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) , The purposes "of this report are threefold-:to identlfy Y
© .+ _recént land ‘development trends within the Tug Rill. Region, to
forecast likely future trends, and to dlscuss plann1ng issues .
aSSOC1ated w1th the trends. . i

Identlflcatlon of recent land development uct1v1t1es )
includes examination of the types of activities which have been
occurring, their magnltude, ‘their location, and whether there
. has been. an appreciable ‘increase in land sales and development .

within the past ‘couple of years due to &n 1mpr0v1ng economy and

- lower ‘interest rates. . The focus of the, report-is upon

subdxv151on act1v1ty - for a variety of ‘'reasons. Reasonably o

_consistent data is available for subdivisions. from county real -

_property tax offlces, subdivision regulatlon has’ posed problems

,for communities in the past, and.there is the prospect of large = o

lanc subdzv;ders (e.g9. Patten Realty) operatlng thhln the T
',reglon. A " Ly : R \b
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9. - ~ 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. A conplete record -
of the 1nterv1ews is contalnea in Appenélx A. ;

Due to tlme and budget constralnts it was 1mp0391b1e to : T '
-obtain detailed data for all towns' thhxn the Tug Hill Reglon.
Therefore, detailed data collection was ‘limited to the core
"towns (members of the Cooperatlve Tug Hlll Plannlng Board) » o )

. “’ )

{
| It was possible to obtaln data for all or most towns w1th1n .
' the" reglon for the following items: . total number of parcels by
.year,. and number of land transfers (mostly sal&s) by year.
i . ~
By notlng the total number of parcels each year it ig . 7 :
‘possible to derive increase; in the number of parcels, and thus - "
L have a reasonably good measure of the number of additonal lots ‘ o
created by -land subdivision’ annually. The data is not perfect, C '
however, because new parcels, as listed on the tax roles, are
v scometimes created for other reasons than land sub61v1510n, but
such instances are not common (such as -splitting up @& lot.so
-that edch portion is assessed separately although it is all one.
lot). Also, there have been lnstances of several smaller state = .’
. owned. parcels being consolidated into one larger one. Such .. B
S 1nstanges may result in the data being an inaccurate refbectlon T
¢ - Jof land subdivigion activity for a particular town in a . : v
particular year, but rcf‘overallvtr¢nQS it provides a: ‘ o
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sufficiently accurate measure.

The number of land transfeéers per year was easily obtained

‘for10swego‘&ﬁ& Oneida Counties, and parts of Lewis County, but
wag unavailable for Jefferson County without tedious tabulation,

-~

and therefore the data was not obtalned for certain towns (see

‘maps for omitted areas). Land transfers are mostly sales,

although -inheritance and gifts between relatives are also
counted. Land transfer data was available for. six months in
1986. Based upon the.six month totals, and applying the

 ‘proportion of sales which normally cecur 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. . , : b o

s

. Detailed data on-subdivision and land development activity
was obtained for all core towns except two (Boylstow and Worth) -
by examination of tax maps, tax roles, and other information
available in county real property tax offices. Boylston and
Worth were omitted solely due to time and budget constraints.
Most counties in the region imitially 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 gince the initial date of map preparation. For,
each map sheet land parcels were originally numbered . o
consecutively using whole numbers.  Bach time a subdivision

‘occurred, a lot number such as 3 would be split into components

such as 3.1, 3.2 ‘and 3.3, Later, lot 3.3 might be further
sqbdivﬁded 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, size of lots created, current land use of subdivided .
lots, size 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 information showan of the tables, graphs,
and maps rust therefore be taken with a grain of salt. ZIhexe.
may be idaccuracies.in particulsr instances, but they are not
numerous enough to effect the general conclusions reached.

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

|
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Trends in land subdivision activity, or- parcellkatloh; are
shown on tables 1 and 2, graphs l through 3, and maps 1 -through
5.

RECENT TREﬁDS ~ ENTIRE TUG HILL REGION : ‘
Tt

; 3 ' 0 J 986, as illustrated by
G:aph 1. About 2619 additional land parcels were created  in
that period, representing a 5.8% increase. One additional
parcel was created for each 1.3 square mlles of land area. -

2. i se_J vd'.'

‘alngg_lﬂﬁl correspondlng with an 1mprov1ng economy and lower~-

interest rates, as shown on Graph 2. There bhas 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.

;hg_ggggh_;g,;hg_ng;;h (Graph 3 and Haps 1 through 5). Before‘
the Ft. Drum expansion land parcellzatlon 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 cn Map 5, shows the combined
influence of the Syracuse region to¢ the- south and the Ft. Drum

. expansion area to the north.

sSubd

- bghlné.thg_:gst.gin_hg_xggiga~(Maps'3 4;and 57. However."some

increase has occurred 1n the past couple of years in particular

‘towns (Map 2)..

f

Data for the number of land transfers, most of which are
land sales, are presented on Table 3, Graph 4, and Maps 6 and»?.
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 tho
- subdivision activity.

se_noted above for Jland

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 fidure which would indicate a levelling off in the

trend were the data representative of the entire region and not
lacking northern mun1c1pallt1eg. Were data for the Ft. Drum



expdn51on area aVallable, 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. pregsures in, the Tug Hill Region, with sales in the
core towns lagglng behind. sales in the north shore area and in
‘towns closer to Syracuse., . .

, The most important conclusxon drawn from the land transfer
data is-that ML&;”&Q&@J&QMM%W
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The methoda of operation used by these firms has been well -

- documented by the Catskill Center in a repoért entitled “"The

Catskills for Sale," published in April 1984. 1In the past, this

firm has tended to avoid regulations by choosing munxcxpalltles

lacking subdivision regulations and avozdzng state review by

creating lots. of 5 or more acres in size. "Subdivisions are-

typlcally poorly deszgned, consisting of so called “bacon o

..strip,” "spaghetti” lots - long nargow parcel& created to. Lo
provide IOdd frontage ana -insure lot sizes- of at least 5'acres. a

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. WNew roads, if provided for ‘in the

design at all, wer@ constructed crudely.

~

The Black River Fotest Subdivision located in the Town of
Forespozt, the earliest subdivision created by Patten Realty
near the Tug Hlil Region . (at least as discovered by the author
of this report), is illustrative. As revealed in records .
available to the- publlc in Oneida County offices, Patten Realty
‘purchased a tract of land approximately 660 acres in size for
about $33,000 in!June 1%83. . It was subdivided into about 52
lots., Ths lots were all sold within a year at prlces ranging
from '$5000 to over $15,000 per lot, with médian 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
llttle)relatzon to the wvalue of .the lot purchased. In one
instance of nearly identical lots side by side, one party paid
$13,000 for one of the Llovs while thé other was purchased for
$8000. Investigation of the most recent tax rolls and a field
'1nspect10n of the site revealed that all but about 4 of the lots
. remain vacant. .The four lots whicli were developed do, cdontain - s
nice homes which would be a. benefit to the- local communlty. ~ ' v

.. These homes were.built upon lots whichfhadffxontage on the.

existing public road. Most of the lots however, are accessible
only by 1nLernal roads, the condltzon of Wthh the author’ was

~.
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- unable t6 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 -

. other. environmental information.)

able to be agcertained due to the absence of appropriate
information ¢n. tbe subdivision plat maps. (Subdivision plat

maps filed by Patten Realty typically omit any contour lines or.

The Patten and .Volksragan £irms have been very active in
Co iust to the we Tug_ Hi jon 5i

) he _Hill Region since the
fall of 1984. Examination of subdivision plat maps filed in the

Oswego. County Clerk's Office revealed that in the 22 month

period from Octeober 1984 to .July 1986 thesegﬁirms,created‘IS'*'I,
. subdivisions consisting of a totai 167 new lots (see Table 4).

. Lot ‘sizes ranged. from about 5 to 20 acres. Lot design and

&

layout was similar to that reported in the Catskills, i.e. ‘long
narrovw- lots were common,. 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 larnd |
characteristics on the maps).  Only one of .the subdivisions
required planning board approval. - . C

.. It was ascertained through interviews (see Appendix A) that
these two firms are now operating withir ~HilJ ion.

Betty |Adler reported that one of th three subdiv

‘in.-Osceola was prepared by Patten' Realty, but because a resident

of a nearby town was the principal individual involved it was
not recognized right away as a Patten subdivision. ‘There is
reportedly an agent of Patten Realty working out of Camden.
Paul.Baxter reported that there have been three recent .

subdivision proposals by Volksragan and Patten in his area: 'In‘-'\

-one case, Volksragan backed out due to SEQR-requirements. In

the Town of West Monroe Patten put up a substantial sum of money

: _for road improvements in a subdivision they proposed. . In the

third case, Patten took over a failed. subdivision of 12 lots.

