.REALTY AND

VOLKSRAGAN INC.

Number Tota'l • Planning Bd,

Date Town- of Lots Acres Approval? .
r:=:'=s=! = S: = S5 = K: = =r=is== ■ =5SK3S'=5=r si:i=::s = = .-s:==s=!'==:

Dct 84 New Haven 15 156 no

Oct 84 ■ Albion ,  6- TOB no

Mar- 85 Palermo 6 '■ HH no

Mar S5 . Mejiico 11 • 7 no

Jun - Es5 . Palermo ; .  15 ■  * ■ . ? np -'-' ,
Jun 85 ' Mexico 17 '7 no

Juf -SS , Parish' 11 ? no

Aug 85 • F'alermo and .  14 7 no
1

-  ■ New Haven
Oct 85, Palermo HO 7 no

Nov 83 Mexico 9 73 no

Dec. 85 Hannibal 17 . 84H no

Mar 86 ■  " F'alermo ' 5 '7 no

Apr,36 - Hastings 6 yes.

May 86 ' Palermo 4 "7 '  no

Ju1 86 i Mexico -  1 1 7 -  . no

Total numbe^r of subdivisions since October
Total number of rtew lots created - 167 .
Typical lot siae =■ .5 to HO acres

198A = 15

SUBDIVISION ACTIVITY BY OTHERS .IN 0SWE60 COUNTY,

■Sep
Jun
■Sep
May

*7'7

81
85
86

Albion ■
West Monroe
Hastings.

7 lots * . about 1/3- acre each
SA loi:s 1 to S acres .each
15 lots . ■- 1 to 10 acre.s each
6'lots 1/S acre each

19



Table 5:
NUMBER pF SUBDIVISIONS

,

«

Year

Town 78 79 00 81 82 83 84 85 86 Tot a

s:=s= = =r=; = = =t= = .«=: == =5 = == == = s= == ssss srs.'ss rssassss:

Florence (aO £' it 4 5 h 3 9 5 6 4

Lewi s • ■3 8 7' 11 3 2 12 . 3 0 sr

Mar t i nsburg T-^

/ 9 7 7 12 1 10 4 5 6

Montague s S 1 ~ 2 2 2' 5 4 ' 1 c:

Osceola - , E 8 tr; ' 4 .  2 2 1 1 3 c

P i nc k'-ney '8 • 0 6 2  . 4' 0 £ 2 0 c

Red-field / 5 it ,s 1 '  5^ 13 ■8 1 , A

Turin 8 5 3 , 6 S. 2 4 9 . 1 s

Pest Turin ■  It) , . ■ 8 8 4 6 5 ■ cr 18 8 ,  /

se cs: ss =r srr ̂  r= r= ss = =: == =r= ===r irrsr
~-

Total 50 it 3 43 .4E 40 22 81 53 25 3£

Table 6:
NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL LOTS CREATED

\ Year •

Town 78 79 SO 31 82 33 84 85 36 Tots

asua == == =~ ■ ==:=: =sr ss = sss; ssss: ==■—•■=

Florence (a) 2 •  7 4 5  • ' 8 4 13 8 3 c

Lewis 14 18 7 ■  14 - 3 2 17 3 0

Mart ivisburg 8 9 7 9 15 2 ■  13 , 4 6

Montague 2 ■ 2 ■ 1 2  ■ 3 3 5 7 1 c

Csceola ■  2 9 5 4 2 2 1 26 3 C
%•

Pinckney ,  - lO' 0 S 2 " 4 0 2 2 0

Redfield 5 4 3 1 3 6 14 8 1

Tur i n 7 -  5 .  3 8 2 ' 2 5 10 1 i

West Tui' in 16 9 B 9 6 9 6 18 .  9 *

=:^ "SK ;s: == == == s==: ssss ssss

Total '  ■' 66 63 46 '54, 46 30 V 76 86 29

Ca) Date of subdivision unavailable f or the Town of Florence •

D&te cSf lot sale is .substituted,
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Table 7:
/

,

NUMBER OF NEW LOTS CREATED, BY SIZE '(Acres >,

Under ■  1.0 ■ '■ Over .

1.0' to 5.0,
Town * Acre 4.9 Acres Total
s: a s ss ss S5 ss s; 5=ss=rs=s=:=

(1

lt

H

1!

s-sisssssss:

!1

It

II

11

11

Florence 7 £6 .23 .  • 56 ■

Lewis 7 -22 44 •" 73
Marfcinsburg £6 .  31 19 76

Noneague' ■  4 •  6 15 25

.  Osceola 3 ,14. 37 "  54

Pinc'kney, 4 15 ,  B 27

E:ed'Pield ■ -  11 14. . d'C; 47

'  ,,Turin , .17' ■ 19 ■ 43.

