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1. WATER SYSTEM

The Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) provides
recommendations for enhancing various aspects of Town-owned
infrastructure, The Town’s water supply system is one of the components
which requires the implementation of a long-term improvement strategy.

As reported within the GEIS, Town residents obtain their drinking
water from a number of sources and delivery entities. The residents in the
Hamlet of Hensonville and residents in the Rt. 237Fay -y
water through either private on-site systef
distribution system.

Consistent the GEIS recommendations the Town Board has
determined that fundmg applications should be submitted to potential
funding agencies including the NYSEFC/NYSDOH Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund (DWSRF) and/or the USDA Water Improvement Program.

The USDA funding application process is basically a two step
activity. Step 1 involves the development of a “Pre-eligibility Determination
Package”. This package incorporates an engineering report which describes
the proposed project. Town financial information and water district user rate
information is also submitted at this time. USDA representatives then



review this information and issue a “Determination”. The “Determination”
letter sets forth the terms of a grant/loan package for the Town to consider.
At the present time, USDA grants will cover up to 75% of the cost of the
project. The amount of any grant will be dependent upon the compelling
need for the project and the user rate which will result from the loan
amortization and ongoing operations costs of the system.

Step 2 in the process will occur if the Town wishes to pursue the
USDA grant/loan fundmg In this event another package of prOJect and

also involves evidence of public support for thép
Estoppel Notices as well as certain perrd
archeological approval from NYSP&HP etc...

glham shouldresubmlt a Part 1 application
§ quested that the 2™ part of the

ld submit Parts 1 and 2 of a revised funding

ﬂ" imited project to address existing regulatory

a0
“%-

. Constructin of a new 200,000 gallon water storage tank; and,
o Installation of a treatment system to mitigate elevated arsenic levels.

While this project will not satisfy the goal of consolidating the various
water systerns, including the two municipal systems of Hensonville and
Windham, it will bring the water system in Hensonville into compliance
with State and federal Safe Drinking Water Regulations and substantially
upgrade the distribution system.,



Funding the Consolidation of the Private
and Public Water Supplies

Stonewall Glen

This 59 residence development is located along South Street. The
project owner has received Town Board approval to connect to the Town
water supply system adjacent to the school bus ga f*‘/ ing that water

£ ' and then to

developer. He wiil look to recoup some &
providing water to subsequent developers alon

y. ,The project owner anticipates that
ot ..;-;,,1“
7 municipal water system.

th7 facﬂltate the consohdatmn of the municipal

-systems 1 { 87 Hensonville and Windham. There are .two

p0551ble route$% Ome ro) # would be to cross the land of Windham Sporting
s

route would be v,:‘"f nstall the line along Rt. 296 from Hensonvﬂle to the

intersection of Suth Street and then west to the connection with the new
Stonewall Glen extension line installed across golf course property.
Installation of a water distribution line to the intersection of South Street will
allow for the provision of water to the numerous businesses in that area. It
will also enable the potential consolidation of the water systems which serve
Hotel Vienna and the Thompson House.

In light of all these factors we suggest the following strategy:



The Town Board should research whether a new provision to the
existing Water Use Law should be developed which identifies a one
time fee (or special benefit assessment) for the connection of new
units to the municipal system. Under this new law the Town Board
would have the discretion to waive all or some of the special benefit
assessment if a property owner extended municipal lines to reach the
subject property.

Stonewall Glen should be allowed to install the connectmg line which

supply of water should obligg
installation (or a portion thergs

Hensonville to the aforemgptiofit
South Street.

ith the process of submitting a revised
ats to the Hensonville water system.

consolidatiphi of their system with the mun1c1pal system. Based upon
the likelihood of future development on Windham Mountain property
it would seem prudent that consolidation discussions be initiated and
that an actual plan for consolidation be developed and implemented.
The consolidation plan should also include the water supply wells foi
Windham Mountain Village, the Thompson House and other private
system with access to the system.
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2. WASTEWATER

Influent flow records to the new Windham municipal wastewater
treatment plant for 2008 and 2009 are presented in the GEIS and have been
discussed at a public hearing scheduled as part of the GEIS adoption
process. In addition, data was presented regarding capacity which has been
allocated to various entities but has not been fully realized. By contract with
the Town of Windham, these entities can discharge wastewater to the
municipal system; however they typically fall short of their contracted
amount. Thus, capacity at the wastewater js£dh & i
“reserved” in the event that their future flofs
amounts. These entities include: "

Ski Windham;
Thompson House;
Crystal Pond;
Windham Ridge Club; an

monthly avg; 4 This

occurred g

duil. 19 date was 156,000 gallons.
Beight of the ski season.