' Interviews also revealed that there have been inquiries. by

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

‘mentioned Osceola.

agents of Pattén Realty into land in -the Town of Vienna, the
north shore area in deneral, and the Town of Lewis. In .~
gddition, there have been advertisements in local papers by
Patten Realty seekihg to buy land, some of which specifically

'"'"L&.iﬁmaééég§nE.Lhgz_Egﬁ;gn“Bgﬁiii;nggggngés;ggnﬁiagg;itéi

‘activities to unregulated towns. 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 municipalitiés., It was also learned that

¢

Patten Realty has just this yeéar opened an office "in Lake Placid’

Park Agency.- All of this suggests that Patten Realty is:

becoming much more sophisticated in its operations, and.thatﬁthé"
mere presence of local'subdivision regulations will not - -

-

. o A
\ 5 ‘ -

—



"discourage- them from operating in an area.

" RECENT SUBDIVISION TRENDS - CORE TOWNS
i . . . s

. . 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 areé 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 and Worth. This is about one
subdivision per ‘ea¢h one and cne-~half sqguare 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. . oo . ;

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

Ihcluding 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. . ' I

Size of lLots Created (Tables 7 and 8)

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

large lots. = L o -
Number of Lots per Subdivision (Tables 9 and 10)

The vast majority of subdivisions within the core towns
have been two lot subdivisions. Table 9 shows that 84% of all -
subdivisiong have been 2 lot divisions, 15% have been 3 or 4 lot
subdivisions, and only about 1% have been 5 or more lots, akt_the
time of subdivision. 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 amolnts to a multi~lot subdivision.

RN



Thus, Table 10 shows the result of subsequent subdivisions over |
ra 9 to 10 :year period. For example, a 4 lot subdivision as C
shown 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 largeé subdivisions
(3 or .more lots.each) is significant, amounting to about 34% of
-.all subdivisons, : ' ‘

\ -

1

Land use of New Lots (Table 11)

Vot Close 6 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. Altogether, a little less than one~half of all -
. lots have béen built upon. Assuming one principle structure per
' lot, this would represent one new structure per each 1750 acres

of land within the 8+ year period. -

4
by

(Tables 12 and 19, Hap 10)

Approximately cne-half of all gubdivisions and new lots -
created were located on land best described as Rural Residential,
in character. These are areas containing a mixture of abandoned
agricultural land, brushland, some forest, sonme ggricultufe, and
scattered residential development. (Specifically for Table 12 ,

‘this includes all RR districts in adopted or proposed land use: -
codes, and for Table 18 intludes all areas on the Resource . :

- Management Plan designated R4, RS, 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. ’

Logation of Lot Purchasers (Tables 13 amd 14) ;|

As shown by Table 14, about ope~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 puichased by out-of-state and
New York City metropolitan area residents. ' ' . C

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

Lots Inconsistent with Requlations (Tables 15, 16 and 17)° -
o 'ﬁables 1_5,r 16 and 17 show the ndmbér 6f ldts created whiéﬁ'

were inconsistent with existing or proposed land use code
‘regulations for- lot size or frontage. The figures in these
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taoies no ugLrshcw the number ;llegdl 1ats. The lOtb may have
been perfectly legal at the time. of their création, and as lony

. as they have remaln@q vacant of sturctures. ‘Also, varlances may

~ ‘have been obtained before construction cccurred on them.

~Inconsistencies occurred for one of three reasons: (1), . o
insufficient lot size, (2) LﬂanflClent iot frontage, or (3) no .

. lot frontage..

t

Inconsxstent lota are. 111ustxated on Mdp 9, wh;ch shows an
orlglnal Lot . (ot number 47) which wds subsequently divided ifito’

" 15 parcels at various pointe in time. . Some,of the lots lack
frontag@ entirely. The inconsistent: lots were created froin 1978
to 1983, and most remain vacant. One lot does contain a camp.

This example, hDW@ver, is not typical of subdivision activity

- within the Leglon, as most subaavzslons are of much smaller‘

o ,sxze. Co : : . )

. W mgjmmwwnmmg
land use codes were inconsigtent with those codes. Although
about 200 inconsistent lots.were created since 1978, about one~
half of these occurred in towns with no regulatlons in effect at

the time. A totdl of 94 inconsistent lots were created in towns .-

which had an .adopted land use code.  Towns with the lowest . .
- pupmber and proportion of inconsistent lots were Osceola, Turin,
and Flerence. Towns with .the highest numbers and proportions

ware West Tarln and Martinsburg. . Data for the Town of Worth was .

) not collecLed due Lc time constralnts of, the- @tudy.

Of the Jé ‘inconsgistent loLs, prabably over one—half “-.
occurred in. preuomlnately farming areas where'd landowner would
*spllt\aff a small parcel . to sell to a relative or local . ‘
residént (Because an exact tabulation of the nature of ‘the ~
1ncon51otenc1es was nat maae the one~half figure . represents an
estimate.}. |

Alwo, probablv about onewhalf of the deficlenC1es were of a

ralatlvelg,mmnoz nature; such as lot frontage being 170 feet

rather than, 200 ieetg or lan ﬁlze being .3/4 of an acre. rather

than 1l acre. ' -, . 4 .
CIn adaltmon, the 94 lat “igure 1ncTudes those lots whlch

were not intended to be built upon, such as agrlcultural flelds

{which may have lacked ircntage} and *ECE@&*IOH land or

-woﬂ&lots. o oo c o P I )f‘

A :

v

OTHER RECENT TREM&S - CORE TOWNS L.

1

E&&lﬁiﬂﬂmﬁﬁﬁhékﬁ (rabie 20 Graphs 5 and 6) ;‘ ; - >
_ Bullﬁlng permlt data ig avallable for seven core ﬁowns for
the five veér.perlaa 1981 - through 1985. During that perlcd 342
permlts were . ; gued, 212 of which were for principal (as opposed
to accessury) struuturese The tlne series trend 5h0wn on Graph

X N
v/,



‘Aprlmarlly been related to, suburbanlzatlon rather than‘to the
\vrecreatlon/sedsonal home marhet. - -

E “,D.emgﬁb_tﬁm.&
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.1nprov1ng economy and lower interest rates,A,

'
ot

6 is 51n11ar to- those noted prevxousXy, 1982-83 bezng slow years'

with dct1v1Ly 1ncrea51ng in uubsequent y@ars.,

The graph shows that the 1ncrease was accounted for by year-ﬁ'

rohné\houSLng :ather than_ construction, of camps. Camps had -

‘accounted for a low proportion of all new. development’ anyway;

This data’ suggests that recernt construction activty has

Intarv;ews with 1ocal xepresentatlvcs from the: core towns ¢

envxronmenLaL conbequencea, are unknown at this time.

. LS

Yo ‘ ; . S

SUMMARY. OF RECENT TRENDS o COR“ TOWNS

4 corresponding to an

on -the average, only cne’ new lot per uquare n;le was created Qer

decade, and only dbOUt one«half the new lots have been built

upono ) < - R N o - . - ,

s A

3. . At least three dlstinct patternu of suad1v151on actxv;ty .

" have occurred in the “Tug Hlll core Leglan- O

(a) In farmipng areas, such as Mar*1nsburg, Tugin- and Wevt

lot at a-timé. from a larger parcel, and sedling it, oftentimes

‘to a relative, as a building ‘lot. ~Mobile homes arecommon on
such -lots. It has been apparent that many of the lots with [
‘ingufficient lot sigze or frontage accordlng to code requxrements R

have - been ot thl& type. . A _ . '

j

{b) 'Partlru»arly 1n the more central and forestea areas of

“the Tug Hill core region there has been a pattern of: )
czmp land sales and- development. In .

the past thas act1v1ty took place two or three lots at'a timey

gometimes resulting in what a2mounts to a large ‘subdivision over
a period of years. Lot sizes, have usually been large, but -~
small lots used for camps have been created in Redfieldy BoysLon '

and other towns. ~Therée have been few 5+ iot subdivisions .
created in the past, but recently this picture has changed as |
‘evidenced by the three 1arger uubd1V331ons Lecehtly reported 1n
Oscaola, : s

. {¢). Land develcyméﬁt,adtivity.;n-somé‘éfeas has‘been

N N . !
/

’

4

';1nd1cated ‘that substantial forest clearing has been taking place }
- inm parts of the Tﬁg/Hlll plateau (gée Appendix A), most notably -
o) Redfield, The extent, of the clearance activity, and- its =~

':Turln, wuch, land develcpment activty consists of. subdividing, one‘=“

i

Ba
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. . 3 } - -
.related to fringe guburbanizatiop. such has been:the case in
gouthern core towns such as Florence, and more recently in.the
northern-towns due to the Ft, Drum expansion.. Subdivision
activity has usually been one lot at a time, followed. by’
résidential development, including mobile homes. - L

