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Introduction 

A first public workshop was held for the Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis on Wednesday January 
25, 2006 at the Frank D. Greco Memorial Senior Center in Saugerties, NY.  The purpose of the 
workshop was to explain the goals of the study to the public, present data collected and get 
feedback regarding issues and opportunities within the study area.  The workshop was interactive 
and designed to elicit public response.  Approximately 90 people participated in the workshop; the 
attendees were made up of area residents, business owners, members of the trucking industry and 
local officials. 
 
The workshop began with an introduction by Dennis Doyle, Director of Ulster County Planning.  
Mayor Bob Yerick followed with a brief statement about both the study and the Village.  The 
consultant team represented by Mark Sargent of Creighton-Manning Engineering and Georges 
Jacquemart of BFJ Planning then made a PowerPoint presentation.  The presentation included 
goals and objectives of the project as well as an analysis of current conditions.  The presentation 
concluded with some preliminary improvement ideas such as truck routes, access management, 
capacity improvements and sustainable development. 
 
Round Table Discussions 

Participants separated into seven groups for round table discussions.  Due to the high turnout, 
there were approximately 12 people at each table.  Each group was presented with a list of 
questions to guide the conversations.  Specifically, each group was asked to give feedback on the 
proposals, as well to highlight any other transportation issue in the study area.  Representatives 
from the consultant team assisted each of the tables to help facilitate the discussions.  The 
following are the questions that the tables had to respond to: 
 
With a focus on transportation: 

• What do you feel works well in the Saugerties area? 
• What do you feel does not work well in the Saugerties area? 
• What are your ideas for improvements? New linkages, changes in circulation, land 

use, etc? 
 
Workshop Participation Comments 

The following is a list of comments from each of the seven tables.  There was a significant overlap 
between the participants' responses and also opposing opinions regarding some of the solutions. 
 
Group #1 
• What do you feel works well in the Saugerties area? 

° The mornings generally work well 
° The timed lights, which help the traffic flow 
° It is good that we have several alternate routes to get around the Village, namely: 

° Thruway (when possible) 
° Kings Highway 
° Malden Turnpike 

° Side streets off Partition and Main St. (conflict with kids) 
° Narrow roadways limit traffic speeds/volume 
° Congestion not bad in town 
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° It is positive that the traffic (passengers) drive through Village core 
 
• What do you feel does not work well in the Saugerties area? 

° There are lots of accidents on Route 32 (near Peoples Road) 
° People drive too fast on Route 32, Peoples Road and Canoe Hill Road 
° Due to the traffic, it is generally difficult to get around for pedestrians and bikes  
° There is a lack of speed enforcement 
° Traffic delays at the Main and Partition intersection 
° The Ulster Ave./ Market St. intersection needs to be reconfigured 
° The Washington Ave. and Main St. intersection needs to be improved 
° Long delays at the railroad crossing 
° Too many trucks, which destroy the sidewalk and create excessive noise 
° Clermont Street is too narrow 
° Walking outside the village is generally not good, this is especially true attempting to 

access Price Chopper 
° The approach to the Village from Route 212 is "scruffy" and not clear  

 
• What are your ideas for improvements? New linkages, changes in circulation, land use, 

etc? 
° Connect Kings Highway to Route 199-Thruway South 
° We have a choice between a parochial plan vs. a regional plan.  We need to make more 

of a regional consideration in our planning.  This is especially true since malls have poor 
plans. 

° We would like the return of a passenger train on west side of Hudson 
° We would be interested in learning more about employing one way streets in the Village 
° Top of West Bridge Road is "too tight", and  needs to be evaluated 
° There is not enough green space in the Village.  When walking places, people need a 

place to stop, especially on Ulster Avenue. 
° Bike access throughout Village needs to be improved and bike racks should be installed. 

 
Other improvements that should be considered: 

° Covered sidewalks in the Village to improve the pedestrian experience 
° More or improved use of Traffic lights on 9W South 
° Effort should be made to keep traffic slow.  We do not want the streets widened to speed 

up traffic. 
° A roundabout at Market St. and Main St. with a fountain in the center. 
° There should be an Ulster Avenue gateway to tell people they have arrived in the Village 
° The idea of a dedicated truck road should be explored 
° Trucks should be encouraged to use 9W, Malden Turnpike, and King’s Highway 
° There needs to be better enforcement of the laws, especially the size of the trucks. 

 
Group #2 
We had difficulty agreeing to anything at our table.  We think it will be nearly impossible to get a 
consensus to actually do anything.  What does not work well may be short sighted.  We are 
focusing on a very short time frame. 
 
• What do you feel works well in the Saugerties area? 

° The pedestrian friendly nature of the Village, which allows shoppers to walk to a lot of 
businesses  
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° The festivals are great 
° The new count down pedestrian lights at the intersection of Main and Market 

 
• What do you feel does not work well in the Saugerties area? 

° The light at Price Chopper.  Should it be re-timed, or possibly converted to a blinking 
yellow for through traffic and red for coming out of Price Chopper?  The lights create 
vehicle platoons which are somewhat of a problem. 

° Eliminate parking on one side of Partition Street and re-center the center line.  Part of the 
group felt that removing parking would allow movement and flow through the Village, 
while another part of the group felt we should leave the parking as it is at it serves to 
“calm” traffic 

° The intersection of Market Street and Ulster Avenue needs to be improved. 
o The light should permit right-on red when traveling south on Market Street 
o The left from Ulster to Market is confusing, and we have seen some close calls as 

both people think they have the right of way 
° Effort should be made to improve/ realign Kings Highway Northbound 
° Four-way stop Washington/ Main (no light required) 
° The intersection outside of Stewarts at 9W/32 needs to be striped.  There are no painted 

lanes. 
° We should build a bridge over the Esopus at Knights of Columbus to Mynderse Street (cuts 

waterfront) 
° Pedestrian improvements are needed in core business area - maybe covered walkways? 
° Truck traffic – make it economically advantageous to by-pass Village.  If you give truckers 

the proper incentive in time and tolls, they will drive around the Village. 
 
Group #3 
 
What Works Well 

° We love Saugerties! 
° New street lamps 
° The bus…but…. 
° Traffic flowed well for Garlic Festival this year because of increasing traffic police 

cooperation 
° Good snow removal 
° Price chopper light helps make left turn from inside the Village - you can't make a left turn 

without it. 
 
What Does Not Work Well 

° Can’t get through the Village on Fridays! 
° Trailways bus stops out in the middle of nowhere – bring it back into Village - you need a 

car to get to the bus! 
° UCAT bus – nobody knows where/ when it stops (need signage) - We need more 

information. 
° Turning left into Partition from Main – no good! 
° Dangerous crossings (e.g. at foot of Partition St.) 
° Left turn onto Rt. 32 from 9W the lanes are unmarked.  The lanes need to be striped. 
° Traffic backs up 
° Blocked sightlines at intersections 
° Parking meters – either make them work and enforce them or get rid of them. 
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° King’s Highway in Mt. Marion (just by the campground and bridge), the roadway is too 
narrow, there is excessive speeding, the pavement is uneven.  There is no Village 
enforcement.  We suggest a flashing traffic light and a lower speed limit. 

° We would like to see more truck traffic on King’s Highway, but if that is to happen it needs 
to be upgraded.  In its current state there would be problems. 

° We would like to see gateways when coming off the Thruway.  Right now it looks "shoddy" 
because of the type of commercial development.  We would like to see a second gateway 
when coming into Village through Barkley Heights. 