, yrently unused, capacity for the aforementioned
entities 1s%proxi 40,000 gallons. This is a conservative estimate
since it assHizgs, ich entity will discharge all of their allocated

445,000 galtlons er day, the existing flow (156,000 GPD) and reserved flow
(200,000 GPD) only total 356,000 GPD. Thus, at least 84,000 gallons of
unused and unreserved capacity exists.

There are no specific action items recommended at this time with
respect to the new municipal system other than that the Town Board requests
that the operator of the sewer system track, to the extent possible, the flows
into the sewer system (in particular, the flows from the above users) to



locate and identify any infiltration and/or inflow and report their results to
the Town Board on a periodic basis. Infiltration and inflow should be
addressed as soon as it is discovered.

Although sewer infrastructure is currently adequate, the Town is
extending collection lines to the district boundary in selected areas of town
using funding from the NYCDEP N.I.P. (Contract 7). Improvements are
also planned at the existing pump station (permanent generator). The Town
has and will continue to partner with other agene1es to pursue efficiencies at
the plant (primarily NYSERDA). : ;

program will be funded after 2026 is y % fi CWC’s septic

maintenance program is being fung "_ fisistent awith historical levels
through 2026. In the phosphor Gstricied bagide in the NYC East of
Hudson Watershed, the MS4 p municipalities to adopt a
local law that requires each; 9 e inspected and potentially
pumped every ﬁve cars, I 6&i&x to be proactive, the Town Board should

..“.

o ‘
{,gff;fff"“; L, bz those septic systems eligible for a septic
%; 7 ey



3. AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Section 7.1 of the draft GEIS identified the lack of affordable housing
as adversely affecting the community by causing the displacement of
residents, particularly the elderly. The price of housing in the Town is
disproportionately high compared to all of Greene County due primarily to
the development associated with Windham Mountain.

' mvite developers of affordable housing to
affordable options in a public/private model



4. HEALTH CARE

Section 7.8.1.1 of the draft GEIS identified that adequate health care
is lacking in the Town. Residents must travel to Kingston, Hudson or further
for needed services. The population base of the Town simply does not
support health care practices with diverse medical specialties. However, the
Town may consider partnering with Windham Mountain to provide
expanded health care and emergency care serv1ces to Town residents during

b
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5. STORMWATER

Stormwater management is highly regulated by the NYSDEC and
NYCDEP for individual projects. There is little additional regulation or
oversight required by the Town. On the other hand, the Town may have the
opportunity to encourage a regional stormwater management approach
within its review of individual site plan applications.

In certain areas, such as South Street Where the density of
development and topography limit the opportupi
management systems, the Town may congid
solutions. An area-wide stormwater solutio '

" focusmg on regional
ihe study, the Town should

consider the developme = detention pond on South Street near the
Bataviakill. D pond thu apbe the valves within the area, provide a
potentlal trce A . /making, provide some recreational
oppo it for the community.

ing is being pursued by Greene County to
mitigate arn ’*‘f"ﬂ sm at the intersection of County Route 21 and

State Route
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6. FIRE PROTECTION / AMBULANCE SERVICES

The Town relies on a volunteer fire department. With a dwindling
population and many people commuting out of Town for work, there is a
lack of available volunteers for much of the day. Ambulance service,
including paid paramedics, is provided by the Town.

Due to the lack of available volunteers, the Tdgn
for paid fire response personnel. The Town*

with the local fire department to increase the nuy

i

educational programs for local high school studé
being a volunteer upon graduation from high

}
;
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7. TELECOMMUNICATION INFRASTRUCTURE
INTERNET, CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE, CELL PHONE
SERVICE

In 2004 and 2005, Greene County conducted interviews with
telecommunication providers within the County to assess the state of current
infrastructure.  The findings are found in the 2007 Greene County
Comprehensive Economic Development Plan. Mountain top towns,
1nclud1ng Wmdham, are the most underserved Wlthln the County since

providers. The two internet providers, f
currently provide service to the Town.