4. Large land subdividers are now operatipg within the region
{see Appendix A), which may change the one lot a time nature of -
land development that characterized the past. o

5. A sionificant pumber of lots have been created which were .
inconeistent with adopted land use godes (about 20% of all lots .-
created) . Due to the sparcity of Gevelopment within the region,
it is doubtful that this has created any significant problems of
“areéa-wide significance such ag loss of rural character, loss of
prime farmland, parcelization of commercial forest land and so
forth. However, it may have, or will in the future, éreate
localized problems 'in particular cases such as adversely . -
affecting surrounding properties or the creation of landlocked
parcels. : ‘ o S - '

LIKELY FUTURE TRENDS

" Bl evidence suggests that land subdivision and development .. -~
activity within the Tug Hill Begion will increase in the future, -
barring a downturn in the regional economy or rising inflation
and interest rates. The guestion is not whether an increase
will occur, but what its magnitude will be. -

Y

‘The following factors are suggestive of a future increaée
in land devlopment pressures. - it I

. 1. Subseguent to-lgsﬁﬁthexe‘has been 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 econoni¢ upswing and lowering of interest ' -

' rates. - Projéction of .these trends into the future suggests
steadily increasing land development pressures. : -

. 2. Fringe suburbanization pressures from the north will
“inc¢rease as the Ft. Drum expansion takes place. 'These have.
already begun-as evidenced by the regional land parcelization
. data (Maps -1 through 5). Demand for land for recreation and
camps will probably follow. . : ' : -
3. fThe recreational land/seasonal canp market should _
.remain good as long as the regional economy remains healthy and
interest rates stay low. o P :

: };"A significant amount ofland has beeﬁvéleare&:of‘timbér,
 which may be available for sale in the future (see interview
with Betty Adler). - - : ) , . S
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”'ﬂas Patten Realty will be within the tegmon. They havé already
-éstablished 'an office within the region, anﬂ there xs every,

\
5. The.big question is how actlve large subleiaers such”

reascn to expect increaséed actlvlty.

\;‘L ' ! \ -

In summary, all the elements for an increase in 1dnd to

“subdivision &nd development actxvxty are in place. The demand

is present due to the condition of the reglcnal economy, lower. .
interest rates, and the Ft. Drum expansion. “There seems to be a-
potential. supply of land- available due' to timber clearance,
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 seaxvlty of land for sale by 1ndlv1duai¢ .
could actually encourage Patten Realty and -similar- firms to

operate within the region gince it would make it easier for them

to market their lots.) " And finally, a land broker °is on the

‘jscene 1n the form- of Patten Realty.

o Qiﬁggunm;ng~§h””§££gcts nglgng subq;g$§;ggs,kghggg ;g ‘ R
dikely to De L unsi ar_ipcrea n la . "

Qgﬂmgilg_ing;gﬁﬁg s;mllar to what has happened in the Catskills

over the Qa&t Lhree or four years ( ee interview with Tom

Miner) .

‘
s
P
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PLANNING _ISSUES '. ﬁ L S

- DA ’ »
1 1 . ?

Several planning issues and concerns arlse as a- re¢u1t of

[

‘the growth trends identified above.

LEﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁing.igxwiugsﬁijﬂguLuLuh;4§ -,.y.: - ;'t ,,‘Ik

Clearly, towns within' the region muut be prepared to deal : a-(

with activities of large subdividers such as Patten' Realty.-

Enforceablie subdivision reaulatlcns must ‘be in place, and
suma1v1alon\plats must be carefull 4 reviewed to dvoid the

- gypical problems of paor lot design,. poor access, . 1lots on N -

unou1ldable land, ané poorly censtructed lnternai roads.” ' .

QE@QL&QB*QﬁukQ£§_lﬂmgﬂﬁm§“§ﬁ§miliﬁpBﬁﬂk&é_igﬂa

(2

Co In come» pdrts of the Tug #Hill core grea there have been
"numerous lots created which are either too small or lack 'the

- roéad. frontage reuulreﬁ in the local land use code. As discussed
',prevxouslyp‘cie overall impact- of this upon reglonal concérns,

such as loss of rural character and: farmland, is probaoly ,
minimal: due to the sparcity of development in the. area. S -ﬁfx .
Problems posed by these undersized lots are ‘local in nature;:

such as lmﬁactlng nelghborlng proparxleb or creatlng landlocked
parcels. . _ L = SR

{
v

L Bec«use most regulatlans in Lhe core. towns req01re only

Al

" '
-t . f . . - ¥
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that subdivision plats of five or more lots be reviewed, :
_inconsistent lots created one at a time are not illegal at the

time of their creation. It is only when one wishes ‘to build
uponn them at a later date that they are legally too small or
lack necessary ixmntdqe. But of course by this time it is too
1ate to efiﬁctlvezy deal with the problem.

E E&M&MM&AWLMM

dots. in sompe communities Jis . that it indicates a pattern of
disrespect For the local land use lawg. Once a pattern of
neglecting the law iz established in dealing with small one lot"
at a time development, it will be extremely difficult to deal
with larger developments once they oceur. l ‘ .

OnE»OL the reagons for the large number of incons 1stent
lots is prabanly that some of the-land use regulations are too
restrictive and otherwise unrealistic for the core towns, The
Town of Pdinckney recently went through a code revision which
made their requirements less restrictive. Perhaps it is time -
for other towns to do likewise, It is prefexamle to have weaker
regulations which are tak en serzcubly and enforced, than to have
tough 5tanda:ds Whl@h dren ‘t. ~ f

! Some of the speclilcrlnstahses where standards might be
relaxed are as follows: (a)  Road standards are too high for
sone towns.  In Montague for example, if subdivision 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 would be to try to
discourage a developer from operating within the town, something
most core towns would probably not want -to do. Stanﬂards which
are too restyicitve are not consistent with the goal of
controlled growth. (b} Some. submission standards for.
subdivisions :equlx@ contour linés at, two fooOt intervals, a huge
and unnecessary expense in most cases. (c¢) Lot size and
,froncage regulrenents for certain zones dppeax to be
‘unrealistic, Such as the 2 acre minimum lot. size and 300 feet
frontage required in the Agricultural district in West Turin.

(d)  Perhaps in agricultural areéas, a farmer ought te be able to
sell off one zmaill building lot (the raticnale being to house a
farmhand) , and have the larger lot size and £x0ntdge '
requirements apgiy Lo any remalnlng lots created.

mm@_ﬁw@g&wﬁ@ﬂh 2roblens

- Two subdivision regulation enfalcement prablem surfaced'in
the course oi this study., : e

N

Flr o Cou ity Clerk Offices within the region do not assist
the local munxCLpalities in enforcement of their subdivision.
reguiations. Accordzng to the way the law was designed to work,
counties shuuxd refuse to ﬁcu@ht subdivision piats which aren t

12’
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large subﬁ;v1aeru.‘ .

SRR ¢

. b . T .
? : N R . 14
e 5 ’ - R

uproperly rev1ewed at the local level,. and refuse to accept

property transfers unless a- properly, approved plat has been .,
filed.. Most counties within the region don't do this, and don't
appear willing to do this. In Oswego County however, Marty
Weigs zepo:ted that a system has been develcpea. In Clinton’
County N.Y. ‘the county doesn't always enforce local subdivision
regu)atlonﬁ, but it does send a cOpY . of. all the property

‘transfer xoxns to the towns that request them.

Y

k

the county's assistance in at least informing the localities-
that subdivision activiy is cccurring, subdividers may operate

vlllacally (either- intentdionally or unlntentxonally) without the.
" “town's. knowledge. 'Once lots have been sold. from the. iliegal |
ﬂéubu1v191on, tﬂe s&tuaﬁlon becomes extremely dlfxlcult to deal

) ‘iitha . .