 
Ideas for Improvement 

° Mid-block crosswalks 
° Delayed signal for left turns from Main to Partition 
° A through route for trucks 
° At Stewart’s at the intersection of Rt. 32 & 9W striping is needed.  A stop bar and double 

lane markings should be painted. 
° Sidewalks on 9W are needed to repair gaps in the network. 
° Better (more visible) entry to Bishop’s Gate 
° Keep the lines painted on the roads! 
° Update Zoning to anticipate future growth expectations 
° Improve walking access to Lighthouse (sidewalks?) - right now it is very scary. 
° We do not want a bridge constructed from 9W to Mynderse Street 

 
 
Group #4 
 
What Works Well 

° Not much 
° Pleasant town roads 
° Pleasant walking in Village 
° Main Street traffic lights 

° Main and Partition (No walk light) 
° Snow removal (Village and Town) 

° State roads as well (9W and 212) 
 
What Does Not Work Well 

° Municipal Parking Lot Access - need additional access points for two way access for cars to 
both Russell and Washington.  In addition pedestrian access is needed to Washington Ave. 
and Main St. from municipal lot. 

° Commercial Traffic Management - Trucks need to be allowed to make deliveries and 
travel through the Village only during certain times. 

° Kraut Rd. and 9W is an accident prone area.  This should be improved by road widening 
and/or the installation of caution lights. 

° No enforcement of meters - we should consider hiring a parking enforcement officer. 
° Wall and road collapse at entrance to Village (by Episcopal Church) 
° Traffic light at Market and Ulster is an accident waiting to happen.  This needs to be re-

engineered.  Right turns should be permitted from Market onto Ulster - there are excellent 
sight lines.  There were fewer problems here when it was a T-intersection. 
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Ideas for Improvement 
° Improved signage, directing drivers to the location of municipal lots which provide free 

parking. 
° The railroad crossing needs to be managed and maybe re-engineered.  Should we build 

an over or underpass? 
° We would like to see more traffic lights on 9W to coordinate and improve traffic flow. 
° Re-direct truck traffic to utilize Thruway rather than 9W. 
° Widen scope of study 
° Partition St. should be converted to a one-way street or parking should only be allowed on 

one side. 
° Through traffic should be permitted at the Post Office to allow better traffic flow. 
° Right on red should be permitted at light at Market and Ulster Avenue. 
° Maybe there should be a light off Southbound Thruway? 
° Pedestrian walkways are needed in the Barclay Heights/ Glasco Area 

 
Group #5 
What Works Well 

° What works – traffic through the Village.  We want to keep traffic going through Village.  
Traffic is good for business 

° We’re happy with traffic movement and we don’t feel truck traffic poses a problem 
especially with the stop-line placement.  Our roundtable doesn’t feel there’s a truck 
problem.  There is a possible truck delivery problem, which we feel could be improved 
through proper scheduling 

 
What Does Not Work Well 

° There is a potential problem with Boys & Girls Club. 
° There is a problem with the sidewalks.  We love the bluestone, but uneven sidewalks create 

a safety issue as well as handicap accessibility issues.  We may have to consider removing 
the bluestone. 

° A basic problem is that shop owners and their employees park in front of their stores all 
day.  This is business suicide and we need a concerted effort to correct this.   

° Regarding trucks, a fair amount of trucks utilize loud Jake brakes – perhaps, especially on 
trucks with faulty exhaust systems, we feel this needs to be addressed. 

 
Ideas for Improvement 

° We would like to see the traffic study go farther west – this seems to be a large area of 
growth. 

° Regarding Partition Street, as it is very narrow, we believe on-street parking should be 
removed from the west side of street. 

° There is mismanagement of municipal parking lots.  We need stricter parking enforcement 
for parking both off and on-street.  Some ideas for improvement are hiring a parking 
enforcement officer or a part-time crossing guard. 

° We feel the Village is being held hostage at railroad crossing when there are trains. 
Perhaps we should consider an overpass or and underpass (grade separated option). 

° To improve traffic in the Village, we should time deliveries not to interfere with lunchtime, 
which is the peak of the day.  Business owners could request suppliers to adhere to this 
schedule. 
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Group #6 
 
What Works Well 

° Traffic cops as grossing guards 
° Village layout – signage – pedestrian friendly 
° Small rural networks of roads and streetscapes are wonderful 

 
What Does Not Work Well 

° For tractor trailers – is there a weight limit?  If there is, it should be enforced. 
° Alternate truck routes need to be developed 
° The price of tolls on the Thruway, which encourage trucks to drive through the Village need 

to be investigated. 
° The weight limits on bridges needs to be enforced. 
° There needs to be compensation or accountability for damage caused by the trucks. 
° Regarding the railroad, there are too many trains.  We need to consider a grade 

separated option and look at building an over or under pass to reduce the amount of 
delay. 

° We would love to see the return of passenger trains. 
° Bike routes need to be improved. 
° Signage by the Thruway is ineffective 
° Ulster Avenue from Thruway to Village is unattractive; there are no trees or landscaping. 
° Bike lanes – widening shoulders on county roads 

 
Ideas for Improvement 

° The walk signal at Partition and Main needs to be improved.  This is dangerous for 
pedestrians. 

° Install pedestrian crossings and speed bumps at parking lot of Saugerties Beach nearest 
bridge. 

° We need to improve the walkability from Village to Barclay Heights.  Overall the 
pedestrian experience in Saugerties needs to be improved. 

° Additional Thruway entrances to Routes 209 and 23/Malden Turnpike should be 
considered. 

° Sidewalks are needed to C-Town on the Maples side to get into Village.  There need to be 
walking trails into Village. 

° Pedestrians of Wayen Village(?) concerned about casino traffic on Saugerties and Ulster 
° Make deal with Sawyer Savings Bank to permit public parking in their lot. 

 
Group #7 
 
What Works Well 

° Quality of life in Village – atmosphere, streetscape 
° The Village is pedestrian friendly.  You can walk from the schools, to the movies and 

eateries.  There is connectedness between uses. 
° We have a great Main Street business corridor. 
° We have the ability to park and walk. 

 
What Does Not Work Well 

° Deliveries to businesses - most deliveries use the main entrance.  Some of these deliveries 
need to be shifted to the rear of the businesses. 
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° Left hand turns into 9W north must cross oncoming traffic (south of the Village) - this is 
dangerous. 

° We are concerned regarding the impact of development and increased population on 9W 
south of Village (Barkley Heights).  The traffic conditions are already operating poorly and 
we expect them to worsen. 

° Tractor trailers traffic driving through the Village cause backs ups of local vehicular traffic.  
In addition, this creates safety issues for pedestrians as well as property damage (sidewalk, 
auto mirrors and doors) and noise pollution (especially from Jake braking). 

° There are no pedestrian traffic signals at Main and Partition. 
° Nighttime winter (November to April) parking ban causes hardship on residential streets.  

An alternative is to have no parking during snow emergencies. 
° Many people "abuse" the side streets to avoid going through the Village.  In addition, 

many people drive too fast on the side streets. 
°  Poor speed limit design traveling southbound on 9W from Green County to Village.  The 

limit decreases from 55 MPH to 30 MPH then increases again just before entering the 
Village, where the limit is 30 MPH.  This causes breaking/noise as vehicles enter the 
Village.  The speed limits should gradually decrease prior to enter the Village. 

