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Mayor Foley


DATE: 

3 January 2023
RE:

Consensus to Date

Although we had to cancel our scheduled session on 12.22.2022, we did have three very productive sessions that followed. On December 29th, we talked generally about formed-based zoning and what can reasonably be achieved within the NYSERDA timeline. Although we all see the promise of a full form-based code across districts, and we agreed that a whole-scale overhaul of the chapter is not achievable at this time, we do feel that we can take a form-based or hybrid approach within the portions of the chapter that remain unresolved from the previous attempt at updating Chapter 134: the zoning map, the residential district/s, the mixed use district/s, mayor’s park/municipal garage lot.
In that session, I noted too that we need to address the location of cannabis dispensaries, as Village voters approved sales within the municipality in 2021. 
We also discussed possible additional consolidation of proposed districts, as well as shifting the title/shorthand designations away from the classic Euclidian R1, R2, R3, etc (which folks tend to associate with single family, two family and multi-family housing) into more descriptive titles like Neighborhood A, Neighborhood B, Mixed Use A, etc. We spent time looking through the Kingston code and map as inspiration for how we could frame out the shifts under consideration for Cold Spring. In particular, we saw value in the ranges Kingston has in its dimensional table, which allow flexibility to address variations within neighborhoods that are otherwise mostly consistent.
In sessions today, 1.3.2023, we drilled down into topic areas: the residential districts and the mixed use district, and particularly the Marathon site. We coalesced around the concepts that follow.

RESIDENTIAL
· Roughly divide residential districts by lot sizes, street formations/character
· Inquire of Ted whether isolated lots within one district that have characteristics of another district can be designated with other district. Would an “island” of another designation be considered spot zoning if we are making the designation under a larger rationale, as opposed to in response to a proposal 
· We believe that although some form-based codes include design standards, the historic district’s design standards address the largest portion of our building stock; that said, we may wish to consider broad design goals for some of the newer neighborhoods that are not yet landmarked (eg the “Vetsburgs” on Whitehill & Constitution)
· With Kingston’s approach in mind, Paul is working a building a new dimensional table from our existing table, to see how far off we actually are from the approach we’re considering, and what data points we would need to move toward a form-based hybrid in the residential zones

MIXED USE/MARATHON

· We had consensus that a PUD designation should be part of the zoning law, and not a “draw-down” option at the discretion of a developer

· We all felt that a hybrid approach to the review and approval process would work best, creating two opportunities for public engagement within areas of expertise/points of view: concept/initial review by legislative body, then final plan review/implementation under the planning board.
· As a group, we referred back to the recommendations in the comprehensive plan regarding Marathon

· We discussed our concerns about balance of retail, given the collapse of the retail portion of Butterfield, which may have happened for a number of factors.

· Can we require market analysis in the preliminary review? The retail proposals at Butterfield excited residents, but the market draw was nil. We don’t want to end up with dead retail spaces in new mixed use developments
· Can we define the provision of a separate traffic consultant who will work for/consult with the Village independent of the developer’s traffic analysis – and take from escrow – we want to be clear at the beginning that this is a requirement

· Chapter 57: Reimbursement of Professional Consultants’ Expenses is the enabling legislation, but how do we build into PUD
· We noted that the comprehensive plan called for recreational space, generally, and noted the site’s proximity to the WPFP

· We felt that a good guide would to be aiming for “programmed public space” – like a farmer’s market pavilion, pool or other space that the creates community interaction. We discussed the success of pocket parks in places like Catskill, but made consistent statements about not ending up with dead/lost space like we ended up with at “Pataki Park” at Butterfield

· We noted to shortage of class A office space in the Village, and that we lose smaller, office-based businesses to Peekskill and Beacon. Similarly, we discussed the number of villagers now working from home more than commuting, and how there may be an appeal for that audience as well—a small office that isn’t in the closet on the third floor

· In terms of residential uses, we commented on the value of expanding the rental housing stock in the Village
· We discussed the desire for TOD and car limitations, but not to a degree that I would represent as consensus

· Donald agreed to begin compiling visual representations of the kinds of mix use spaces that might be thought of as complimenting village character

So, Ted. We’ve done some base work on our end and now turn back to you to take us the next distance. We’ve worked through concepts, now we need drafts to dig into and respond to. Will you please:

1. Work with Paul & Eric on the specifics of the map revisions we’ve been discussing, as well as approaches to dimensional requirements?

2. Begin drafting residential requirements based on that work

3. Draft a PUD process proposal that follows the outline we broadly discussed: legislative concept review and then detailed review with land use boards
4. Provide a draft PUD district to focus our thinking on specifics
I am getting anxious about timeline. I feel that we need to have drafting deadlines set, and we need to have a public discussion about where we’re going to begin laying the groundwork for public hearings – an update from the consulting planner. 