NN . : .
f ‘n

; The: veboné pronlem is not nedrly so w1éeapread. There have,
" been instances- within the region of lots being Sold. by land

conttact, which by some definitions are not subdivisions since.
the landrtitle remains in the hands ©of the seller for a nunber -

.. of years. , Thus, what amounts to land: sund1v1&10n is not subject

to regulatlan‘ | , ‘ . ) A

_ Some ‘of ‘the -local land use codes make reference to "the .
Resource Management Plan, hlch has little mganing to 1ocal .
citizens. The Resource Nanagement Plan, perhaps useful e

-'orlqlnally,'ls now an irreldvant and dated document. Either all s

reference to the plan should be eliminated from the local land
use codes or it should be rev;sed ;nto a more meanlngful and -

I

usetul doc&ment. ‘ - )
\ - o ) - ’ - - g l . Lo “j .
'{'.' - . . RECOMﬁENDATIONS' Yy

i) ' 1 'A‘ : : -\

1, ‘Undertake an awareness program to prepare'communltles for

i

Local;taes shoulu be, made awara that 1arge subdxvxders may

. may -now or . in the neaxr future be buylng, subdlv101ng and sellang
~land within théir borders. They .should be made aware of the -

usual problems assocciated with poorly designed subdivisions, and
reacqualntea with principles of good design. .Procedures should

" be reviewed, such a» thé proper use of SEQR. . Such an awareness
_ program might be- accomplished (1) 1nformdliy through Betty: Adler

“.with communities requesting assistance From: profe331ondl ;
‘planning staff as the need arises, {(2) through the Cooperative

Tug Hill Planning Eaafd, (3) through regionwide activities such-

-ao conducting seminars or publishing 1nformatlonal materlal, or,

(4) sOmMe comblnatlon ef the above.

o The pLeqent lack of commun1cat10n between  theé tOWhS and the"
© county may - lead to,aerlous enforcement difficulties. ‘Without .

”C;"‘



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

This would include (a) passing subdivision regulations as a
local law sc that local enforcement provisions can be "included,
(b} insuring that adoptlon procedures were ‘followed correctly,
and {(c¢) including rrov1sxona for dealing with land contract

sales. :
3. Redefine qulelSlOﬂb to include all divisions of land Lgto
2 or -more parcels. :

This would help to avoid the problems of creating lots
‘inconsistent with land use code requir@ments.‘ The vast majority
0f &ll1 subdivision activity in. the Leglan now occurs one or two,
lots at a time. - Appllcatlon submission reguirements. and review
reguirements, however, ghggl@whg,m;gimgi for two:lot - :
subaivisions. If they are not, there is a good posssibility
that they will be ignored 1n some communltles.-

4. Loosen up land use code and rubd1v1510n requirements for
. small developments. .

, The 1arge number of lots 1ncon51otent w1Lh regulatlons
indicates that code reguirements are unrealistic .in some ‘
instances. Some of the subdivision regulation reguirements also
appear to be unrealistic, and not likely to be enforced. The
idea of requiring large lot sizes and lengthy frontages might be
guestioned in areas which are likely to receive only sllght
growth' pressures anyway. They probably- make more sense in
portions of the Tug Hill Core area likely to experlence the most
‘growth pressures. :

5. ,Develop some system of .communication between County Clerk
offices and localltleu for dealing with sub61v151on enforcement
"problems. : -
- Given the adverse reactlon 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 officeés
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 law._ : ‘ :

6. Consider the pObulblllty of zedolng the Resource Management
Plan for the core towns

It mdy be useful to prepare a policies plan which addresses
current land use planning issues within the core region. There -
could be 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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districtss Hamlet, Rural Residential, Agricultural, and Forest.

‘A fifth district, resource protection, could be added. Issues

to be.addressed could include policies for dealing with large -

subdivisions (like Patten Realty), policies for dealing with the
tendency for small lots to be gcreated in agricultural areas, and
policies for dealing with forest clearance and future use of the
forest lands. - ' N ' ' ’

A, !

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 of
recent air photos. : T

15



Tam_e 1

Lounty

HUMBER OF FARCELS (LOTS) PER TOMN SER YEAR TU HILL REGION

1984

1985

Town 1960 1981 (982 1983 1986 {a)
Jefferson Adass 1978 2e1t 1982 1997 2011 - 2038 . 2074
" Capion 1580 1SR QeI le3R i85, Jeb8 1708
" Lorraind - 428 438 425 S 1 - B 1]
_ Rotdoan 475 480 . - 483 995+ 49 513 535
Rutland 1143 hee 0 N3 14 {156 1% 1Bk
¥aber ton 1376 1389 1412 14BY 1449 ' 1487, 1528
Worth ' 7 3% - . 239 337 ' 343 349 364 346
“Lewis Dennark 1995 -0 1198 1208 2(B 1218 123 1282
* 0 Harrishurg 532 438 433 b40 438 437 439
- Lewis . big B3 439 HED . 463 6@3 £82
Leysen 89S 90§ 513, 919 929 936 944,
: Lowville = 1825, 1856 . B63  IBAT 1872 . 1877 1884
- Mertinsburg | 895 906 18 985 9% . 919 . 94
Hentague bhé - GAF 451 LFEIN L 11 461
fiscesia 704 703 704 708 gt 738 T4
Pinckney AT A% 500 502 500 509 5061
Turin 592 501 607 505 807 613 418
. Hest Turin 1463 - 1456 1447 1456 1483 1478 14E4
Oneide  Annsville 1AL 10%8 W7 107 1090 1106 1114
' fva 376 381360 39 5 s m
Boonville . BBRS  eRST ¢ @RM ERL RR4T &R%4  PA%H
: Canden 18307 4900 1918 193 T {955 - 1995 | 037
Florence 568 580 ¢ 584 589 K03 el 624
Floyd 183 12% . imes 1250 deR . 1Re0 {a@9
Lee 2355  e40R  P428  P46R  PARA  Be9? 2535
Steuben 318 G2 530 583 53 537 . Sel
“Trenton 1938 . 1943 1959 1939, 2008 2002 0 19%R
Vienna W7 e8-3R 3447 IS . IETL 85
Hestern ' , 989 1010 1024 9% 964 995 1008
Bswege  Albion . . Pub 945 954 965 .0 970~ 975 100
o fmboy 7% 777, 790 8- 810 BI7 . 8%
Boylston sap - §eer ST 543 549 559, G60
Lonstantia - Bi48 RIBS . pee9-  2P24  PEI7C - BRsB . 2R4R
Hastings 2618 2he 293 BTIY €78 BROT 28B4
Orwell * 833 - 889 893 894 903 918 214
Parish , LI Y R 1T RS PR B ¥ 1 SN 6 U S $ 1.V,
Redfield 915 914 GeE 0 9% 928 930
West Montee 189 R4 18BS 1397 . 1307 138 13N
illiapgtown . 849 853 B8 872 883 996~ 90
‘ - ' [ | )
Total - 45399 4SESH 46213 - 4677 hD3T . 4TITR. 47518
Change free preceding years 555 359 2o L I 11 540

ta} The date of the parcel count was changed froa Mey i to

!

March | beginning in i986. Figures in this coluan gepreéent
tetals adjusted to estipate the parcel count as iF 3t had

been taken May 1 in order tu be ronsisteat with the other years.

Source: County Real Prﬁperty Tax Bffices
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-Table 2: © CHaNGE IN NUNBER OF PARCELS 1980 - 1986

Increase

A _in Nusber. . Percent - Increase per
Cointy fown | Parcels Increase . square mile
Jefferson  Adams o 98 5.0 2.3
Chaspion P -/ B.9 2.8
Lerraine - 1 2.5 0.3
Rodean . 60 12.5 i.4
Rutland K , 73 : 6.5 1.6
“Hatertown 18 11.2 4.3
. MWorth 7 2,8 - 0.2
Lewis Denmark - - 57 4.8 1
Harrisburg Y 1.5 0.2
Lewis - N T 19.7 1.0
- Leyden ] 49 5.5 1.5
Lowville 8. 3,2 1.5
/ - Martipsburg © 49 5.5 -
' Hantague 3 15 2.3 6.2
" Osceola ' 28 5.3 0.4
Pinckney 4 V0.8 0.2
Turin - . . 21 3.9 0.7
“West Tarin . Y ' 2.8 0.4
Oneida Pemsville 30 2.8 0.5
hva 15 3.9 0.4
Boonville 33 1.3 0.4 .
Canden 187 10.1 5
Florence , 53 9.3 1.0
Floyd L H 5.4 1.9
Les 179 7.6 4,0
Steuben 23 4.9 0.5
Trenton . 54 2.8 f.2
Vienna _ 150 b4 1.4
~Hestern . 16 1.6 0.3
fiseegn Albion - ' 6.1 1.2
< hsbiry R 7.9 - 1.6
Boylston : I 5.5 0.7
Constantia M4 5.3 1.2
Hastings ' 266 - 10.2 5.8
Oruell - 33 3.7 0.8 .
) Parish : 109 10,3 2.b
Redfield 15 LT 0.2
Hest Honree 142 ) 1.3 3.%
Hilliasstown YA 6.7 Lé
Yoo zmamszzas ==z== z=zex gmzzn
TOTAL - B9 5.4 1.3

{a) Based upon 1984 estimates,

17



‘Table 3:

I

o Y S Change
S , — : A . 198b(a) ' =sezs=sas
_ County  Town 198t 1582 - 1983 1984 - 1985 Projection  1984-B5 1983-84
"""""" -+ asE2 . 283 BEARE ‘mssm - szz3= 7 SEaT gzznasss  Sssazeas’
Lewis | Lewis R 3% % 4 F 10 - -1
{core  Nartinsburg 5 . - 3 46 43 349 7,13
' towns  Montague .15 ? .- £ 16 14 i 2. -3
- ondy) Oscecla 3 2h a3 i) 5 3 b3
, Pinckney, - JON - Nt I 29 2 15 -9
AR Turin ~ - 27 @ ' .3 ca, 3 LT 8
oWestTurin o o4 8 T W % 87 R S 1§
Oneida  Amsville. . &2 57 N % 82 L& -10 i
v S 24 v 1 3. 35 2. -b
Roonville 129 10 135 150 s - 20 15 4
Canden * 130 v 143 (58 . 180, 152 18 -8 .12
Florence 29 34 R s8 9. . g ' -9
Floyd 79 8. 8 98- - 9% g2 - - -2 14
-; Lee . . M 137 28 B03 179 193 28 18
. Steuben 40 ' 33 ¥ ® B/ .8 Co-7. 4h
B Trenton 9 % - 108 158 18 T -2
-+ Vignna . - 261 296 08 -2 .. WT - 47 b A
Western . ‘42 S5~ 30 65 ., -0 " b5 1
" Dewego  Albien - - 8 | R 87 4 89 -13 Rt
o * faboy C43 - 35, w3 a8 99 44 " -15
* Boylston Co%. - 3% o, ow ¥ W 21 -19
Constantia tgo- - 178 . 17, 198 266 T 200 4B . b4
Hastings 248 - 217 - @7 267 - 3 284 80 - =43
- Orell 8 47 ¢+ B 80 45 b0 -3/ 15
Parish . 73 9 .75 Wi 13 cowe o R -33,
Redfield 53 - 49 85 0 9 87 b S | L
Hest Wonroe - 21 88 B 130 13 158 © -7 45
© Williasstewn - 66 R 62 5 .80 . 4 % -6
========?===ﬁ= ma=z =ze2 - 2SS T 8R8S zz2m Jz=es :8:;!" ===
Tetal 2233 etey 2385 RS 2880- 2886 205 6
. Change from preceding year: ~1b4 36 .. B9 4 205 - ;

’

3
(-

oy

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

- v{3) Yearly total estimated from January through June data..

~ * Based.upon ‘available data for the Tug Hill Region it
was estimated that about 45%-of annual transfers typically

occur: during this peried. .

\
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‘ : aUBDIVIaIDN FLATb FILED IN D&MEGD CDUNTY ,
Table 4:- CLERKS OFFICE RY FATTEN-REALTY AND -~ . -
VOLhSPAGRN INC. A . - ;
. Number . Total 2 Plannlng Bd.'
Date Tewn - of Lots Acres Apprmval7,
Rt 1 e Y g | mmnax e =:=—:=======-.—
Dct 84 Mew Haven 15 158 ne ‘
Oct 84 Albicom ' - 108 ale)
Mar: BS Falermo ' & a2 S =
Mar 895 Menice. 11 oy ne '
June 8BS Falermo R 8 L7 nig
co Jun 8 " Mexico S 4 7 ne:
Jul 85 . - Parish it 7 no
Aug 83 Falerme and 14 7 ’ I
S New Havan o |
VD - Dot 85 Falermeo - 20 ? fic )
. \va 85 Mesica - ‘ 9 73 nc
Dec. 85 Harnmibal 17 24¢e .
Mar 8& - Palerma T, . 5 7 ne
Apr . 86 Hastings ! . - & 7 1-1-3
' May 86 7/ Falermo o 7 o ’
Jul 86 7 Menico _ RS ? -, no
. e - ' !
. Total humber{qf subdivisions since Dcéqher 1984'= 15 v
Fotal number of new lots created = 167 .
‘ c Typical lot size = 5 to 80 acres
. D ? ‘ \
- © SUEDIVISION ACTIVITY BY OTHERS IN OSWEGD COUNTY. =
" Sep ?? l.?~ 7 16tg - ‘about 1/3.écre each.
CJun 81 Albion 24 lots P te'2 acres each
' ‘Sep 85 ) West Monroe 1% lots 1 te 10 acres each
May 86 . - Hastlings. 6 'lots 1/82 acre each
R - L “ -
~ \ ' 4 -
’ R
‘ o 19 v
’ . N o t
. 3 .
H ' .
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Table 5:
MUMRER OF SUERDIVISIONS

. . Year ) .

Tewwn e 78 7S gy 81 g2 83 84 85 84 Tota
Florence (&) £ 4 & 5 & 32 2 5 1) 4
Lawis -8 8 711 3. 2 i .3 Q s
‘Martinsburg 7 g 7 7 12 1 10 g 5 &
Montague 2 2 1 2 2 2 = 4 1 &

. Dsceola & & = e B £ 1 1 3 e
- Finckray 'a o b 2 4 Q 2 2 0 s
Redfield 7 & 4 2 1 3 5 13 -8 1 4
Turin & & ! . & 2 & A = 1 =
West Turin i & g ) 6 =5 o 8 g8 , 7
Total 50 48 43  4g 40 BE &1 53 £

u
&8
w

v

. .
TabTe 6: - '
MUMEBER OF abDITIONAL LOTS CREATED

A Year : : .
Town . 78 79 a0 a1 B2 ?3 B4 85 26 Tots
Florence ' (&) = 7 4 05 8 4 13 8 8 g
Lewis X 14 i3 7 14 3 2 17 3 0 T
‘Mayv tinsburg & @ 7 2 1% 2 13 Ay & ’
Mantague 2 2 1 2 3 3 o 7 1 £

COzreola = 4 g 4y & = 1 28 A s

Finckney - 10 08 2 & O 2 2 O z
Fedfield 5 ) 3 1 3 - 1 g i 4
Turin 7 - 3 .3 = 2 2 S 10 1 £
West Twein 16 7 = 7 & ? & 18 e :
Total S bE b3 b Sy 44 I N g6 e9 SX

ia) Date of subdivision uriavailable for the Town of Florence.
Date of lot sale iz snbstituted. :



w3,

)

.

" Table 8: - . .
.~ PERCENT. OF NEW LOTS CREATED, BY SIZE,

-

 Table 73 -

’

\
\

s
T

'NUMEER OF MEW LOTS CREATED, BY SIZE (Acres), 1978 - 1986

Townm

SsammmmamIg I ERsTIL R

Flaorence co

Lewis
Mar tinsburg
Montague !
Oscevla
Finckney

. Fedtield .

L Turin
'Neét‘?uriq

e e e e e et 93 e worn mamt

ISR S A s
Tetal - 770
Nl

g}

,

Towr.

v siam da rom s =i (200 s ¢ aq g ader

Florence
Lewia
"Mavtinsbury
Montague
Uscecla

- Piockney
Fedfield . ..
Turin '
West Turin - '

_UHderu 1.0 Over ]
.00 . to 5.0, ‘ :
Acre 4.9 pores Total
7 26 a3 T .
7 B2 44y 73 . L
2b .31 19 76
B 13 = 1% 2% .
3 14. 37 ¢ =4
4 15 . 8 a7
it 14 BE- 47 .
i 7 19 43
17 45" a7 . a9
& . 180 - Blé T 490
- Yy :
Under 1.0~ Over
1.0 ta 5.0 ‘
Acre 4.9 Acres Total. | ‘
12.5  46.4 ° 41.1 100 . _
.6 30,1 - 40.3 100 . a
34.2 0.8 B5.0 100
14,0 EQ.Q HO L0 100 7
.6 25.9  68.5 RN} C o
14.8 g5.6 29.6 - 100 ) )
23.4 R29.8 4&6.8 . 100 .
39.5 16.3 | 44.8 roo
A2.1 50.4 7 20.3 100
. 196 36,7 . 437 ton
i i
.‘ Ky ¥ ¢
s 21 -
.-



Table 9: o ‘ .
RNUMEBER OF LOTE FER SUBDIVIBLDN - ) \
AT THE TIME OF SUBDIVISION (1978-1%86) -

NMumber of subdivisions: : .
& Rty

. et
Troanm lats lats C lots

3

-~

Flovrernce CRE - X S 10
lLewis ' ’ 41 13
Martinskurg 49
Montague ; 17
Cgreala T 2
Finobogy . 29

'’

i
te

~, ~
[
e on o e

LERENCHE S 7Y B 3% i

Fedfield 38 3
T i, ! i
West Turin, £
é1 4
Fercent o BaL.3. 14.7 1.0 '

N

Table 10: ‘ S e

MUMBER OF LOTS ULTIMATELY CRE@TED FROM
DRIGIMNAL FARCEL EXTSTING IM 197& (a)

Mumber of subdivisionss
- &2 Bt G
Toeer . o lats Clots

U AR NS

e ey
W omen

Floretos 43
Lgswl e &

etz b g
Mot agie

~

ecenla 2
Flockney §

Fadfiaelid
Turin
Waest Twin

= e T
(

Fearocant . &5 .3 L Bés T .l

()  The number of lote & single parcel existing in 1977 was split
inte as of 1986. For exampley a four lat subodivision may
have besn created by three successive 2 lot subdivisions.