 
Ideas for Improvement 

° Left turn arrow from Main (Dallas HOTS) onto Partition South. 
° Roundabout at Route 32 and 9W – is there enough space for one?  
° Solution for railroad crossings – develop and overpass or underpass - elevate tracks? 
° Implement alternate side of the street parking at Partition south of Main. 
° One way streets off Partition in the central Village business district 
° Speed bumps for residential neighborhood streets such as Livingston and Elizabeth 
° Deliveries restricted to certain times 
° Traffic lights on 9W south Berkley Heights 
° Through trucks (cement, tractor trailers) should be encouraged or forced to go around the 

Village – make improvements to alternate routes. 
° Improve police monitoring against trucks, giving penalties for violations. 
° Educate drivers, and provide better signage for parking. 
° Additional pedestrian traffic signals at Main and Partition. 

o Additional noise signal, yield to pedestrians, "No Jake Braking" signs 
° Alternate snow emergency alerts rather than parking ban. 
° Speed warnings for side streets, speed bumps, and children at play signs, enforcement. 
° Adjust speed limits on 9W into Village. 
° Noise ordinance 
° Pedestrian walkways – traffic halts for pedestrian crossing (jay walking) give pedestrians a 

safe place to cross. 
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Transportation Ranking Cards 
In addition, each table was presented with eight cards which listed a "tool" from the transportation 
planner's toolbox.  Each table had to rank the eight cards in order of priority from first to last.  The 
following describes each card: 

• Optimization and Access Management Improvements 
Optimize and manage the existing transportation system through traffic signal 
coordination and optimization, reducing the number of driveways, and providing 
interconnections between commercial properties. 

• New Highway Segments 
Expanding the roadway network by providing new links and offering alternative routes. 

• Capacity Improvements of Existing Roads 
For example: widening certain roads with high traffic volumes from 2 lanes to 4 lanes, 
or install traffic lights, or roundabouts, or add turn lanes. 

• Encourage Alternate Modes of Travel 
Improve walking conditions (park and walk, instead of park, drive and park), improve 
bicycling conditions, expand the bus service. 

• Improve Appearance of Existing Roads 
Upgraded lighting, street trees, landscaped medians, etc. 

• Geometric Improvements of Existing Roads 
Straightening out certain curves, adding shoulders. 

• Land Use Strategy: Limit Growth 
Change zoning to reduce the number of houses, stores and businesses that can be 
added.  

• Land Use Strategy: Promote Compact Growth 
Change zoning to allow mixed use developments and higher densities in some areas 
that support walkability between uses, while designating lower density and more green 
space preservation in other areas. 

 
The following tables display the results from the ranking exercise.  In the first table, the right most 
column contains the title of the "tool".  The next seven columns display the rank that each group 
provided for this "tool".  A rank of one would indicate a preference, while a rank of eight would 
indicate aversion to the tool.  The "Average Ranking" column indicates the average rank across all 
groups, while "Standard Deviation" refers the amount of divergence of opinion.  A low standard 
deviation would indicate a low divergence of opinion, while a high standard deviation would 
indicate a high disagreement over the value of the tool.  The column, "Overall Ranking" displays 
the preference for this tool by the group.  "Divergence of Opinion" is the amount of agreement.  
Lower divergence of opinion would indicate less disagreement over the value of the tool. 
 
The second table displays the comments that were written onto the ranking cards. 
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Written Comments Received In Drop Box  
at SAMA Public Workshop (1/25/06) 

 
Comment #1: I am writing to express my great concern about the dangerous 

conditions resulting from the above situation, particularly from tractor-trailers, bulk- and 
aggregate carriers, and other large vehicles that routinely travel on Route 9W through the village 
of Saugerties.  The immense length, size, and weight of these vehicles are very dangerous for 
the safety of pedestrians and residents.  They are a major cause of the congested flow and 
density of traffic through the Village and surrounding environs.  They place undue stress on a 
road whose surface, measurements, and winding course are insufficient or inappropriate to 
sustain such large vehicles.  They also present hazards to buildings, trees, signs and other 
structures adjacent to the road as they take wide sweeps around corners.  I have lived in 
Saugerties since 1992.  Both as a resident and as an attorney involved in environmental issues, I 
have become increasingly concerned about these dangerous conditions.  Although I am unable 
to attend this hearing in person, I request that my comments be made part of the public record, 
and I earnestly urge that safer alternatives for vehicular traffic be promptly and effectively 
implemented. 

 
Comment #2: Re-route large trucks who aren’t delivering to Village.  Better lights 

to stop all traffic at Partition and Main so pedestrians can cross.  Better enforcement of weight 
limits on trucks.  More bike lanes.  DON’T WIDEN ROADS. 

 
Comment #3: Municipal parking lot is underused due to inadequate signage 

(need big P); Winter parking ban is a BIG problem on many streets with apartments.  I suggest 
that the Village switch to parking on alternate sides of street at night to allow for snow plows; 
Walk/crossing signals at Partition/Main intersection.  Signals should also have audible signal for 
those hard of hearing. 

 
Comment #4: I missed out on the primary presentation, but would like to 

comment on the condition and usage of the corridor known as the section of Old Kings Hwy. 
from the intersection of 32N and continuing into Greene County.  This section of highway is 
becoming a bypass for heavy truck traffic getting around the section of 9W between Saugerties 
and Catskill, with its train overpasses.  The impact is making for rapid breakup of the pavement.  
Increasing speed is increasing the risk of accident.  As to a solution, two possible changes – 
making Old Kings Hwy. a major artery or eliminate the 9W overpasses. 

 
Comment #5: 1) lots of good ideas but; 2) scheduling not good – too much/not 

well structured!!;  3) lead in displays couldn’t be read from rear – was this pre-tested? 
 

Comment #6: Much more attention has to be given to contacting local and 
regional dispatchers of major trucking (or those companies requiring trucks to transport their 
products) firms.  Dispatchers send trucks on specified routes; bottom line is cost of transport.  
What can we give as an incentive to avoid the Village and use the alternative Kings Highway 
and Malden Turnpike routes … thus giving the companies a reason to answer and/or participate 
in our study and surveys.  Label truck routes and use signage that can be read! 
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Comment #7: Get rid of traffic light at Price Chopper. 
 

Comment #8: My #1 desire for traffic control:  a light at the foot of Partition St. 
where it swings around between the bridge and the carousel.  #2 – Get the big trucks off triple 
curve on 9W and Partition Street somehow? (mutually exclusive?); #3 – No bypass!  It will sap 
the Village.  #4 – I hate the parking meters!  They stop me from shopping downtown.  #5 – 
There used to be a “community Gateway” over by the railroad crossing, but it was destroyed.  
Need a sense of arrival.  Medians?  #6 – It seems that all major intersections need work: Main 
& Partition, Market & Ulster, and route 9W/32 by Stew’s. 

 
Comment #9: A bridge over the Esopus in the Village would disconnect the 

community’s core from the water front.  The opposite should happen – the connection should be 
improved.  Think of NYC and the West Side Highway – New Yorkers don’t even know they are a 
port city! 

 
Comment #10: The railroad track on 212; an overpass or underpass needs to be 

developed to prevent the long line of cars that are stopped in both directions and cars from side 
streets cannot move. 

 
Comment #11: Trucks pose little or no problem to the Village.  Need a light at 

the Knights of Columbus turn.  Cars going straight and not turning may collide; need for more 
traffic lights that are staggered to allow for movement out of side roads and also keep traffic 
moving.  Placing pedestrian crossing cones on Main Street and Partition Street will allow people 
to cross streets unimpeded by traffic.  Traffic cops at critical areas. 

 
 

Comment #12: I believe that we need to encourage alternate forms of transportation in 
Saugerties.  Enclosed is a brochure of bike routes that Gil Hales and I have created. 

 
We need to have "Share the Road" signs on Route B & C.  Shoulders on county roads should 
be improved so that bike route signs can be put up.  The are in place on Route A. 
 
Similar projects should be encouraged in other townships so that a network is formed in Ulster 
County. 
 
We encourage tail trail development, but most people ride on roads. 
 
Ultimately, we would like to hook up with the routes developed in Rhinebeck. 
 