ST, and Cable
5 of the central

: ‘towers will be located approximately 16 miles
wn of Freehold and in Rensselaervﬂle to the north

Mountain. Ther is little or no reception in the Hamlet of Hensonville.
Other wireless providers, including Cingular and AT&T, appear to have
little or no coverage in the Town.

The lack of wireless coverage and the lack of broadband coverage is
not acceptable. As a Town whose main industry is tourism, visitors expect
to find and depend on wireless coverage when they visit the Town. Local
residents need wireless coverage for safety, tracking their children and doing

12



business. Many small businesses use wireless as their main form of
communication rather than an unmanned landline phone.

Similarly, high speed internet is a crucial factor in whether a business
moves to or leaves the Town. In this competitive environment, students,
families and businesses need high speed internet in order to compete and
survive. There is grant money available to help rural areas expand
broadband coverage. The Town has joined with other towns and a local
provider in an application for grant funding.

Rural communities like Windham canso
i

providers to reach their area. Companies likeZfimevgd

e

require a density of 20 homes per mile to provi
The wireless technology is advancing and chg
wireless providers are forced to focus the
metropolitan areas in order to upgrade thej

A'f'

I.\? &
B

orpdrate the latest

ey e
egr restrictions that

the Town. In order to attracgZavirelesgiprovitlers and new broadband
coverage, Windham should/fagilitate so (% the siting issue. In other
words, Windham_peeds P 1dgiify the areas that need service and the
possible locat] ing S@ehservices '

7
o
2 ﬁ--ﬁl‘tﬁ;

Greene "E%mi:w
G
broadband co¥Vegii

Town or city owned property. The towers could be funded with a low
interest loan from the Catskill Fund for the Future with payment secured
with long term leases from telecommunication carriers.

The telecommunications service provider needs a good site
with usable and unrestricted access and the ability to connect to power
and/or high-speed telephone services. The myriad of restrictions and bans
on development that are unique to Windham are a significant deterrent to

13



service providers who, facing capital, time and other constraints, may not be
able to properly plan a network in Windham within a reasonable time
period. As stated above, Town officials can help the process by doing some
of the legwork up-front.

On a final note, the FCC is considering a substantial revision to the
Universal Service Fund (USF) to facilitate broadband deployment in rural
America. A recent consultant solicitation on this initiative is available and

14



8. IMPACT OF NEW YORK STATE LANDS AND THE
NEW YORK CITY LAND ACQUISITION PROGRAM

The Town of Windham is located entirely within the geographic
boundary identified in the 1997 Watershed Memorandum of Agreement as
the City of New York Catskill-Delaware West of Hudson Watershed. See
Watershed MOA Ex. I (map of City of New York Land Acquisition Priority
Areas, Catskill-Delaware Systemn, West-of—Hudson) The Catskill system
consists of the Schoharie and Ashokan reservoir systems and the Delaware

system consists of the Cannonsville, Pepacton, Mgvet

New York (“City”) was required to enact its laf
of the City’s efforts to avoid filtering its water s

Drlnkmg Water Act and related surface watertrea
exammes the potential impacts of New Yo ol A 'e City’s land

o ;jj‘f ough its land acquisition

program in the MOA and f f determinations, has protected
an addltlonal ding farm easements secured by the
Watershed 1, a 290% increase over 1996. In
many wag dings increased dramatically compared
with p ip pattems by the City. See New York City
Dept ibction Filtration Avoidance Annual Report For

#h December 31, 2009, dated March 2010 p. 23.
,f;,éf approximate 12 years, City controlled land
e *f;;,;/;‘" ecured by both NYCDEP and WAC) has been
expanded threefo 7to 138,197 acres. In 1996, roughly 3.5% of the
Catskill/Delaware’ watershed was owned by the City; today, roughly 13.5%

is City controlled. See Id. p. 23.