. Table 11:

LAND USE.OF NEW LOTS (created 1978 - 1986)

Town Agr Res .Camp M H ] , 1
Florence O 13- 3 10 i 26 O 53
Lewis - .. ) 12 -7 3 2 39 3 . 6s
Mar tinsburg 8 ee a 7 3 30 2 74
Mentague 0 1 10 1 1 10 0 23
Oscecla . : BV &4 .9 1 0. 38 a 54
Finckney . & 2 1 5 1 i 0. 16
"Redfield : o 8 . 4 g 8 - 15 1 3e
Turin -~ 7 12 g 4 e . 12 L0 42
West Turin. R e ¥ 16~ 13 Q- 33 & -88
DmommamaESEoaR - .'::#::'—‘-.ﬂ EEINIESI mDoamis SIUMNINITT SOty Susamsnony  ssaiomansy mmasrsnomomew
Tetal = G0 S7 ) i2 204 10 448
- B ' “f
Percent &.3 B20.1 128.7 10.3 2.7 45.3 2.2 100.0
Agy = Agriculture M H = Mabile Hoame
Res = Year Round Residential Com = Commercial
" Camp = Seasonal Camp ~ Vac = Vacant -
Table 12: ~ , R ‘

LAND. USE DISTRICT WHERE NEW LOTS ’ !
ARE LOCATED (1578 - 19861 ’
Town - H E A RR Total

Flarence .5 & 18 37 &4 H = Hamlet

-, Lewis (a} e S F = Farest
Martinsburg - T 10 P 45 18 g2 A = Agriculture
Montague ' ) 0. 4 ' 0 20 24 RR = Rural
Osceala - = 14 4 38 =8 Residential
Finckney 1 1 Q -38 40
Redfield (b) 2 5 o 32 39
Turin (c) 7 17 a7 4 =5

“West Turin | 14 7 53 12 as
Tatal - 41 63 149 199 432

tad Nat applicable;

.{b) Proposed land use districts.
(cr No RR zone exists.

OUnrly. ang zdne.

(.

Fertent of Tatal. 9.1 13.9 33.0 44.0 100.0°

s

Code not adopted. .
Figure for CC zone shown instead.




Table 13:

ADDRESS DF LOT PURCHASERS FOR SUBDIVISIBNS OF 3+ LDTS
fTownslfo,r_uhxch data is unavailable are-sxcluded)

' I Lot

' Lccal = Hithin the caze town, or a bm’dermg teun
Pegmna} = Hithin the Tug Hill F‘eqmn N L

28

.

' * 'Nusber of ‘Purchasers: k Utica- -~ . Other
' T Syractise . Rose Rochester Upstate .
Ton  -Leca) Regional ~ Area fresa  frea New York  Other  Total
Lewis S R ¥ 3 8 Cd k' b} 43
Mertinsherg . 30 i ‘b ¢ 0 L - 49
Montague . 0 15 g 1 2 3 ! 24
fsceola . b 12 | 2 T D | 5 43 [
Pinckney 0 1 b 0. [ - S TR [
Redfield . 4 2 10 03 2 N
Turin . e 0 Yo 4D NS
C W Turie 22 v 5 b 2 ‘0 3 A U
Tetal , £8 KA 37 12 10 g6 ) 2R
Table 14: ]
Percent of Lot Purchasers:
! b Tetal .
- - Upstate _ '
Town - . Local Regwr\al NY. - Dther  Total | | J
Lewis _ 1B.8 2.6 3.9 - 20.9 - 100.0 )
Har tinsburg 750 2.5 175" 5.0 109,90 ‘
Nontague 0.0 . 8,5 33,3 ° 0 w2 100.0 ‘
Oscenla . 9.3 27.9 . 512 1.6 1000 ‘
- Pinckney 0.9 7.1 643 28.6. 100,90 /
" Redfiéld . 19, 0- " 9.5 N4 0.0 16,0
" Turin’ ‘ ME O Td 00 2L 100.9
WoTerip 550 - 85 B2S 10,00 100.0
Total oW, 8 19.4 33.6 2.3 100.0



wt

Table 15

I’ . ‘ ks . - “.
NUNBER OF LOTS CREATED wHICH WERE INCUNSISTENT

WITH THE LOT SIZE OR FRONTAGE REQUIREMENTS
OF THE TOWN®S LAND USE CODE, OR. FROFOSED CODE

- ‘ Year

Town 78 79 80 81 g2 83
Bt === =8E = == == =
- Florence ...~ - 0. & 10 2 a
Lewis o 1 S & b, 2 1
Mar tinsburg = 5 i'- 3 7 1
" Montague - = 1, 0 i 2. 0
Dscecla (a) O 4 1 .e 0 0
Finckney ‘ 9 0 4 1 R 0
Redfield - 3 2 1 1 8.
Turin -« - 3 2 1 2 1 1
West Turin 8 a2 & - g 4 b
Woirth (b)), ’
Tatal i 2% 24 a2 i8 21 11

4

Al

Table 16

MUMBER 'DF LDTS WHICH NERE INCDNSISTENT WITH
CODE.- REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF
LAT, CREQTIUN

- .- Year ‘ . o
Town . 78 7% 80 81 . 82 83
' Fldrence 2 1o 2 0
Lewis o
Martinsburg _ 3 7 1.
Montague O i o 1 2 ~Q
OUsceala (&) 1 = o0,
Finckney . 0 4 1 8 Q-
Redfield ‘ - '
“Turin -
- West Turin 2 & 2 - 4 &
Worth (b)Y . ‘
Tatal ‘ 0 5. 18 7 17 7

?

i @

W OpSmOImY L

AY

‘m
3

oo Y

| €3

==

17

1]

@

S YO |

-0 -

an.

i

RSN

o~
g

(a) Excludes lots in the, Pmrtv:lle =ubdxv1~1nn which

did- noet meet the 40 acre size requlnempnt
Fa1e5t ZENes .

- N . k)

{b) . Yearly data unavailable for Werth. S,

25.

in

e,

86

o e
P 1

~ 0

[§)
0

Total

_mEnE=

e et i e dcsan

v, SEmReEmes



Table 17: ' ‘ '
PERCENT OF LOTS WHICH WERE INCONSISTENT WITH
CODE REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF
LOT CREATION ‘ '

! Year

Town 78 79 B8O 81 82 83 84 85 86 Total
" Florence 29 25 O. 25 015 O 13 14
Lewis : ' ‘ :

Mar tinzburg - 33 47 50 62, B &7 33
Montague - 0 0 80 &7 0 280 14 100 27
Oscecla {(a} 0D B0 B0 e BN s BN 0 0 6
Pimckney - 0 B S50 S0 0 0 100 100 S S
Redfield ) :
Turin o 20 20 0 7
West Turin B2 7% BR &7 &7 B3O 39 89 4P
Worth (b) , '

g R6& 17 37 23 2R 15 48 19

Total

.\

{a) Excludes lots in the Fortville subdivision which
did rnot met the 40 acre size requirement in
- Forest zones. : ,

26

/



-

]

suppg.smsnmnv DATA FOR. WORTH AND BOYLETON, 1577/~ 1986
(data unavailable far individual,yaars) - ThT

Total number uf add:tzonal lats created.,f n

Number mf'subdzvz=1on¢ by number mf lots ? lmtg.,(~.
u1t1mately chatad frmm mnxgxnal parcel. -ﬁ lotssy

i . I : S

Numbetr. of léts . dreated nnder 1 acre.in size:

]

Number af lots 1ncoﬁs:5t@ht

et prmpnsed &egul ations: -

'
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Table 20: o NUMBER OF BUILDINGS PERMITS
) Selected Core Towns

Type of Structure 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985  Total

> Commercial R o .o 2 S 2 &
. Conventional Hemes 18 g 8 16 11 &2
Mubile Homes o 29 it t4 - 2& 19 99
Camps o 7 13 7 6 -9 1t ap
Afoccessory. structures, 23 a7 17 g3 . 38 130
, septic and cther ' ’ ' .
' :::‘::::::r:‘?.‘:‘.’zf'::::':::é::;:::::m R L R ¥ N T S IR I N N R A L R U IR SN ST I AN AT T IR R IR I AN e ='.‘:."—"'.3:"P:""_‘—'.‘-‘
Tatal . 77 &0 48 78 73 34
Tetal excluding ST 33 31 =53 4l aie
' accessory structures '
aricd cther : - o
) “a) Includes the seven towns with building permit data
available 1981-1968%: Florence: Lewis, Montague,
‘Osceclas Finckney. West Turin and borth.
Source: Cooperative Tug Hill Flamming Board annual reviews
[
/
AN

29
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Graph 6
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INFORMATION FROM INTERVIEWS

) All the follow1ng 1nterv1ews'were conducted durlng the
months of July and August, 1986.