Weight restrictions on bridges entering Saugerties and signage on Route 9W South from 
Catskill and at the portal on Route 212 could eliminate non-local truck traffic through the 
village.  Of course this requires enforcement. 
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Introduction 

A workshop was held for the Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis (SAMA) on Wednesday April 26th, 
2006 at the Frank D. Greco Memorial Senior Center in Saugerties, NY.  The purpose of the 
workshop was to get input and opinions from members of the trucking industry.  As the hierarchy 
and configuration of the road network helps to determine the truckers' routes, understanding the 
constraints of the network is essential in determining ways to improve the network and reduce the 
number of trucks driving through the Village of Saugerties. 
 
The format of the workshop was a short introduction followed by a roundtable discussion.  The 
workshop began with an introduction by Bill Tobin, from the Ulster County Transportation Council, 
explaining the goals of the SAMA study.  Georges Jacquemart of BFJ Planning then outlined the 
difficulties involved in trying to satisfy all of the various interest groups in the area.  He stated that 
residents perceive the numbers of trucks circulating through the village as having a negative effect 
on the character of the village.  He explained that widening the roadways in the village was not 
possible, and that alternative solutions are needed.  Mark Sargent of Creighton-Manning 
Engineering (CME) then discussed truck volumes, travel times and non-standard roadway 
configurations throughout the study area.  He pointed out that for some routes it was faster to 
bypass the village than to drive through it. 
 
 
Round Table Discussion 
Participants and consultants gathered around a table to discuss the issues.  Five representatives of 
the trucking industry were in attendance (see attached attendance sheet).  The informal discussion 
was led by the following questions: 

• What are the problems with existing trucking routes within the SAMA study area? 
• What are the positive aspects of these routes? 
• What are the opportunities to improve these routes? 
• If you drive through the village, is there an alternate route available?   

If there is, what would it take to get you to use the alternate route?  
• What would make the Thruway a more attractive route? 
• How does the weigh station factor into your route decision? 
• We receive many noise complaints, especially regarding the use of "Jake Brakes", what can 

be done? 
• Please suggest ways to improve deliveries to the village 
 

Each of these questions prompted an engaging discussion and a summary of the salient points 
under each is recorded below. 
 
What are the problems with existing trucking routes within the SAMA study area? 
Turning from Route 9W onto Glasco Turnpike is difficult due to the hills and the tight curves.  It is 
faster to go through the village than take the alternate routes.  The timings that were made by CME 
were done in a car; the timings would be different in a truck.  If you could straighten out Glasco 
Turnpike where the bridge is, so it went straight through to Kings Highway near the Post Office in 
Mt. Marian, it would be a big improvement.  Though this is a residential area, it could be a bypass 
to avoid the residential streets.  You would have to cut through some rock, and it would be 
expensive, but not impossible. 
 
On Malden Turnpike, the intersection with Route 32 is nearly impossible.  The geometry is difficult, 
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as there is limited visibility and tight turning radius.  In addition, the speed limit on Route 32 is 55 
MPH, and the intersection is unsignalized and unsigned.  Finally, if the intersection was enlarged 
onto the adjacent property (currently a nursery), the geometry of the intersection could be 
significantly enhanced. 
 
On Kings Highway South and Glasco Turnpike, there are two "underweight" bridges which do not 
support heavy loads making that roadway inaccessible.  This is in addition to some very difficult 
turns. 
 
Many truckers are issued Divisible Load Permits by the state.  These permits allow vehicles to drive 
overweight and are accepted only on state designated roadways.  Therefore truckers generally 
avoid county roads, as these permits are not accepted on county roads.  Some municipalities or 
counties are cracking down on overweight trucks, for example, the City of Saratoga Springs has 
opened their own weigh station to perform inspections and issue fines. 
 
The at grade intersections with the CSX line is also a problem as there are now 30 trains per day.  
It can have an effect on the timeliness of deliveries. 
 
 
What are the positive aspects of these routes? 
No positive aspects were mentioned other than the existence of the roadway. 
 
 
What are the opportunities to improve these routes? 
A bridge could be built over the Esopus Creek.  The proposed alignment would be: when traveling 
southbound of 9W (Main St/ Malden Ave), 9W could stay straight on Mynderse Street, connect to 
Lighthouse Drive, go over the Esopus and then connect with Burt Street.  From there it would 
connect with the current alignment of 32/9W south of the village.  The roadway would need to use 
some of the land currently occupied by The Knights of Columbus.  The truckers did not feel the 
village would suffer if the bridge were constructed.  The village is a destination, and people going 
up to Lake George or Albany don't use 9W.  
 
A combination of a new bridge over the Esopus Creek, and opening the toll plaza at the Thruway 
and Malden Turnpike would be a significant upgrade to the roadway network. 
 
In addition, if the designation of Route 32 to Malden Turnpike was changed to this new route, 
Main and Partition Streets could be turned into local roads. 
 
 
If you drive through the village, is there an alternate route available?  If there is, what would 
it take to get you to use the alternate route?  
 
Unfortunately in many cases there are no good alternatives to going through the village.  One 
trucker who hauls water outlined that he is not permitted to go on the Thruway, because the weight 
of his truck when loaded is too heavy for his relatively short length.  His truck uses a short 
wheelbase so they can maneuver better for deliveries.  The hills are too steep on Glasco Turnpike, 
and Kings Highway has some bridges you are not permitted to due to weight restrictions.  This 
forces many trucks to drive through the village. 
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Another suggestion is to reopen the Thruway entrance at Malden Turnpike.  This would improve 
truckers' options.  The intersection of Route 9W and Malden Turnpike would need to be upgraded 
in conjunction, with this option. 
 
The representative from Vertis Inc. outlined that their factory is near the Thruway, but the 
warehouse is in Barclay Heights.  Vertis gets paper from Canada, and some of the trailers are 53' 
long, so they have to be unloaded at the factory, and then shuttled over to the warehouse, through 
the village, in 48' trucks. 
 
 
What would make the Thruway a more attractive route? / How does the weigh station factor 
into your route decision? 
Regarding weigh stations, some truckers stated that they try to avoid them.  Truckers complained 
that inspectors almost always find something wrong, but even if they find nothing wrong, they 
spend 30 to 45 minutes on the inspections.  That does not count the time waiting on line.  
Therefore some truckers do avoid the Thruway because that is where the weigh stations are 
located. 
 
 
We receive many noise complaints, especially regarding the use of "Jake Brakes", what can 
be done? 
Not all of the truckers at the workshop had Jake Brakes on their vehicles and they believed they 
were not necessary in local circulation.  It was reported that the Village of Catskill erected "No Jake 
Break" signs in their village.  It was also reported some localities, request that no Jake Brakes be 
used with friendlier signs such as "Please No Jake Brakes".  The truckers suggested a friendly sign 
may be effective. 
 
 
Please suggest ways to improve deliveries to the village 
The truckers had two suggested improvements: first that the village could create two loading zones, 
one on Partition Street and one on Main Street which would be big enough for a 45' trailer.  If the 
loading zone was time restricted and open to parking in the afternoon, it could be a good 
compromise. 
 
The second suggestion was that the village needs to enforce their parking regulations.  There is 
always someone parked in front of the thrift shop or the hotel.  When that happens, it is impossible 
to get through the village. 
 
 
Conclusions 

The workshop was very helpful in explaining the motivations and choices of the trucking industry.  
As some participants in the workshop are also residents of the Village of Saugerties, they could 
understand both sides of this difficult situation.  During the meeting it was pointed out that 
Saugerties is known throughout the area as a difficult location to drive through, with limited 
alternatives.   
 