•  West .Turin 17 ,45^ 27
^— s= « = «=:.=: ==;==: ass: SSSStXSSSSiSS

Total " " ' '96 180 ■  214: ,490 ■

Table 8;
,  ' ' ■

.  - PERCENT OF NEW LOTS CREATED, BY SIZE 1

'  /

Under 1.0 Over
/ 1 .0 to 5.0

Towi'i , Acre 4.9,- Acres Total
=:S!W.==.'a'JS=i==:= a==:s5;a5==: =:=,a:=sas=:'

1<

il

1!

11

II

zsarsssK

Florence ■ 12-5 46.4 41.1 -100

Lewis •  9.6 30. 1 60.3 100

'Msitinsburg .  34.2 40.8 25.0 100

Montague 16.0 24.0 60.0 100

Osceola 5.6 25.9 68.5 100

Pinckney . 14.8 55.6 29.6 100 ,

Redfield 2,3.4 29.8 46. S 100

Turin 39.5 16.3 ^ 44,2 100,'
Wes t r ur in - ' . ■i 9. V 50.6 30 - 3 100
= = = .-« ==!==:.•==»« '

1)

K

n

!!

!!

II

=:s:=r sires: ■ rererere

'  ' Total 19.6 36.7 ^  '43.7 i00 '

- 1986

I ' >
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Table 9: ' ^ •
NUMBER DF LOTS PER SUBDIVISION '

m- THE TIME OF SUBDIVISION <1978-1986)

Nunibejr of subdivisions:

. d 3-4 5+

Town lots lots •  lots

rj2 2s ss sc sr r» Liu ss: sa 5--: ;*s: s:5 xs

Florence ^  63 ■ 10 ■ . 0

Lewi s 41 13 0

Mart insburg 49 .  9 1

Montague? 17 4 X ■ 0
Osceola ES 3 1

Pinckney 89 3 0

Redfield 38 4 o

T u r i n . ^ 30 7 0

Ues t T ur i. n. 60 B E?

iK ax .nr .•.t' xx s;:- .rs .-k sr. PK Kr4 rr: •.xsix: »S7:.Tn. -

Total 349 iii 4

Percent E54.3 , 14.7 1 .0

Table 10:

NUMBER OF l.DTS ULTIMATELY CREATED FROM

ORIGINAL PARCEL EXISTING IN 1976 <a)

Number of subdi visioriss

8 3-4 5+.

To wn lots lots lots

.53 xz xs i-s x.i 32 sx: ua xx: rr; sr-.swsr

FUorence ■ 83 ■ •  7 4

Lew i s 83- 16 5

MartinsfouTQ .40 1 1 '  8

Montagu® 9 , s 1

Osceo1a 15. ■ 4 4

E-'i ̂ ckney ,  84 t2 9.

Re!dfield ■ S3 ' 17 t

Turin 81 10 1

West Turin ,  4/.t ■ 14 ■  /.f
Jjx :3r: sx xp sp: xx ;st tx t» ;x: 33; .'s.us: xsLr:

Total BSB ■  , 39 84

Percent 66.3 S6.6 7. a.

(s ;• The number of lots a single parcel, existing ivi 1^977 was split
into "as of 1986. For examplesi ^ four lot subdivision m£iy
have been created by three successive S lot subdivisions.

22



Table 11;

LAND USE OF NEW LOTS (created 1978 - 1986)

Town Agr Res Camp M H Com Vac Other Total

n

!i

«

11

u

)1

!i

ti

1!

11

ss==:=s= . srsrsassss . sassasssss ssrssssss 5=S===B!S SSSBSSS=S=  -asaaasarsa ■
f  4>mm ^ , lu

Florence Q '13-. •  3 10 1. S6 0 53

Lewis 0 -  IS 7 3 s 39 3 - 66

Martinsburg ■  ■ ■ , 8- as S ■ 7 •  3 30 S •74

Montague 0 1 10 1 1 10 0 .  as
Osceola . ■ 0 .  ;9 1 0 38 s 54

Pinckney 6 a 1 , 5 1 1 0 16

Redfield 0 8 ,  A ; a a 15 1 32
Turin 7' -  IS 5 e ,  IS 0 4a

West fur in-• .  • 3,. 16 16 • -13 ,0 33 a 88
==!=== = s -  .tnrsssrr.sa=  5=sr=sa!=s aSSBSSSSSS =:=:S5!5! = = =!S==S=a wssasssa  ssBs'aiajas 'a; =9 a: as aa as