\ 5o

s

'IQ‘ Large subdlv1510n act1v1ty

- There- are currently three 1arger subdiv1sions under o

way in Osceola. Patten Realty is the developer of one of them,njf’

Thére is a local agent worklng ﬁot Patten Realty located ;n

cCamden. o<

- The. town clerk of Lewis had an inquiry concernlng

.land uome land parcelu from .the Patten Realty agent 1n Camden,»”‘t”'“:ﬁ

but nothlng apparent;y came ot 1t.~

-  There’ hdve been several advertlsements 1n local

‘papers by Patten Realty.seeking to buy land, Somé of whlch

.specifically wmentioned Osceola,

- The Poer111e subdlv151on, once owned by Portv1lle

Corp. sold . the tlmber off - Lhe iand, then split 1t up 1nto lotsjquz C

to sell ite v

~(~y . A‘/-'

is ‘aware Of.

N 2. Increase in Land Development Act1v1ty

- . There has been a significant increase 1n logged - overf;_-»:;"

land, vhich may lead to. 1ncreased land sales and development

act1v1ty in the future. L,,:-

- Development on such 1anda w1ll llkely be campe and

',travel trallers. o B - S

- ('.'

‘ - There has been alot of heavy CUttlng of tlmber.d»."

3. Enforcement leflcultles o T j‘.“~.=,»'ﬂ'f.

N -

each town, on the average, which are created by subdivision butlif
do not meet the frontage and/or’ acreage requirements of. the .- -
tovn's land uge code.: (Such lots would not. V1olate code,;;ﬁ;

‘requirements untll a structure iu bullt upon them )

- A major problen 1s turnover of. local Lnforcement;“'-“

foicex ,whlch hlnders follow~un enforcement act1v1t1eb.

' .= Camps in the woods,‘such as in Osceola; are a problem e
becauue -EOs have a very dl:flcult time gettlng ln to 1nspect the o
property and contactlnq the owners. : . o

L ,
A

P

- There is no other'iergefsubdivision'activitj that:She,fﬂfffl

- ‘There is prooably about one or two lots per year in ""'t



- Tr&llers are moved iny: and addltlons put on then,-
which often eucdpe notice by EOs. The dlfflculty ig in flnﬁlng
them in the wooam.' This is belleved te be a falrly wxdespread
prcblem. * . . - o
. - S\'

. - -The counties' role in subd1v1310n regnlatlon v
enforcement ‘ought to be strengthened.  The commission -ought to
follow up on earller work, and attempt to establlsn a workable;

systen. - L

L If a ma3or uubd1v1810n is propabed. some tcwns w111{
handle it wexl and/or agk for prcfe vlondl assxstance, but
others won't.

: - Some.¢pmuﬁitieé don't eﬁferce'ﬁhe7lahd‘h§efcodé
=str;utly ’ B S ST
. \ .

o3 Rev1sm¢ns cf the Resource Management Plan an&/or local:; T
land use codes .. ‘ : _ ..

;

: - It ulght be a qooa 1dea to go through a Reaource

Mandqment Plan Rev131on. : . .
oo

: - The 1nLezv1eweL (R. Lamb) - asked whether Lhe LT
cooperative planning board could prepare.a- draft plany which .
would be a much briefer and more useable document than the
“original, and then have the individual towns use it as a.
starting pointsto prepare their own plan. The re&ponse to thlS
suggestion was Lavorabl@., RS

B. me.__&.m S o

1. There have been three recent large subdlv1sxon proposals’~
in his area. C o , o
i . . : . - FAVI : o

- - Town o£ ﬂustlngs, about 30 loLs, by Vblksragan. hThe
developer backed off due to SEQR regui xements. SRR

- . Town of ”ept Manroe, by eatten, Develuper took. over a
falicd uUbleluiOﬂ on Rt. 11 con%xstxng of about 12- lOtQ.i’

- '"Town of West Monrcoe, Beaver Acres Suadlvxslon, Dy R
Patten., The devéloper put up alot of money for the town to make
road lmyrcvcments.' . . .

2. Interest in the\area by 1arge suba:vzders "

‘ . RSN

- An agent of Patten Realty expressea an lnterest 1n'f‘
the Town of V’mnna.

-  Volks raqan nas alsa exptessed an 1nterest in the
north shore area.r .

i

e



e

»

. eubq;vzsxon design:

- regulatidns, such as zoning requirements, mobile home o
.regulatlons, or’ on~51te sewverage dlspoeal GESlgn standards.-

- needed.

_ ..~ Most of the past activity by larger subd;vxders in "

the north shore area has been geared to conventidnal housxng

gubdivisions rather than recreatlondl lots.

- In response to a question of whether Patten and
Volksragan wuld move into the Tug Hill Core Towns, the response
was that he wouldn,t be surprlsed;" _ :

3. : The following problens may be created by poor

- landlocked lots

- panhandle lots (located a great dJstance from. roads,,'r
--maklng electrical service extremely coetly, and access by S
_emergency vehicles- dllflcult) S \ ;

\

, - poor site dlstance at drlveways, creatlng trafflc -
hazards :

(. creatlon of lots too small to meet other town o T

: - lots which are unuseable due to- poor env1ronmenta1 ;‘”V
COHdlthnS such as wetlands, floodplalns, steep slope, etc. .

- prollferatlon of 1nd1vxdual drlveways abuttlng upon '

major roads, rather that prov151on of .an 1nter10r access road

- =  many lots are sold sight unseen by the buyer
4. Suodlv1510n regulatlon enforcement problemS\\

‘=  There have been some 1nstances in the past oi

‘ companies eel¢1ng off subdivided lots before a requlred

SUbOlVlSlOﬂ revxew had taken place.

s

- An 1mproveé system in county clerks' oiflces lS

= In the absence of a better systen in the county o
offlces, towns should follow all the recommenaat;ons of the
"r¥llegal subdivisions: ~ how to prevent them."” report prepared
in June 1986 by P. Baxter and M. Weiss.: : .

5. Recent trends in sa;es and development act1v1ty

- - There has been a 10t ‘of “land changlng hands recently. '

“Raplﬁ growth continues.

A

,'; J
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1. Larger sub01v151ons

1y

- Patten Realty contactea iarmers in the Town of _Ava
two years ‘ago seeking land. The land was, marglnal farmlana w1th

B

a fragxpan soil ldyer. oo _ L T ‘x -

" Theré is a proposed subdivision in the T dngled,”tf.f

'oy VEnture Tech, of 39 lots, on. wet soxjs.

 3 xhere‘ls one qubd1V151on in Lne T. of Vestern and
three in the T, Of Trentun. - o
- - A cuuple of aeveloper¢ ‘have. been reported as lookmng
for land in the‘;owno of Vlenna and Leen e

2J Recent trend it land sales and develapment e

L e There has been a deflnlte increase in- 1and sales and
development activity in the past, year, nostly residential lots
related o suburbanlzatlon., Also aiot oi moblle hone in’ o
Vlenna. C L e S IR T

'3@‘ Subdiviéion.enforcemenﬁ difficultiés o 'ﬁ,'

.

(- There has been an 1ncrease in lots cld by 1and

contract, which means that they often escape supdivision. -

Lequlatlons at the time of sale because the title to. the land

remains with the original owner. Lots created in. this manner 1/

may .not meet the definition of a &subdivision. Land. contracts:
have become more popular becau e flnanc1ng 18 otten eabxer than
by ucnventlonal means. : :

i
P

- The maln eniorcenent problem is that towns semetlmes

not nctxfylng the plannlng boatds. Y - e :4

ooy L _'-';.

. "= Bhe has submlttea a, TA requeot to the Lommisslon to
look into the enforcement gues tlon..-ﬁv' :

v Ve r

’ oyt B

1. Large subulvxders R e FE

- Patten Redlty;and a aplnoff company, Volksragan,
havc been operatlnr exten51vely in Oswego Ccunty. oo

i

the firms have gone into regulated areas.

»
A

- ALl the UblelSlOﬂS .have. be en pooxly deaxgned
Eacon strlv lots are common.

.&.