A number of suggestions were made for potential improvements.  The first was the construction of 
a bridge (possibly tolled) over the Esopus Creek.  It is believed that trucks would take the 
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alternative route to save time.  Other improvements suggested were reopening the Thruway toll 
plaza at Malden Turnpike.  This project should be linked with an upgrade of the intersection 
between Malden Turnpike and Route 32.  Another improvement was suggested at the intersection 
of Route 9W onto Glasco Turnpike, to straighten out the roadway and reduce the current slope. 
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Introduction 

A second public workshop was held for the Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis (SAMA) on Thursday 
July 20, 2006 at the Frank D. Greco Memorial Senior Center in Saugerties, NY.  The purpose of 
the second workshop was to discuss ideas for improvement of the transportation network and 
solicit feedback from the public.  The workshop was interactive and designed to elicit public 
response.  Approximately 50 people participated in the workshop; the attendees were made up of 
area residents, business owners, members of the trucking industry and local officials. 
 
The workshop began with an introduction by Dennis Doyle, Director of Ulster County Planning, 
who explained that the study will analyze the transportation system in the Saugerties area and 
identify solutions for improved local and regional mobility.  He also thanked everyone for coming 
to the workshop and all the hard work put in by the SAMA committee.  Mayor Bob Yerick followed 
with a brief statement thanking everyone for working so hard over the past three years.  The 
consultant team represented by Meghan Vitale of Creighton-Manning Engineering and Georges 
Jacquemart of BFJ Planning then made a PowerPoint presentation.  The presentation began with a 
summary of the findings from the first public workshop held January 25th, 2006 and the trucking 
workshop which was held on April 26th, 2006.  The presentation then detailed a series of 
improvements targeted to specific issues.  These included improvements to east-west routes, 
proposed gateway improvements, upgrading rail crossings and enhancements in the Village of 
Saugerties. 
 
Round Table Discussions 

Participants were separated into six groups for round table discussions.  Each group contained 
approximately eight people.  Groups were presented with the following list of improvements 
proposed for the study area: 

 
Project 

Improve east-west connections  
1a. Glasco Turnpike - Upgrade segment or pursue new east-west connection 
1b. Malden Turnpike - Upgrade segment, improve geometry at Rt. 32 and 
Rt. 9W intersections, investigate feasibility of E-Z pass only Thruway access 

Gateway improvements  
2a. From the north (Rt. 9W) - Aesthetic improvements at north Village line 
2b. From the south (Rt. 9W) - Aesthetic improvements, reduced speed limit, signal at 
Glasco Turnpike 
2c. From the west (Rt. 212) - Raised median, street trees, possible alternate-side 
parking 
3. Rail crossing safety improvements - Provide parallel access road, realign Tissal 
Road, reduced number of crossings, add gates and flashers 
4. Improvement at southbound Thruway ramps/ Rte 32 - Install traffic signal or 
roundabout 
5. Rt. 9W Access Improvement Concept - Limited access near intersections, shared 
access, parallel roads, pedestrian and landscaping enhancements 

Village Traffic Operations  
6a. Main St./Partition St. - Upgrade signal /pedestrian accommodations 
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6b1. Ulster Ave./Market St. - Channelization/ signal improvements 

6b2. Ulster Ave./Market St. - Roundabout 

6c. Main St./Washington Ave. - Traffic signal with high-visibility crosswalks 

6d. Partition Street Alternate Side Parking - Reduce on-street parking, widen travel 
lanes and sidewalks 

Village Enhancements -  
7a. High-visibility, architectural crosswalks with curb bump-outs, possible intersection 
treatment 
7b. Sidewalk repairs, period street signs and street lights, benches, bike racks, street 
trees 

8. Pedestrian Plan - Multi-use path, sidewalk extensions and new walkways 

Parking Plan   
9a. Increase fees for on-street parking from 10 cents to 50 cents per hour 

9b. Enforcement - Enforce maximum parking duration and regulations on Saturdays 

9c. Encourage sharing with private lots 

Truck Delivery System 
10a. Designate on-street and off-street loading zones 

10b. Designate loading times (6:00 AM to 11:00 AM) 

 
Groups were asked to grade each proposed improvement based on the following scale: 
 
A Great Project - This will significantly improve our quality of life. 
B Very Good Project - Almost perfect, but one or two negative impacts. 
C Good Project - Not perfect, but a significant improvement. 
D Fair Project - The positive aspects outweigh the negative aspects. 
E Poor Project - The negative aspects outweigh the positive aspects. 
 
Representatives from the consultant team assisted each of the tables to help facilitate the 
discussions.   
 
Workshop Results 

The results from the workshop session are displayed in both the attached table and the list of 
comments below:   
 
Group #1 
1a. Glasco Turnpike has sharp turns and may be prohibitively expensive to straighten.  
4. For the Thruway ramps/ Route 32 exit, a roundabout is preferred to signalization.   
5. For the Route 9W Access Management Concept the group was split - six people thought it was 
an E, while three people felt it was a B, so given the grade of E. 
6b1. At the Ulster Ave. / Market St. intersection, the signal should include an exclusive pedestrian 
phase, which would permit pedestrians to cross in all directions. 
6b2. At the Ulster Ave. / Market St. intersection, a roundabout would be good for traffic, but not 
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good for pedestrians. 
6d. Regarding the Partition Street alternate side parking plan, there is not enough parking in the 
village, but this would be an improvement. 
9a. The curbside parking fee should only be increased to 25¢ per hour, as 50¢ per hour would be 
too high. 
 
Additional projects: 

• Install a roundabout at Peoples Road/ Hommelville Road and Route 32. 
• Convert Clermont Street one way from Washington to Partition Streets.  There is a 

petition signed by all 18 residents on the street in support of this idea. 
• The intersection of Bridge and Partition Streets does not function well.  Better enforcement 

of trucking regulations is needed.  In addition, this may be a good candidate for a 
roundabout. 

 
Group #2 
1a. It would be very difficult and expensive to upgrade Glasco Turnpike. 
1b. Malden Turnpike does need some work, but is not a high priority. 
2b. The area to the south of the Village needs a significant improvement. 
3. The rail crossing needs improvement, but is not a high priority. 
5. Would like to see improved sidewalks from the south. 
6d.  When they implemented an alternate side parking plan in Saranac Lake, the traffic speeds 
decreased.  Implementing a similar plan on Partition Street would improve the village. 
8.  Regarding the pedestrian plan, anything that can be done to encourage walking is great. 
 
Group #3 
1a. Although it would be very beneficial to improve Glasco Turnpike, as it could provide an 
alternative for the trucking industry, the group was skeptical that it can be done properly. 
1b. Effort should be made to protect the historic character of the Malden Turnpike and King's 
Highway intersection. 
2a. A grade of "D" was given, to the gateway concept of 9W from the north, as this is an easy fix. 
2b. The area to the south of the village, along 9W is a real mess now, and needs significant 
improvement. 
2c. Upgrading Route 212 could be a very attractive improvement, especially with the introduction 
of street trees. 
3.  CSX should utilize low volume safety horns at gates/ intersections rather than train horns. 
4. At the southbound Thruway ramps and Route 32, a roundabout is preferred, as it both calms 
traffic and provides a better flow of vehicles.  In addition, it is safer for pedestrians. 
5. The group questioned whether access management plan would require a zoning law 
amendment or not. 
6a. It would be interesting to determine the feasibility of an enlarged safety zone near the stop 
lines at Main and Partition intersection.  Could this be done using brick pavers instead of stripes?  
In addition, there needs to be an improved stop bar for motorists.  
6b1. The group was interested in the channelization option at the Ulster Ave./Market St. 
intersection as it creates a bump-out and provides the opportunity for landscape improvements. 
6b2 - If a roundabout is installed at the Ulster Ave./Market St. intersection, it is essential to avoid 
historic degradation at this intersection or loss of trees.  A roundabout would have the potential to 
return the historic fountain to this location. 
6c. For the intersection of Main St. /Washington Ave. the traffic signal should be placed at the 
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edge of the road.  In addition, the signal should only be used during school hours. 
6d. For the Partition Street alternate side parking plan, there is concern that it may result in faster 
traffic moving through the village. 
7b. Bicycle racks are very important aspect for village enhancements.  The village is a place to live, 
not a thoroughfare. 
9a. The price of curbside parking should not be raised, enforcement and education is the key.  
Business owners and employees must understand that the curbsides spaces are for customers. 
10a. There is a need for improvements in off-street loading. 
 