Total '  S9 90 57 A6 IS SO^, 10 448

Percent 6.3 SO. 1 IS.7 10-3 a. 7 45.5 a. a 100.0

Agr - Agr icui ture M,H = Mobile Home

Res = Year Round Residential Com = Commerc i a1

Camp =: Seasonal Camp Vac = Vacant

)le 12:

-

/

LAND. USE DISTRICT WHERE NEW LOTS 1

ARE LOCATED (197S - 1986)

Town H F A RR Total

F1o r enc e 5 6 18 37 66 • H = Hamlet

Lewis, (a) , - F = Forest

Martinsburg 10 9 45 '18 aa A = Agriculture
Montague 0 , 4 0 so ~ E4 RR = Rural

Osceola - a 14 4 38 58 Resident ial

Pinckney ■  1 ' 1 0 -38 40

Redfield Cb) a 5 0 3a 39 ~ ■
Turin (c) / 17 87 4 55

West Turin 14 7 55 la 88

Total 41 63 149 199 45a

Percent of Total , 9.1 13.9 33.0. 100.0'

(a); Not applicable. Only, one 2bne. ' ■

(b) Proposed land use districts. Code not adopted.
(c) No RR aovie exists. Figure for CC zone shown instead,
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Table 13j

ADDRESS Of LOT PURCHASERS FOR SUBDIVISIONS OF LOTS

(loMns for Nhich data is unavailable are excluded)

HuBbef of Purchasers: Utica- Other

Local

Syracuse Rbie Rochester Upstate
Town Regional Area Area Area Neu York Other Total

SSSSSSSSS : s

II
II

<1
|t

II
II

II

II
II

II
It

II
II
11

11

ssrssssss arsssssss

II
II
II
fl
II
II
II
11
IS

II
ia

:2S=r=== =!:=Bas=s=

Leuis. .  8 11 3 8 0 .4 9 ■  43

Hartinsburg .  30 1 ■  ■ • 6 0 -  0 .  1. 2  . 4ft"
Kontague . ■  0 15 8 1 -  ■ 2 3 1 24

Osceola it 12 6 '  I. 5 10 ■ 5 43

Pinckney 0 ,  1 -6 0 0 '  '■ ■■ 3 , ■  . 4 ■ 1.4
Redfield . '  2 '  . 10. , 0 3- 8 ,0 21
Turin 20 8 0 '  0 0 0 ■  6 . 28
H. Turin •22 '  5 6 2 ■' 3 ,40

Total .88 ■ 49 ■ 37 12 • 10 •  26 •  31 '•253

Table 14:
-

'

Percent of Lot Purchasers: '

1  , Total -

• Upstate
Town - - Local Regioftal fi.V.' Other Total j
ssssssrss a:tsr=ss== S5ISS==SSS

1
?sss3s::s7 ssrstrrsrs SBSSrSKSS

I

Leu is Is. 6 25.6 34.9 •  20.9 ,100.0
Hartinsbufg 75.0 £.5 .. 17.5 5.0 100.0 '

Montague 0,0 .  . 62.5 33.3 6:2 100.0 1

Osceola 9.3, 27.9 .  51.2 11.6 ,100.0
Pinckney ■  0.0- 7.1 64:3 28.6.. 100,0

\

Redfield .  19.0 - ■ 9.5 71.4 0.0 ■100.0
Turin' ?!.'» ■  7.1 .■.  , 0,0 • ' 21.4 100.0
W. Turin 55.0

■

22.5 ,  10.0 100.0

Total 34.8 19.4 33.6 ,  12.3 ■  100.0

Local = Hithin the sane toun) or a bordering tcnn
Regional = Uithin the Tug Hill Region .
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Table 15:

NUMBER OF LOTS CREATED WHICH WERE INCONSISTENT
WITH THE L(i)T SIZE OR FRONTAGE REQUIREMENTS
OF THE TOWN'S LAND USE CODE, OR PROPOSED CODE

Year

Town 78 79 80 81 82 83 8A 85 86 Total

. SS ss =s ss sr = SS =£ =:s= ==s ==s s=k: srss == ■' =:= 'ssss CSS ssassssie;