Through the end of 2009, 36% of the entire 1,049,810 acre
Catskill/Delaware watershed system was protected by outright ownership or
easement held by NYCDEP, WAC, or NYSDEC, or by other public or
private open space entities, such as municipal parks or land trusts. See Id. at
p. 89. The City owned or controlled approximately 61,400.8 acres before
1997. See 1d. p. 90. However, under the LAP, the City has acquired
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approximately 63,233 acres of lands in fee simple absolute in the
Catskill/Delaware watershed, and approximately 19,867 acres in easement.
WAC has acquired approximate 18,174.3 in conservation easements in the
Catskill/Delaware watershed. New York State owns approximately
206,680.3 acres of land in the Catskill/Delaware watershed, with other
dedicated open spaces totaling approximately 8,707.5 acres. In total, by the
end of 2009 there were approximately 378,063.2 acres of land held for
conservation or public land in the Catskill/Delaware watershed, with
approximately 671,746.5 acres of land remaining in przvate ownershlp See
Id. p. 90. :

The Town of Windham is approximatel§
Draft Town of Windham Land Analysis, Gggesn
December 2009 map, prepared by Delaware Epsijg
rev. Sept 11, 2009, rev. Dec. 3, 2009. The T6

;. tlons to acqu1re
of Windham. The

Z to the MOA entitled: New York City
W_‘,’; 1l Protection Land Acquisition Solicitation
it solicitation process to be implemented by the
'.f'

yrogram. It provides as follows:

response to City solicitation or where the
landowner contacts the City on their own
initiative, that he/she is interested in selling
a parcel. The City shall make a
determination, based on the site visit, and
using the agreed-upon water quality criteria,
whether the property contains significant
natural features important for water quality
protection. If the City determines that the

16



property does not exhibit such features, it
shall not be counted towards the applicable
acreage requirement. If the City determines
that the property does exhibit such features
or is a necessary parcel toward meeting the
acreage requirement for the priority area, it
shall count towards meeting the target, and
the City shall be obligated to make an offer
to purchase and shall be obhgated to
purchase the property if the offi#%
accepted. &

B. Land Eligible for Land Acquisition

mass comprising the Town of WindhampZ, it] fw e area of land
designated as the Catskill State Park J - 4 . The State forest
preserve park lands owned in the To i mw ox:mately 21% of the
Town’s land mass, and are requ i tever wild under Article
14 of the State Constitutio ”, #7 to acquire any remaining
lands in the Town of Wijik hed protection is generally

governed by Xx’*‘gfé :
,'.‘-‘..». . .n‘-',’ el U, .

determ1nat1 igfS and oo et spwply perml‘r from the NYSDEC. See

8 ; {3 ,{.,.

(sub-basins within terminal reservoir basins that are not within priority areas
1A and 1B), 3 (sub-basins with identified water quality problems that are not
in priority areas 1A, 1B and 2), and 4 (all remaining sub-basins in non-
terminal reservoir basins). A map of the boundaries of Priority Areas 1 (1A
and 1B combined), 2, 3, and 4 is provided in the MOA at Attachment I. The
Town of Windham contains land areas identified as Priority Areas 3 and 4.
See MOA Attachment I. Approximately % of the Town’s land mass is
identified as Priority Area 3. Approximately 1/3 is identified as Priority Area

17



4. The remaining portion is the State Forest Preserve. To acquire lands or
conservation easements in Priority Areas 3 or 4, the lands must meet the
identified “Natural Features Criteria,” including being at least ten acres in
size and must: (A) Be at least partially located within 1,000 feet of a
reservoir; or (B) Be at least partially located within the 100-year flood plain;
or (C) Be at least partially located within 300 feet of a watercourse, as
defined in the New York City Watershed Regulations; or (D) Contain in
whole or in part a federal jurisdiction wetland greater than five (5) acres or a
NYSDEC mapped wetland; or (E) Contain ground slopes greater than fifieen
percent (15%). See MOA paragraph 63. 2 :

The MOA provided initial solicitation 4
City to achieve under the City’s 1997¢
determinations See MOA paragraph 64.! Th "k

éres were solicited primarily in Priority
1 and 2 had already been almost entirely
f ;

- e level of solicitation in those PI‘lOI'll'y Areas

above the 1
Term Land A&

has dlrect 1mp11 1ons for the Town of Windham, as the Town is
predominately idéntified as having Priority 3 and 4 land areas.

! Stating “the 1997 FAD will require the City to solicit, consistent with paragraph 60
above, owners of 61.750 acres of eligible land in Priority Areas 1A and 1B; 42,300 acres
of eligible land in Priority Area 2; 96,000 acres of eligible land in Priority Area 3; and
155,000 acres of eligible land in Priority Area 4 for a total of 355,050 acres of eligible
land.”