Additional projects: 

• There should be more designated bicycle lanes. 
• All county and state roads should provide bicycle-friendly shoulders. 
• More shade trees should be planted. 
• Walking and biking to school should be encouraged; safe routes to school should be 

developed. 
• More permeable surfaces should be used.  Curbs should be low, rolled or not present to 

assist in stormwater management. 
• Steven's Court should have a demand activated traffic signal.  It is a place where people 

live, not a place for traffic. 
 
Group #4 
1a. Improving Glasco Turnpike will help reduce large truck traffic traveling through the village. 
2a. A gateway is needed on 9W from 32 south. 
3.  Improving the rail crossings is a great project as it will improve safety and provide a location for 
future economic growth and expansion. 
4. At the Thruway ramps and Route 32, the group had mixed feelings on this project - ranging 
from A to D.  Some people felt it was fine the way it is. 
6b2. The roundabout at Ulster and Market Avenues was graded an E, the group was concerned it 
would take some land from the adjoining properties. 
6c. The Main St. / Washington Ave. intersection is not a problem, as the children are safe at with 
the crossing guard. 
6d. The group had a split vote on the alternate side parking plan along Partition Street.  Three 
people gave it an A and six people gave it an E. 
8. The multi-use path should be marked as dual use, for both bikes and pedestrians. 
9a. If the price of parking was raised to 50¢/hour, the group assigned it an E, but if the price per 
hour were 25¢ this would be raised to an A. 
9b. Regarding parking enforcement, there was concern about the farmers' market on Saturday 
mornings. 
10b. If a time is designated for loading zones as it is, it would be ranked with an E, but if 
permanent loading zones are created, then it would be raised to an A.  It is important for trucks to 
come to the village until 4PM for pick-ups and deliveries. 
 
Additional projects: 

• The area needs more public transportation 
• The intersection of 9W / East Bridge Street / Beach Street needs improvement. 
 



Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis  Planning Workshop Report 2 
 

 
 

  
- 6 -   

Group #5 
1a. There were concerns that upgrading Glasco Turnpike was unrealistic, as it will require the 
taking of too much property and will be too expensive. 
6c. Developing a gateway from the west (Route 212) is an important project. 
6b2. The roundabout at Ulster/Market was given an E, as it would be difficult to cross and 
dangerous for pedestrians. 
6c. When timing the walk signal, ensure that there is enough time for children and elderly to cross 
safely. 
6d. The group expressed concern that if parking is taken away, vehicle speeds along Partition 
Street would increase.  The group suggested that traffic calming measures be considered.  
Additionally the roadway lanes should not be widened, the full width of the parking lane should be 
used to widen the sidewalk. 
8.  The group expressed concern that the pedestrian plan would require the taking of property and 
would be difficult to implement, especially as it may require some blasting. 
 
Group #6 
4. The group noted that the situation a the Thruway ramps/ Route 32 requires improvement. 
5. For the access management plan along 9W, there is concern regarding the taking of property.  
In addition, who will pay for this type of project? 
6b1. There should be a pedestrian activated signal at the intersection of Ulster Ave /Market Street.  
A signal is preferred to a roundabout. 
6c. If a signal is installed at the Main St./Washington St. intersection, it should only be activated 
during school hours. 
6d. The plan to convert Partition Street to alternate side parking should only be implemented if 
additional parking is added elsewhere in the village. 
9a. The parking rate should be increased to 25¢per hour rather than 50¢ per hour.  It was the 
same story in Schenectady back in the 50s, merchants and workers should not park in front of their 
stores. 
9b. Parking should also be better enforced on Fridays. 

 
Additional projects: 

• Intersection improvements are needed at the intersection of Peoples Road and Route 32 
 

Grading the Improvement Projects 

The tables on the following pages summarize the results of the grading exercise.  In order to 
determine the final grades, first the grades assigned by the groups were converted to numbers for 
ranking and sorting.  The grade of A was converted to 1, B to 2, C to 3, D to 4 and E to 5.  The 
total for each proposed improvement was then divided by the number of groups (6).  The 
improvements were than ranked by their total value, as seen in the Ranking Table.  A lower value 
corresponds to a better grade.  The projects were then placed in order, from best to worst.  Finally 
the grade was converted back to a letter grade. (See the Table on the next page)  

In addition to the total grade, the standard deviation, or divergence of opinion, among the groups 
was calculated for each proposed improvement.  The lower the standard deviation, the greater the 
agreement among the six groups.  As shown in the Ranking Table, the projects which had the best 
overall grade received very little, or no divergence of opinion, while the lower ranked projects had 
higher levels of disagreement. 
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 SAMA Proposed Improvement Grades  
#  Proposed Improvement  Grade 
9b Parking Plan - Enforcement of current regulations A 
9c Parking Plan - Encourage sharing with private lots A 

10a Truck Delivery System - Designate on-street and off-street loading 
zones A 

2b  Gateway improvements from the south (Rt. 9W) A- 

6a Village Traffic Operations  
Main St./Partition St. upgrade A- 

3 Rail crossing safety improvements A- 

7a Village Enhancements 
High-visibility, architectural crosswalks with curb bump-outs A- 

7b Sidewalk repairs, period street lights, benches, bike racks, street trees A- 
8 Pedestrian Plan B+ 

1b Malden Turnpike Upgrades B+ 
4 Improvement at SB Thruway ramps/ Rt 32 B+ 

6b1 Ulster Ave./Market St. - Channelization/ signal improvements B+ 
10b Designate loading times (6:00 AM to 11:00 AM) B+ 
2a Gateway improvements from the north (Rt. 9W) B- 
2c  Gateway improvements from the west (Rt. 212) B- 
5 Rt. 9W Access Improvement Concept B- 
6c Main St./Washington Ave. C+ 
1a Glasco Turnpike Upgrades C+ 
6d Partition Street Alternate Side Parking C 
9a Parking Plan - Increase fees from 10 cents to 50 cents per hour C 

6b2 Ulster Ave./Market St. - Roundabout D+ 
 

Conclusion 

Most of the proposed improvements received high grades, with 13 out of 20 projects receiving a 
grade better than a B.  Of those, three received unanimous A grades.  The high grading may 
indicate that many deficiencies currently exist in the transportation network.  Another possibility is 
that the consultant team, through working with the committee, was able to understand and 
recommend projects which are in demand from the community.  The projects which received the 
highest grades should receive special attention, as there appears to be consensus regarding both 
the problem and the solution. 
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Summary of Public Comments 
On DRAFT Report 

Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis 
 
A DRAFT Report was published, and made available for public review for a 30-day comment 
period ending November 13, 2006.  The report was posted on the UCTC web site, and made 
available at the Village’s Library.  A press release announced the availability of the document for 
public review, and local committee members independently solicited comments on the 
Document.  The Village’s Traffic Committee held a special public meeting on October 23, 2006 
to present and receive comments on the DRAFT report.    
 