Florence ■ . 0 . S 1  ■ 0 2  ■ o" 2 0 1 8

Lewis ■  ,l 5 6 6 , . 2 1 ?>' 2 ■ 0 30

Martinsburg • A 5 ■1 3 7 1 8 1 '34
Montague e, -i 1. 1  ,0 1 a ^ 0 •  I

(
1 1  ̂ v9

Osceola (a) 0 A 1 2 , ' 0 Ci 0. :  0 0 7

Pinckney\ 9 0 '  1 - 2 6 2 2 =  b '  20
Redfield •  S . 3 e ' ■  1 ■ ■  1 2 . S 7 0 ■ 26
Turin 3 2 1 2 1 1 I  , 2 0 13.
West Turin 8 2 6 2 ■  if. ■ .6 3 ^  7'^ 8 46
Worth (b). '  10

Total 59 . £i^ .22 IS 21 11. 32 ,22

\

14 203
r

Table 16:
-  NUMBER OF LOTS WHICH WERE INCONSISTENT WITH

CODE REGULATIONS IN'EFFECT AT THE TIME OF '
LOT CREATION.

Year
Town 78 79 80 8,1 ,  82, 83, 8.4 , 85 , 86 ■Total

Florence 2 1 0. 2 0 2
t

o 1  . •  8
Lewis .

'  ' ■  0
Mart insburg 3 7 1  . 8 1 4 .  24
Montague 1 0 1 ,8 -0 1  , '1 !■ 7

Osceola ia> 1 2 0 '0 '
t

0 . 0 0 3
Pinckney . 0 4 ,  1 ,s 0 a. . ■2 0 11-
F;edfield . 0
Turin 1 2 0 " 3

West Turin 2 . 6 2 , 4 '  .6 3 7 ' 8^ 38
Worth (b) . 7

Total; 0 5 - ;L2 o 17 7 17 13 14 94

<a); ' E>!cludes lots in the. Fortvi1le subdivision

*

1  which
,  'did- not meet the 40. acre si ze requir•ement in

Forest zones.

<b) . Yearly data unavailable for Worth,
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Table 17;
PERCENT OF LOTS WHICH WERE INCONSISTENT WITH
CODE REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF
LOT CREATION

!  Year

Town 78 79 SO .81 sa 83 84 85 86. Total

Florence ■E9 S5 0 . as 0 15 6 13 14
Lew i s
Martinsburg 33 47 50 6a. ,S5 67 33
Montague 50 0 50 1 87 so 14 10.0 37
Osceola (a) 0  SO 50 0 0 ■  0 0 0 6
Pinckney 0  50 50 5C) 100 100 0 39 .
Redfield /

y

Tur in - so SO 0 7
West Turin SS 75 as 67 67 50 39 S9 48
Worth (b)

Tota.l 8; a6 17 37, as as 15 48 19

(a) Excludes lots in the Portville subdivision which .  , •

did not met the 4<'i acre size requirement .in
Forest zones.

'  / •

26



■  Table 18r 'z ■ ■ ' ■

SUPPt-EMENTARY PATA FOR WORTH AND BOYLSTONs; i977 - 1906
'  <<3ata unavailebits fo^r iir^iviciual, yaars) ,

," • j

Total number of additional lots created!

-^'-BOYtstdpr
y. y s3it56^t»,6ss^ '"

■■ .'.yWontb'
'• sss»^:iisi^SKss:

Number of subdivisions by number of-lots
ultimately treated from original, parcel.

; 'I

', B,. totsi. y: -38-
3-ii' ipts-s ■••■viS-
5+ -. lotsi ; 0

Number, of lots vcreated under i acre'.,in s'ises , , •
.  ■ ■ ■ ■ Percent:

'  ■ 'i7.;
23.9%

,  •/ '• .TS-.-
r.: . ..3

20
'47.6% :

- Number of lots ■ inconsistent with regulations..
.  -or proposed regulations:
•  ■ , ' ■ .Percent.: ' '

W\A:
23.8%

V  . 'A..,-.

r
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NUHBER'. OF ''SOBDi'Vl'^lbNS- cbTESORy.-
OF. THE RESOURCE HAWRiSEMEWT Fi.AN ,

nss::»5P»;b::78^^s;»ssK;s=iS7^asii5ssi^z^Ess;sss;.'S^^K5sr;sas:s _ /'

,0eve loped .of' ' f' ', "' ■ J,:;.":. ''''i. ' ;■
. -Parti'Sfl ly. Devel.opedf. ■\' 'rvaedni'^'