% The City is separately able to acquire agricultural easements in the Catskill/Delaware
watershed through WAC under the MOA. See MOA paragraphs 77-78. This program
similarly had its funding increased in the 2007 FAD. See 2007 FAD section 4.2.

18



The City has generally had a 20% historical success rate with its
solicitations in Green County, acquiring approximately 16,072 acres in fee
and/or conservation easements. If the City has a future success rate for its
solicitations increased to 27% in Greene County, the City could acquire an
additional 16,760 acres in fee and/or conservation easements during the next
10 to 15 years.

C. The New Land Acquisition Program

program will have on the availability of
Watershed and, in particular, within the To

571 ] percent of the
by 2022 leaving
Ppable land in private

¢ 2022, approximately 10% of the developable
10/ 4 ership will be used for development. If those
acreage rates lr-*:',' nue 5 the entire planmng per1od (e.g. 30 years), by the

Land Acquisition Program. If those acreage rates continue for 45 years, the
Town will no longer have any remaining vacant developable land in private
ownership.,

In September, 2007, DEP issued a Negative Declaration under
SEQRA for its Long Term Watershed Protection Program including the long
term acquisition program required by the 2007 FAD. The Coalition of
Watershed Towns immediately commenced an Article 78 proceeding against
DEP asserting that the Negative Declaration was arbitrary and capricious

19



and in violation of State law. The Coalition of Watershed Towns claimed
that New York City had failed to take a hard look at the potential long term
community impacts from an additional 10 year $240 million land acquisition
program. The Coalition agreed to stay the litigation and to negotiate with
DEP, DEC and the other stakeholders on the terms and conditions of the
long term land acquisition program subject to the constraints of the 2007
FAD. Under the 2007 FAD, DEP had to submit an application for a new
water supply permit in January 2010. The existing water supply permit is
due to expire in January, 2012. As part of its apphcatmn for a water supply
permit, DEP declared itself lead agency angdiZ ied a Positive

i '
Declaration indicating that the long term landfcquisitig an may have a

significant adverse impact on the environment e City
conducted a scoping for the DEIS and on n s final
scope for the DEIS. In July, the City issued the mment
period closed on November 22, 2010.

After three years of negotiation,g fram will support
the renewal and updating of the City 1t First, the Town

DEC and DEP has devoted to t / srocess/i : 'reeses its apprec1at1on for
workmg Wlth all of the staki iy Bh a permlt that is consistent

R

fr L
& 59/

acknowledge , CWT, the env1ronmenta1 parties
and the log e fir hn accordance with their obligations
under M f -' good faith to develop water quality
protegiifi,1 ile_at the same time, ensuring the viability and
grovth i w? unities. The Town Board asserts that the

2 (;"J:u,-‘,

%
not only in 199
critical principles J;
supply permit. *

m which the Town has dec1ded to support the water

The Town Board does not agree that a robust Land Acquisition
Program is necessary to protect water quality within the New York City
Watershed. The Town Board understands, however, that DEC, DOH and
EPA all agree that a robust Land Acquisition Program is a critical
component of a long term water protection strategy. As a result, CWT has
attempted to identify the measures necessary to protect our rural

20



communities from the impact of deed restrictions that prohibit forever all
forms of commercial and residential development.

Many (if not all) of the West of Hudson communities were settled as a
result of the harvesting of the various natural resources ( agriculture,
forestry, mining, recreation) and through the terms of the proposed WSP, the
parties have been able to ensure that future generations will continue to have
access to the natural resources on land purchased by the City.

To the extent future development is goi gssible from an
economic and environmental perspective; j iaple land should
generally be dry land with access to mfrastru - I, the™dy WSE, there
are provisions which allow the local cornmunl ¥ig ] ih areas
within their town where commercial and/or ent is
possible. The parties have agreed that the protect the 1997
Designated Area (1,148acres) and the 2 ghated Hamlet

a total of 3,945 acres).