,'ngegofbounty ?}amﬁinélbiréétor'

“don't know when subdlv1510ns are ocecurring. - ,The County Clerk is -

~  Most subd1v1810na have been in unregulated tcwnsrjbut?



ot

o

..‘-

5

3

- Perhags the . only reason that Patten Realty and
Volksragan have not been operating in the Tug Hill Core ..

ccmmunltles yet is that they have been toc busy eisewhere. S

2. Recent trends ln land sales and develcpment

'4‘ There shauld be an increase in- land sales dnd

development activity in Lhe Luture due to lower 1nterest rdteS""
and penf up demana. S - . -

3y Subalvisiﬁn-xeguiatiou'anﬁ enforcenent

- The ablllty of LQWHS to cope with larger bubd1v1ders 'Vf

varies w1dely

L " The best solution for dealing w1th oUblelSlOn , P
‘ regulahlon Prle@mg is constant education of plannxng boards.

’ - After gdme efiort, tne Osweqo Countv Clerk s Offlce
. does now have a system for dealing. with the flllng of
subd1v1ﬁlon p]ats witich mubt hdve 10cal review and- apyroval

Iugggy;cﬁ hit Ton H¢ er, The Latskll] Center for \:'f‘. ‘ff,f

COHSEEthlOH and Development, Inc., Arkvxile, HY
,1. Recent trend in .land Sdlbﬁ and development

WJMMW
WM%M&M_& due to the’ 1ower

. 1nterwst rates and improved economy.

. - noat subdlv151ons are for secand homes and
recre@txonal lots. .
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- Patten Realty accounts’ for the bulk of the '
subdivigion activity and is Stlll ogeratlng at full tllt, 3ust
as before. h

. 4 ) )

Zw_ Larqe subd1v1ders (Patten Realty)

b These d&VeLOpér are’ now gclng into towns EALB
regulatlons. They are becomlng more soyhi%tlcated.

- aevelopers often subdivide land which, others view as,

undesmreablc, such as bezng near power lines, etc. This is
probably because such land is available and cheaper. .Auan@oned
farmland is. alqo popular with subdlv1aers. T S JERRS
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v3h Problums with the 5ubd1v1910n8

: _ R
- Lotg may ba unuseable. There have: been instances of

lots on rock outcrops or on wetlands. “Bacon strip lots“ are
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common. - ")_'~ o oo v _vf' Lo
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' - Both 1nternal and thernal road 1mpxovements may be
" -necessary. In- the absence of effective local’ -gubdivision .
u“controlg, towns. may £00t ‘the bmll ror %uch 1mpvavements.
o . The fiscal lmpact of the Patten Reaity type
i sudeV151on has not been studied.
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: : .‘“, Lotb are olten advertlwed aw huntlng land.' Whaf
~happens after hOmes are built on .some lots, and a rural
resxdentlal nelghborhood develop57 \ A

- No one realiy knows what effect these subd1v131ons

will: hdve on the Future landscape. What wxll they look: llke? ﬁf

What. uaes w111 Jbe on them - homes, camys, open land? _ .

'4; Subdlv1slon r@gulatlon f b
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. Wlth SOme ;xceptlons, moat towns are not equxpped to-
do’ goo& 31te plan rviews.- They nued tralnlng, gnd they need to.-

avk for profeTSAQnal help.,

. - -‘There have" been instances whe;e towns got rough, andff :
'weru able to effectively deal with large*aubdlv16ers. The Town" .
~of Lexington enacted regulations just im time,. and requlred the . -

.riaeveloper to do the roads to proper standaxds, and changed the
loL de51gn&. : : -
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ig. Pattén Realty DI C D

- Patten Realty ‘has Just thls year opened an'offlce 1n 'f

.uLake Placid. : - o . , G Lo
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- Thexe have been probably three of fourgsubd1v151ons

7-fby Patten over the past four mr Eive yearsa - L

.= ‘The Adirondhck ?azk Agency's review has probably
..scared Qff Patten so far. The Agenuy requlres that all lots
'yhave & . bulldable area on ‘them.

2. Recent tren&s in land deve]opnent -

:: There hag been an 1ncrease durlng the past year, not

IR
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'fln the number of projects but 1n the ¢ size “of pLOJects. q.;

5
o ~' There has been a deflnlte lncrease in the numbet of
' medlum to larde subd;vmalon“ propased.\. A o, .
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G. \;nggggigw mi;h Joe Eﬁieiﬁggj;

’much from Turin though.

- The Adlrondacks are not yet in a boom perlod llke the
'Catskxlls.' Bowever, land 1s zelatlvely che&g Whlch may 1ead to
»1ncreaseg demaﬁd. o

- \‘ - - ) -/»
 Most. of the Tug Hill core towns seen to be 601ng a good
Job of _code enforcement, and appear to be on top of thlngs, h
especxally Osceola, Pinckney and Harrlsburgﬂ, -He. hasn' t heard

~ - He c*em:i&; a copy of hlS inspections to the town clerks,»
and they 00 what' they want thh them. . .

- He does nct Yeceive any documents f:om the town clerks,

 but does try to ﬁeep in touch with them.-

H. Intervieys with local officials egarding - recent trends in’
land wales and development in fhelr towns, ° L

- (A representatlve from all towns\was not abla to be . .
contacted due to time constzalnts cf the otudy and dlfflculty in

. Einding people at home,)

© 1. Town of Lew1s'

"=~  The Town Clerk was . contacted by the agent of Patten

U"Realty located in Camden cencernlng gome - propertles, totallng
,about 700 acres. She hdsn t heard dnythlng about it alnce.

- Duzlng the 1970 8 alot of abandoned. £arm1and Was sold

,for recreational land,tbut ﬂow no .one is selllng.

- Develapment has been proceedlng at about the same

pace as ‘in the past, consisting of a few trallars, homes and

mobile homes - nothing spectacular.

: ?~ alot of the develepment occurs on. abandoned farmland,

;_but sane in hdmlets.~ Hostly it is on gaod zou&s.

:2‘. Town of West Turin . °~ = : ST

oL Develobment durzng the past couple of years has been"
at about the same pace ag in previous years, about half und half

';seasenal camps and year rouha hones.

C - There has been alot of grlplng dbout cuttlng off too ‘,‘
much timber, but this ga ‘a ﬁatter of 091n10n. - ‘ '

- Most-new development has been in settled areas, or
where camps have burned down. , _ Y -
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3. Town of Redneld B '_ R

L Realdent1a¢ lot eales ‘have gone - up.A-There‘have-beeh.f.“

‘flve permxts issued, for new conetruct:on. : o ;‘

4 i | - An !nerease ‘in 1and sales and &evelopment dbLlVlty is
’antlclpated in the future, pr;marlly for easenal propertles as
in thu past o3 o .

-~ -

= .There- has beea a great 1ncreaee in foreet clearlng

activity. "The- town is- being cut to pileces.” Thig'is due to g‘”

‘the use of a- chlppﬂr to: provxde fuel for a fuel burning boiler
at ‘one of the paper companies. In ‘addition, a wetlands. wasg
drained, w with' thexconbequence that a stream drled up. -

- Thefe'oughf to he e etudy done of- the 1mpact of the T

,forest clearlng ect1v1ty._ Aix photes oughu to be" tdken,“;

4.. Tewn/ei Plckney B
: - Thexe has been-a recemt increase in land sales, but
not develogmant. The sales have been Ft. Drum re;ated, People’

v

fron the Watertown area are looking £or lana for homesztes.__‘ Lo

: " - Land developmcnt has been both seasonal-camps‘aqd‘
.yeax round homeo.‘ Some land has. been purchased for wcodlots.,

) 4 Development has been occurrlng en dbanécned farmland.

:;Some of the- rarms went bankrupt.’ : - o

- Town of Boylston B N |
T There has been some increasL in 1and sales and

development dct1v1ty Lecently, mostly Ft Drom’ related.

: o Land develepment actxv1ty haq beun a mix- of a llttle
bit of everythlngv cempe, homes, recreetlonal land, weodlots,'
) travel Lrallexe.v' L Lo ) ; -
f Coae W 'Y . . Lo R . ‘. .

- Not much land is. for sale. ,; o :.,ﬁf T

S

o There has been alot of logglng actxvxty going on.. §lf~3:

350 acre parcel has been IOgged, whlch w1ll pnobably be

._jsudeVLdea and sole. ) o , IR

"ief/There has been eone development on poor roade whlch
-is leadlng to a proolem..~

o :;'.L““\ Iqb oo RO
.6. Tcwn of Turln- S o

C e - There hes mot meen a netlceable ¢ncreaee in land -
;salee or‘aeveiopment actxvxty over the past couple of yearb
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- Development has been’ occurrlng on less valuable land
and abandoned farmland. - -

- Development has been mostly year round housingQ
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