»:s!»s=aep3S5i:sss=!:s;js!s:.'S»Bf!!¥!ssa==; ssaiwwww^scssasw.iCT > , ■

.Smal1 .  Large .Sftal 1 ' . 'Large /To fca 1 fP^cen^'
.  -r, . ' • ,3SS»as se: =5 =3 SS K?iJs SB =s SK'ss as sa S3 sss» w XT as as ss as: ^ 3S'.^J32.=aS5-WSSS,„ „S?»Ba3l.^'«

Foresd ', ' . '■ • • . 'M'l ■■ ■ . L. - : , ^ T V':'. ,' :LT
Agriculture • ' A8 15 ao •T '■ . £> ■ ■ Bp
Rural Residen-tial , '  ' ' m ' . .es - . as .■ ■ .■ , 13 . • i a 1. */ . ■h.a.s.. d
Hamlet. ■ . ■ '  ' l,S ■  ■ B ■ ■  ■

Total . • iS9 MB.. ■  , Sl- 'L' T ■ - a^:*.iT:iobib^=

Small, subdivisiop »• S ipfcs , . • , ' ■ '<■•, ;•
Large subdiyiBion =, ',3'or more lot:@ ■ ^

Forest « Categories Fd .and F7 ;froiR the Resd.drCe Hanagement\ ^
Agricul ture « Categpr ies. Ad and A7. .' " ..
Rural ■ Residential ~ Cat:©gctr,ie,s', RS.ji ." A5--and- FS- ' ' ''■■■" ■ r',;V. ; " .yv.fi":

• Hemlet ." Categoric .Rl> "RS and ,RS • '

. " f\ -■
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Table 20: NUMBER OF BUILDING PERMITS
Selected Core Towns

type of Structure 1981 1988 1983 1984 1905, Total
V

Commercial ' • - 0 " 0 S 5 2 9

Convent i ona1 Homes IS 9 8" 16 11 62

Mob i1e Homes £9 11 14 26 19 99

Camps 7 13 7 6 9 1  ̂ 42

Accessory, structures, . S3 S7- 17' S5 38 130

septic and other 7 -■

Totai .  77 60 48 78 79 345

Total e>:cludirig 54 33 31 53 ■  41 ' 212
accessory structures
and other

-<a) Iricludes the seven towvis with building permit data
available 1981-1985: Florencsj Lewis> Montague5
□sceolaj Pinckneyj West Turin end Worth.

Source: Cooperative. Tug Hill Planning Board annual review?
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n

o

e
0
a.

0
c.
o

E
TO

5

t.

, 9

■  E
3

2

YEARLY CHANGE IN NUMBER- OF PARCELS

600

ENTIRE TUG HILL REGION

500 -

400

300

Z

z z

82-838t-82 83-84 84-85

.200

100 -

80-81 85-86 '

\.

31



Graph 3
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Graph 4|
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Graph^ 5-
TOTAL BUILDING. PERMITS, 1981-1985
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INFORMATION PROM INTERVIEWS -

All the following intervievj-s were conducted during the;
months of July and August, 1986, - . ,

■A', ' iRfegxyioy with B^tty

1. Lhrge subdivision activity ; , •

.  - There are .currently three larger subdivisions under
way in Osceola. Patten Realty is the developer of one of theiiii,
The're is a local agent working for Patten Realty located ih'

--Camden. ■

.  ~ The town clerk of/Lewis had an inquiry concerning
.land, some land parcels from,the Patten Realty agent in Caiuden,
bht nothing apparently came of it.'- , , -

-  There have been several advertiseraents in local : . :
papers by Patten Realty.seeking to buy. ,land, some of which

.specifically mentioned Osceola.

-  The Portville-subdivisionr once ,owned by Pbrtville,
Corp. sold the timber off the land, then split it up into lots :
to sell it, V \ ^

-  There is no other large.subdivision activity that she.
is-aware'of, •

2. increase in Land Development Activity . •

-  There has been a significant increase in logged over
land, which may lead to increased land sales and development
'activity in the future. '

— Development on such lands will likely be camps and .
travel trailers. ■

^  There has been alot of heavy cutting of timber, ■

"3. Enforcement-Difficulties . .

There is probably. about one or two'lots per year in ;
each town, on the average, v/hich are created by subdivision but .
do hot meet' the frontage'ahd/.or acreage requirements of the
tovm's.lahd use code. : (Such lots would not violate code .