Because the deed restjéfions thit cofhe with a robust Land
Acquisition Program are infpgrpetuity, e SP and the documents of
"f"f,:; ds to ensure that decisions regarding the

e tr, led parcels will be rnade in a fair

municipal servme (mcludmg road and education) is from real property tax.
The overwhelming source of real property tax is from developed property
(vacant land accounts for a small percentage of the overall assessed value).
As greater and greater portions of the Town become subject to deed
restrictions preventing development, the tax burden on the developed
properties will continue to rise. As a result, the WSP contains provisions that
help ensure the owners of land subject to the deed restrictions will pay their
fair share of property tax.
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As a result of nearly three years of negotiations with various
stakeholders including the DEP,DEC,DOH,EPA, environmental parties and
our local communities, DEC has agreed to include and require as part of
the WSP measures necessary to ensure the Land Acquisition Program will
not have a long term negative impact on the local communities West of the
Hudson. Those mitigation measures have been incorporated into the draft
WSP. The Town Board has been briefed in detail on the terms and
conditions in the latest draft of the WSP. Provided the mitigation measures
included in the draft WSP remain intact and the partles execute the current

wers and commercial wind towers
ring no significant impairment to

5. The Citghas agreed to allow snowmobile trails on and across its
property provided an agency or association accepts responsibility for the
trail and maintains those trails.

6. For all Watershed Agricultural Conservation Easements purchased
after January 1, 2011, DEP has agreed to pay real property tax.

7. With properties it purchases in fee, DEP has agreed to allow the
assessors to modify the assessment and to base future assessments on the
purchase price times the equalization rate. Moreover, DEP has agreed not to

22



challenge the assessment for 30 years (instead of 20 years) from the date of
purchase provided the assessment does not increase at a rate faster than the
assessment on other vacant land.

8. To the extent that communities fail to update their assessments
upon City purchases, the agreement makes clear that the assessments could
be updated at any time.

9.  The City has agreed to language indicating that it has an

obligation to make the natural resources on lands#eqdiredddvailable to the
tions. Natural

Lo
i

s

()

e
Wty
Lft" ey
g

A, sy i fund the septic maintenance program
(maintena :"'f AL BHiC systems that have been remediated
i fon of the permit (i.e., 2026).

City has aggt
. . iz

75

2026).

14. The , “has agreed to fund the Stormwater Retrofit Program
consistent with historical levels of activity through 2026.

15. Both the City and WAC will be precluded from purchasing land
in fee and purchasing conservation easements in the expanded hamlet
designation areas. The Towns must pass a resolution within 180 days of the
effective date of the permit (towns must provide written notice to all affected
property owners 30 days prior to passing the resolution, newspaper notice
and public hearing).
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16. The Town has 180 days from the effective date of the permit to
pass the following two resolutions:

(i) Expanding the designated hamlet (if applicabie).

(i) Determining whether to preclude acquisitions in fee and
acquisitions of conservation easements in the 1997
designated area and the expanded hamlet (if any) (written
notice to affected land owners, 30 day comment period,
public hearing). Expanded hamlet areas are entitled to the
less restrictive stormwater regulations.

17. In. order to purchase property or
property must meet the following special criter s
(i) 50% or more of the property "éf’@’;f,
(i) 7% or more of the property m
wetlands or be in the floodplz
distance of a water course gz wetland.

within a certain
&

A",

[Within the Town of Windhaifj, the #%/80%criteria eliminated an

additional 175 acre?%

L,

20, g
fransparency re :
Freedom of Inforpiation) in all areas associated with the Land Acquisition
Program and the Stewardship of those lands.

21. WAC has agreed to adopt guidelines indicating that reserved uses
(commercial forestry, blue stone mining, rural enterprises, wind towers, cell
towers, etc.) are permitted uses subject to reasonable criteria to protect water
quality and the agricultural values.

22. The above obligations will be enforceable by the Town through
the MOA.
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D. Recreational Opportunities

As of the end of 2009, the NYSDEC owned approximately 5,958.77
acres of land in the Town. According to the NYSDEC State Lands
Interactive Mapper (website http://www.dec.ny.gov/outdoor/45415.html),
the DEC lists State property that is open to the public for recreational
opportunities as Elm Ridge Wild Forest (Forest Preserve), Mt. Hayden State
Forest (State Forest), Windham Black Ridge Wild (Forest Preserve), Mt.
Pisagh State Forest (State Forest), Ashland Pinpagles >, Forest (State
Forest). See http://www.dec.ny.gov/outdoor/43 t map of State

lands in the Town of o also
http://www.dec.ny.gov/outdoor/7801 html (listi, ax public
for recreation in Greene County). The NYSDEC% certain