A total of 35 transmittals were received by email and letter.  Collectively, there were more than 
100 comments, some of which were editorial in nature.  The table on the following pages 
summarizes the major themes from each of the comment letters.  A detailed read of the comments 
and review of the summary table reveals the following: 
 

o There is support for all 
three gateway projects, 
planted medians, aesthetic 
and beautification 
enhancements such as 
street trees, street lighting, 
underground utilities, and 
attractive pavement 
treatments, and a well 
balanced and safe multi-
modal transportation 
system, including reduced 
speed limits on Route 9W 
etc. The image at the right 
was offered by one 
commenter as an example 
of an intersection 
imprint/pedestrian safety 
zone at the Main 
Street/Partition Street intersection.  The operational and pedestrian improvements 
recommended in the Plan at this location are supported by the majority of the 
commenters.   

 
o There is support for a roundabout, pedestrian and gateway/beautification improvements 

at the junction of Route 9W/Route 32. 
 

o Public reaction to the Access Management Improvement Concept was mixed.  While 
there is support for an attractive and safe corridor, there is opposition to roadway 
widening, and relocating existing traffic signals.  There is support for improved public 
policy that minimizes the negative affects of dead-end roads.  Enforcement and 
Education efforts are supported. 

  
o There are concerns regarding the validity of the Truck Origin-Destination Study, but 

support for improvements the will minimize truck traffic in the Village including 
designation of an alternate route, improvements to east-west routes, and a possible 



change of jurisdiction and designating Kings Highway (CR31) as Route 32, or 
designating Malden Turnpike (CR34) as Route 32.. 

 
o Mixed reaction to the village operational improvements with some supporting the one-

way alternative, and the single side parking alternative, while others were strongly 
opposed to these alternatives.  Loss of on-street parking spaces is a concern 

 
o There is a desire for consistent and universal “P” parking guide signs, and expanded 

public parking behind the stores. 
 

o There is support for the bicycle and pedestrian improvements contained in the plan, but 
concerns for bike route designations without facility upgrades.   

 
o There is support for improved transit including well lit pedestrian access to transit stops, 

and ferry service to Tivoli.  Also, there is a desire for small buses with flexible transit 
service and routes, posted routes and schedules, and a desire for a Trailways stop in the 
Village, although the Plan does not recommend a stop in the Village.  It defers transit 
recommendations to the Ulster County Fixed Route Public Transportation Coordination 
and Intermodal Opportunities Analysis, which recommends local buses act as feeder 
buses for to the Adirondack Trailways long distance routes.   

 
o There is support for the at-grade rail crossing safety improvements. 

 
o There is limited support for a new NYS Thruway interchange, but support for 

improvements to the existing southbound interchange including a possible roundabout 
and a park and ride. 

 
o There is support for small scale channelization/reconfiguration of the Market 

Street/Ulster Avenue intersection. 
 

o There were several individual issues cited both positively and negatively including: 
 

o Support for Old Kings Highway/Leggs Mills Road Roundabout. 
o On-going concerns about the Route 212/Price Chopper signal. 
o Opposition to the proposed Main Street/Washington Avenue signal. 
o Support for the “No Engine Brakes” signs. 
o Support for speed limit reduction along 9W south. 
o Suggested removal of “No Right Turn on Red” at Kings Hwy/Glasco Tpk. 
o Support for improved route designations, and guide signing and coordination 

with E911 
o Additional “Big Ticket” items 

  - explore long-term NYS Thruway overpass connecting Route 32 to 
Kings Highway 

 Resurrect 1971 concept for new roadway from 9W in Barcley Heights, 
new bridge over Esopus, to Kings Highway, then northeasterly and 
parallel to CSX, to Malden.    

 
 
 
F:\Projects\2005\05-138d\report\Summary of Public Comments.doc 
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Appendix D – Model Access Management 

Zoning Ordinances 

 

 

Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis 
Town of Saugerties, New York 

Village of Saugerties, New York 
Town of Ulster, New York 



LIVONIA ACCESS MANAGEMENT CODE  

 

NOTE: Section references as printed are based on the Town chapter 
numbering (zoning is Chapter 150, subdivision is Chapter 125). Article 
and section numbers in the zoning and subdivision chapters are the 
same for the town and village code. For Village regulations, zoning is 
Chapter 155 and subdivision is Chapter 130. 

 

Article XV Access Management 
 

§ 150-124. Intent. 

The purpose of these access management standards is to provide safe 
and efficient travel along public streets. These standards are based 
on the goals and strategies of the Livonia Transportation and Access 
Management Plan. The standards balance public and private interests. 
Implementation of these access management standards is intended to 
reduce confusion, congestion, and accidents by limiting conflict 
points. These standards are also intended to guide development of a 
street network with sufficient linkages between uses. The standards 
will contribute to the long-term accommodation of growth and 
development while providing safe and convenient access to properties 
and preserving the visual character of area streets. 

 
§ 150-125. Definitions. 
 
ACCESS- A way or means of approach to provide vehicular or pedestrian 
entrance or exit to a parcel. 

ACCESS CONNECTION, VEHICULAR - Any driveway, private street, turnout, 
or other means of providing for the movement of vehicles to or from a 
public street. 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT - The process of locating and designing vehicular 
access connections to land development to preserve the flow of traffic 
in terms of safety, capacity and speed. 

CORNER CLEARANCE - The distance from an intersection of two or more 
streets to the nearest access connection. 

CROSS ACCESS - The layout of circulation patterns and recording of a 
permanent enforceable right of access to allow travel between two or 
more contiguous parcels without traveling on a public street. 

DRIVEWAY - Any entrance or exit used by vehicular traffic to or from 
land or building to an abutting street. 



DRIVEWAY, SHARED - A driveway in common ownership or subject to a 
permanent enforceable right of access by those traveling to or from a 
use on another parcel. 

FUNCTIONAL AREA (INTERSECTION) - The area adjacent to the intersection 
of two or more streets that encompasses required vehicle queuing areas 
and the decision and maneuvering area for vehicles using the 
intersection. 
 
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION - A system used to group public streets into 
classes according to their purpose in moving vehicles and providing 
access to abutting properties. 

NONCONFORMING ACCESS - An access connection existing prior to the date 
of adoption of these regulations which in its design or location does 
not conform with the requirements of this Chapter. 

PARCEL - A division of land comprised of one or more contiguous lots 
in common ownership. 
 
PEAK HOUR TRIP (PHI) GENERATION - a weighted average vehicle trip 
generation rate during the hour of highest volume of traffic entering 
and exiting the site or the highest volume of the adjacent street. 

REASONABLE ACCESS - The minimum number and type of access connections, 
direct or indirect, necessary to provide safe access to and from a 
public street, as consistent with these regulations and other relevant 
plans and policies of the Town or Village of Livonia. 

 

RESTRICTIVE MEDIAN - A physical barrier such as a metal or concrete 
structure or a grass or landscaped island within the street right-of-
way that separates traffic by direction of travel. 

 
STREETS, ACCESS and DEVELOPMENT - Streets not otherwise classified. 
The primary function of such streets is to move traffic within 
subdivisions and large developments and to provide access to 
individual lots. 
 
STREET, COLLECTOR - Those portions of the Livonia transportation 
system providing important links between major streets or serving 
large residential or non-residential developments. Collector streets 
must balance the desirability of the free flow of traffic and access 
needs_ Additional collector streets may be designated by resolution of 
the municipal board and an up-to-date list shall be available in the 
Building and Zoning Department office. Collector streets currently 
include the following streets which are under the jurisdiction of the 
Livingston County Highway Department. 
 

Bronson Hill Road  
East Lake Road  
Federal Road  
Livonia Center Road  



Poplar Hill Road  
Richmond Mills Road (NYS 15A to Richmond town line)  
South Lima Road 

 
These regulations also designate as collector streets the following 
streets under town jurisdiction: 
 

Stone Hill Road (from NYS 15 to Poplar Hill Road)  
Proposed New Road  
Big Tree Street/Road  
Cleary Road  
Summer Street  
Pennemite Road 

 
Portions of these streets within the Village of Livonia are designated 
as local streets. 