■requirements until a structure is built upon them.',.) . '

~  A major problem is turnover of local Enforcement.
Off icers, ..whiph hinders follow-up. enforcement activities, .
/  . , Camps in the woodsy such as in Osceola# are a problem

because,EOs have a very difficult time getting in to inspect the
property and contacting the. owners* ■
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Trailers .are moved inr' additions gut on them, _
which often escape notice by EOs. The difficulty is in finding
them in the woods.' This is.believed to be a fairly widespread ,
problem. ■, . . ■

-• The counties' role in subdivision regulation
enforceiaent ought to be strengthened. . The coimisission ought to
follow up on earlier work/ and attempt to,establish a workable
system. ' V,.- •

-  If a major subdivision is proposed, some towns will,
handle it well and/or ask. for professional assistance, but
others v?on't; , '

Some-comanities don't enforce the land use code
-strictly." ■ , g

y 3. Revisions of the Resource Manag_ement Plan and/or local ,
land use codes . ■ : ■

-  It might be a good idea to go through a Resource
Managraent Plan Revision.

-  The interviewer (R. Lamb) asked whether the _ ... \
cooperative planning board could prepare a draft plan, which
would be a much briefer and more useabie document than theg
original, and then have the individual, towns use it as a . ; . ■
starting point-^to, prepare their own plan. The response to this
suggestion was favorable., , , ^ ■ - • ■

1, There have been three recent large subdivision proposals
in his area. . . ' y • \ :

"• Town of Hastingsj about 30 lots, by yolks,ragan. The
developer'backed pff due to SEQR requxrements. • i

-  ■ - . Town-of West Monroe, by Patten. -Developer tbokyover a .
failed subdiyisidh'on Rt. 11 consisting of about 12' lots'.- '

'Town of West Monroe, Beaver Acres Subdivision, by .
Patten, , The developer put up alot of money for the town^to make:
road irapro'yemeritsy '

.^2. • Interest in the-area by large .subQlviders ' .

"  . . - An agent of Patten Realty estpressed an ' interest in .■
the Town of Vienna. . .

.  - , Voiksragan has also, expressed an interest in the
north'shore area.;, . '
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^  Most of the past activity by larger subdividers in
the nottb shore area has been geared to conventional housing
subdivisions rather than recreational lots.

-  In response to a question of whether Patten and
Volksragan wuld move into the Tug Hill Core Towns, the response
v/as that he "wouldn,'t be surprised."

3. The' following problems may be created by poor
subdivision designt ' .

-• landlocked lots • , '

-  panhandle lots (located a great distance from roads,
making electrical service extremely,costly, and access by
emergency vehicles difficult) .

-  poor site distance at driveways, creating traffic
hazards . ' .

^  - creation of lots too small to meet other town :
regulations, such as zoning requirements, mobile home . '
regulations, oron-site sewerage disposal- design standards^

lots which are -unuseable due to poor environmental
conditions such as wetlands, floodplains, steep slope, etc,

-  proliferation of individual driveways abutting upon
major roads, rather that provision of an interior access road

—, many lots are sold sight unseen by the buyer

4i . Subdivision regulation enforcement problems \

There have been some instances in the past of
companies selling off subdivided lots before a required
subdivision review had taken place.

~  An improved system in county clerks' offices is,
needed, ' ■

In the absence of a bette.r systera in the county
offices, towns should follow all the recommendations of the
"Illegal subdivisions: - how to prevent them " ;teport prepared
in June 1986 by P. Baxter and M, Weiss.

5.; Recent trends in sales and development activity

There has been a lot of land changing hands recently.
Rapid growth continues.
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'a

1. Larger subdivisions,

-  patten Realty contacted farmers in the,Town of,Aya
,tv?6 years ago seeking land^ The laiid was'luarginai farnilarid v/ith. .
a fragipan soil .layer. ' .

-  There is a proposed subdivision in the of Floyd,
by Venture Tech, of 10 lots, on,,wet soils.

>■ There, is, one subdivision in the T, of Western and . .
three'in, the T'.' 'of Trenton.- ' i ' ■ ' ' • ■ , ,

-  A couple of developers have, been reported as,lookihg, -
:for land in the Towns of'Vienna and Lee. " 1. ' '

.  2/ Recent trend in land sales and development . - i ,

.  . , - There has bpen a definite increase in land ■saies and
development activity in the past,year, mostly residential lots . ,
related to suburbanization. . Also alot of mobile hopaes in / ,
Vienna, . ■ , - . ' .