G g f?‘ Y Fal k ;
activities on State lands, including hunting#Tishigs and other similar
sporting activities. See http://www.dec.ny [ %

s
2

gatalogue the open

allowed on each parcel. That £7 #b¢” published to promote
tourism. That catalogue couls Seiyteg promote a master plan for
town-wide recreational use§Zlhs 66td use its share of the Local
Consultation FundéZis2 “syork with DEP during the acquisition

3 ¥ b T

4 .
process to %ffé/g; s are allowed on City property
consisteps AN 0 7
G e

by the City under4l# VIOA and related filtration avoidance determinations.
See generally Watgrshed MOA paragraph 79-81. A number of municipalities
in the west of Hudson Catskill/Delaware watershed have experienced and
expressed concern with the substantial costs associated with City legal
proceedings challenging local tax assessments on City lands and easements.
While local municipalities are seeking to amicably resolve tax assessment
issues with the City moving forward, the City’s projected increase in
acquisitions under the 2007 FAD, including the projected acquisitions in
Priority Areas 3 and 4 and the Town of Windham, imposes potential
significant costs for the Town if the Town is required to litigate real property
assessments with the City. See generally letter to William C. Harding, Ex.
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Director Watershed Protection and Partnership Council, from the Coalition
of Watershed Towns, dated May 22, 2007, with attached
comments/responses. In the MOA and in the water supply permit, DEP has
agreed not to challenge the Town’s assessment on vacant land provided the
assessment is consistent with the purchase price paid by the City for the
parcel times the equalization rate and provided that the assessment does not
increase at a rate faster than other vacant land within the Town. Under the
draft WSP, the City has agreed not to challenge the assessment under the
foregoing conditions from 30 years from the date of purchase. The Town
should instruct the assessor to investigate the lapgZ s
City since 1997 to determine whether the Fowr 1
property that the City acquired consistent withthe MOA "atthose parcels

that are under assessed, the assessor should mak&g 7
g

modify the assessment consistent with the /¥t
consultation process, to the extent the information
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9. IMPROVEMENTS TO REGULATORY PROCESSES
TO REDUCETHE COST OF DEVELOPMENT

In today’s economy, upstate communities have to compete with other
similarly situated communities for new investment. Windham has been
fortunate over the past 30 years to experience some growth in second home
development. Based upon past experience and after an evaluation of local
real estate market, Windham anticipates that over the Qext twenty to thirty

years that there could be a demand for new secop Fapproximately
40 to 50 homes per year. At the present time, ber of proposed
projects that are in the planning and/or have o approval. The
demand for new second homes continues > level
experienced in 2003 to 2007 and the prices t rrently
willing to pay makes new constructlon not feasible. development with

. 4

Windham needs to adopt smart freamline approval
procedures. Below are som Mg 41 that Windham could
implement to promote growthZawhi time, protecting its

B i, ,: A
| SEQRABE N Wl Plarning Board should sck lead
A R ‘x-:’. "Q s ‘.

'!
the mitigatiowy

£
. ,.5-?

environmental impacts. Today, however, there are extensive and, in
some cases, overlapping regulations and approvals in place to address
and mitigate all types of environmental impacts. Those regulatory
approvals and programs are described in the GEIS. Environmental
impacts to wetlands, groundwater, surface water, storm water,
drinking water, waste water, sanitary discharge, air, cultural resources,
endangered species, toxic substances and petroleum storage are
addressed and mitigated by existing state, federal, local and city
regulatory programs. With respect to those areas, the SEQRA process
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should focus on whether the project can comply with the applicable
regulatory standards. The Town Board considers those regulatory
programs as sufficiently protective to constitute adequate mitigation
of the environmental impacts and adequate, in most cases, to prevent a
significant adverse environmental impact.

3. In addressing SEQRA, the Planning Board should not allow the cost
and time associated with SEQRA compliance be the determinative
factor that defeats a project. The purpose of the SEQRA is to inform

an informed decision whether a project 4
the process itself should not be the dete f

applicant. At the same time, the Plas
applicant to pay for duplicative ‘”

s Planning Board should adopt general
:’ Ao m1t1gat10n measures that it
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