3;» Subdivision enforcement difficulties ; ■ ,

, There has been an increase in lots-sold by land .
contract, which\means that they often escape subdivision V
regulations at the time of sale because the^title to the land
remains with the original owner. Lots created in this Rianner, , ,
may not meet the'definition of a subdivision,_ Land contracts;
have become more popular because financing is bften .easier than
by conventional, means. ^

;  - The main ehforcement, problem is that towfts sometimes,'
don't know .when subdivisions .are occur ring. The County Clerk is
not notifying the plannihg boards. ' , ' , , • . .

-  She has submitted a, TA request .to the Co.msuission to
look "into the enforcement question. ' ' ,

Lf Oswego. County Planning Director

1« ■ Largp subdividers . ■ t - 'q

-  Patten Realty5 and a spinoff company^ Vdlksragan,
have been operating extensively in Oswego County. ■

'  " ■ ■ ■ ' '
~  Most subdivisions have been in unregulated towns,.but

the firms have gone into regulated areas. . ' ■

>- All ,the subdivisions .have, been poorly designed. .
Bacon strip lots are coinraon, - ■
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, - Perhaps the only, reason that Patten Realty and
Volksragan have not been operating in the. Tug Hill Core .
communities yet is that they have, been too busy elsewhere. ' ^

2. Recent trends in land sales and development-

- ' There should be an increase in land sales arid
development activity in the future.due to lower -interest rates*
and pent up demand. • ' ; " ■ ' -• , ;

3. Subdivision regulation ̂ and enforcement

-  The ability of. towns to cope with larger subdividers
varies widely ' ■ ' ' !

' The best splutaon for dealing v/ith subdivision ' '
regulation problems is constant education of planning boards.

-  After sOme efforty the Osvmgo County Clerk's Office
, does now have a system lor.dealing with the filing of
subdivisiori plat-s .which smst have local review .and'approval

B. Xntorview" v>'ith Tom,.'Miner. The Catskill Cehte.r for . ^ .
, Conservation and Development, Inc., Arkville, MY ■

,1. Recent.trend in land sales and development

£lig-£at^Jiillg.-.a.r..e goin-g through a boora period,
remniscent of the,lafee 1960' s and eaclv 1970's. due to the lower .

■  interest rates and improved economy. -

Most subdivisions are for second homes and.
recreational lots. ,

Patten Realty accounts for the bulk of the '
subdivision activity and is still operating at full tilt, just '
as be.il;ore. . . :

2» Large subdfviders {Patten Realty)'

.  ' These developers'-are' now going into l:owns witi'^ •
regulations. They are becoming more sophisticated.

-  Developers often subdivide land which,others view as,
undeslreable, such as being near power lines, etc. This is
probably because such land is available and cheaper. Abandoned

.  farmland is. also popular with subdividers. ' , ' .

3 i.. " Problems with the subdivisions- . ■ - ,

,  . ~ Lots may be unuseable. There have been instances pf
lots on rock, outcrops or on i-zetlands.- "Bacon strip lots" are
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4:

common'. . - ' . .' ■

-  Both internal and external road imp.rovements may be
neceslsary. In thb absence of effective local subdivision. ,
contrpisr towns may-foot the bill for such improyements,

■ The f iscal impact of the Patten Realty type > ■/ .
subdivision has- ,not been 'studied. ■ '

■  - Lots!are often advertised as hunting-land. What -
'happens after homes are built on some, lots, and a rural
residentiai neighborhood develops'? . ' - . . ■ ; . •

'  ' ' ' ■ , ^ ' ' ' ' ^ , . . " ■
No one really knows what'effect these,subdivisions

will have on the futhre, landscape. l-Jhat they look/like? . ,
What-uses, will, be on them - homes, caKipsl'open land?' i

■  " 4. Subdivision regulation

r- - -With-some ^exceptions, most, towns are hot-equipped to .
do good site .plan rviews; They: need-training, ^nd they .need to:
ask for professional help... . ' ,

- There have been instances where towns' got tough, and;
were able to effectively, deal ^with large-shbdividefs,. The Town-
of Lexington enacted regulations just in time,, and required the
developer to do the roads to,proper standards,, and changed the
lot designs. ■ ' ' -

P. interview with Adirondack Pa£.iL-M^Q£b!L..SM£l. (John Babta.arid
,Bili;Curran) -

,1, Patten Realty

-  Patten Realty has juSt this year dpened an 'Office iii
.LakePlacid. ' 1 ■ ' ■ -.V . , '

-  There . have been probably three of fou'rj subdivisions
:by Patten over the past four . or - .five years, '

■ - The Adirondack P.ark Agency's review has probably;
scars~d off Patten so far. The Agency requires that all lots
have'a-biiildable, area on them. ' - - ,

■ ■,2. Recent trends ,-in land ̂ development ■

.  " There has been an increase during, the past year, not' ,
"in, the number of projects but in the .size'of projects.- - -t ,

'  ■ There has been a def inite^ iticrease iiv the number..of
medium-to largei subdivisions proposed. , . , - ■
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The Adirondacks are not yet in a boom period like the
Catskiils. However, land is relatively cheap which may lead to
increased demand.

G. 'Interview with Joe Rfieffer ' , ^ .

-  Most, of the Tug Hill core towns seem to be doing a good
job of^code enforcement, and appear to be on top of things,
especially Osceola, Pinckhey and Harrisburg. iie hasn't heard, ,
much frOm Turin though. ' .

-  He sends a copy of his inspections to the town clerks,
and they do What' they i^ant with them.

.  He does not receive any documents from the town clerks,
but does try to keep in touch with them. ' ' '

H. In'tarviews with local officials regarding recent trends in;
land sales and development in their towns. '

.  (A representative from all towns ̂ wcis not able to be .
contacted due to time constraints of the study and difficdlty in
finding people at home.) ,

1. Town of Lewis . " " , , ~

.  - The Town Clerk was^contacted by the, agent of Patten -
Realty located in Camden concerning some properties, totaling
about 700 acres. She hasn't heard anything about it.since.

~  During the 1970's alot of abandoned farmland was sold,
for recreational land, but- now no ond is selling. , : ,

r  Development has been proceeding at about the same
pace as in the; past, consisting of a few trailers, homes and
mobile homes ~ nothing spectacular,

Alot of the development occurs on abandoned farmland,
but some in hamlets. .Mostly it is on 'good roads, -

2.. Town, of West Turin . -

'  — Development during the past couple of years has been
at about the same pace aS in previous years, about half and half
seasonal camps and year rouhd homes. - ,

-  There has been alot of griping about cutting off too •
much tiii\ber , but this is a ,matter of opinion.

-  libst nev? development has been in settled areas, or
where camps have, bhrna'd down. . \
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3 . Town of'Redfield ' ■ : ,

-  Residentiai lot sales have gone up. There have been
five pefjnits issued, for-.new construction. . : / ,

'  An increase in land sales and development activity is
anticipated, in the future, primarily for seasonal pr.operties.as
in the.-past. , ^ ' ■ ■ ■

-  There-has been a great ,increase in forest clearing
activity; "The town is being out to pieces." This^is due to .r
the use of a chipper to 'provide fiaei for d fuel burning ooiler
at one of the paper companies, in'addition, a wetlands was .;
drained, with the ^consequence that a stream, dried up, •

— There ought ,to be a study done of the impact Of the, ^
forest clearihg activity. Air photos ought to be taken._

4. . townVf Pickney ' ' . ; • ^
-  There has been 2, recent increase in land sales, but

not dev'elopraenf» The sales, have been Pt. Drum rhiated. People
from the Watertov^n area ,are looking for land for* homesites. •

'  - Land development has been both seasonal camps and
year round,homes. , Some land has been purchased for wpodlots.,

'  - Deyelopment has been■ occurring on; abandoned farmland..
Some of the farms, went bankrupt. ' , ,

. 5.1 Town of'Boylston ! ■ ' • , , ■ ' . - '

■ 1^ - There has been some increase in .land sales and
development, activity recently, mostly ,Ft. Drum related, . .

. — / Land 'development activity, has been a mix of: a .little
bit.of everything: camps, homes, recfeational land, woodlots,
travel trailers. ' ■ ■ , . - '

I

'  - -■ ■.Not much' laii'd is. for. sale, • ' ■■ ■

There has been'aiot of logging activity going oh. , f
350 acre parcel has been logged, which will probably be
subdivided and sold, , ■ ■ ■ '

'  ̂ There has bhen some development on poor road^s which
■ is leading to a'problem. . ■ , , ,

■  ' • ' f' ■ ■ ' ' . , ' ■ V. ^ l"-' ■■ ■
'.6.; Town of Turin ■ ' , ' ■

.  \
•  : > - There has not been a noticeable .increase in land

• sales or "^development activity over the past couple of years. . ■
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-  Development has been occurring on less.valuable land
and abandoned farmland.

-  Development has been mostly year round housing.
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