STREET, LOCAL - The primary functions of such streets is to move 
traffic between subdivisions as well as to provide access to 
individual lots. 

STREET, MAJOR - Those portions of the Livonia transportation system 
under State or Federal jurisdiction or designated as a major street by 
a local municipal board A major street typically moves larger volumes 
of traffic over greater distances compared to other street types. This 
function of mobility or the free flow of traffic must be considered 
when defining reasonable access to such streets. Access is a secondary 
functions of such streets. The following lists the route numbers and 
names of streets wholly or partially under State or Federal 
jurisdiction. 

 

Route Number Location 

NYS 15 
Rochester Road, Big Tree Road, Big Tree 
Street, Main Street, Commercial Street, 
Conesus-South Livonia Road 

NYS 15A Plank Road and Bald Hill Road 

NYS 256 West Lake Road 

US 20A Big Tree Road, Big Tree Street, Main Street, 
Richmond Mills Road, Plank Road, US 20A  

 



TEMPORARY ACCESS - Provision of direct access to a street until such 
time as adjacent parcels are developed and planned access via a shared 
driveway or access development street can be implemented. 

 

§ 150-126. Applicability. 

These access management standards shall apply to all uses in all 
districts. More specifically: 

A. All land subdivisions receiving preliminary approval after the 
date of adoption of these regulations and all lots created by 
such subdivisions shall demonstrate conformance to the maximum 
extend practicable with the requirements and objectives of these 
regulations. 

 
B. Any construction, alteration, or change of use on a lot existing 

prior to the date of adoption of these regulations which requires 
site plan approval, shall demonstrate conformance to the maximum 
extent practicable with the requirements and objectives of these 
regulations. 

 

§ 150-27. General Requirements. 

A. Access and circulation shown on subdivision and site plans 
developed under these regulations shall also conform to the 
requirements of other federal, state, and local agencies 
responsible for transportation system elements proposed for 
modification. This includes but in not limited to transportation 
agency standards for stopping and intersection sight distances, 
signal warrants and, if applicable, the subdivision regulations 
of Chapterl25 and other portions of this Chapter especially the 
district regulations of Article VI, the off-street parking and 
loading regulations of Article X and the site plan review 
regulations of Article XIV, 

 
B. Deviations from the standards outlined in this Article for 

developments generating more than 150 peak hour trips must be 
based on documentation from a qualified traffic engineer that an 
alternative access arrangement provides equal or greater safety 
and mobility and comparable or lower adverse environmental 
impacts. All such deviation must be in accordance with the 
procedures and requirements for obtaining an area variance as 
specified in § 150-17 of this Chapter. The Joint Planning Board 
has discretion for approving  deviation from the standards for 
uses generating less than 150 peak hour trips and reserves the 
right to require professional justification of deviation from 
standards for projects generating less than 150 peak hour trips. 

C. Parcels created after the effective date of these regulations do 
not have the right of individual access to existing abutting 



public streets. The number of planned access connections is to be 
the minimum necessary to provide safe and reasonable access. This 
may be less than the number of access connections which would be 
allowed based solely on minimum property width requirements. 

D. New public or private streets, shared driveways or cross access 
may be necessary to meet the requirements of these regulations. 
If access is to be provided by means other than direct access to 
a public street, a permanent recorded easement, which runs with 
the land, shall be executed. In addition, operating and 
maintenance agreements for all such facilities shall be recorded 
with the deed. 

E. Subdivision of a parcel with frontage on two or more streets may 
be required to provide access from all lots which result from the 
proposed subdivision to all such streets without traveling on the 
existing street network. In most cases, even if a vehicle 
connection is not provided, a pedestrian connection shall be 
provided. 

F. Parcels with frontage on more than one street may be limited to 
one access connection to the lowest class of street serving the 
proposed development. 

G. Unless otherwise specified, all distances shall be measured from 
centerline to centerline along the edge of the street right-of-
way. Where street or intersection modifications are planned, all 
distances shall be from the proposed centerline along the edge of 
the proposed right-of-way. 

 
§ 158-128. Access to subdivided lands and phased, full build-out 
and multi-owner development plans. 

A. Prior to subdivision or site plan approval or approval of a 
zoning permit for any new or modified access or intersection, 
the applicant must provide a concept plan. The concept plan shall 
show the location of buildings, parking, and circulation 
including connections to preexisting streets, and alignments of 
any new streets necessary to accommodate full build-out as 
allowed by current zoning for all lands under single ownership as 
of the date of adoption of these regulations. 

B. Access to individual residential driveways within a subdivision 
should be obtained from an access or development street. 

C. Access to other uses in a proposed subdivision should be 
coordinated with existing, proposed and planned streets and 
driveways outside the subdivision, and should consider providing 
cross access connections to abutting developed or undeveloped 
properties. 

D. When the concept plan for access to lands planned jointly or 
under common ownership as of the date of adoption of these 
regulations shows development of a an access or development 



street as part of eventual full build-out, the Joint Planning 
Board may allow temporary access directly to a public street 
while requiring that parcel layout be designed to provide future 
access only from the proposed access or development street. 
Furthermore, the Joint Planning Board may establish square 
footage or peak hour trip generation thresholds which govern when 
construction of the access or development street must take place. 

§ 158-129. Driveway Spacing Standards. 

A. Minimum recommended spacing between driveways on the same side of 
the street are as follows: 

 

Street Type 
 

Recommended Driveway Separation (in feet) 

 Major Street  330
 Collector Street 220 
 Local Street 80 percent of lot width 
Access or Development Street 80 percent of lot width 

 

B. Access connections on opposite sides of the street not separated 
by a restrictive median shall be aligned or off set so as to 
eliminate left-turn overlap conflicts between vehicles traveling 
in the opposite direction 

C. Access connections to development on opposite sides of the street 
with peak hour trip generation of 150 or more may be required to 
be aligned to enable installation of a traffic signal to serve 
both developments. 

D. On the advice of the municipal engineer, the Joint Planning Board 
may raise or lower the required driveway spacing standard based 
on the volume of site generated traffic, the impact of site 
generated traffic on the operation of the adjacent street. or 
posted or operational speeds in the vicinity of the proposed 
site. 

E. The Joint Planning Board as part of site plan review will 
evaluate how proposed driveway location impacts opportunities to 
develop abutting properties. At a minimum such evaluation shall 
identify any sight distance and alignment/offset constraints and 
indicate whether compliance with the recommended spacing 
standards is practicable for abutting properties based on 
applicant's proposed driveway location. 

 

§ 150-130. Corner Clearance. 



The following standards shall guide approval of driveway access on 
comer parcels: 

A. A.Generally no driveways shall be allowed within the functional 
area of the intersection. If parcel boundaries or topography 
preclude location outside the functional area of the inter-
section, access may be limited to right turns in and/or right 
turns out and/or left turns in. As determined by the municipal 
engineer and, the driveway shall generally be located as far from 
the intersection as possible and in the safest possible location. 

B. Development on corner parcels should be linked by cross 
access to abutting properties o£ the same type (i.e, 
residential or non-residential). 

C. Driveways for corner parcels with frontage along a major or 
collector street shall be located no closer than 220 feet from 
the intersection. 

D. If no alternative reasonable access exists, partial (right-
in/right-out) access that does not create safety or operation 
problems may be allowed if located a minimum of 110 feet from the 
nearest edge of existing or proposed pavement. 

Driveways for corner parcels with frontage solely along local 
streets or access or development streets shall be located no 
closer than 60 percent of the minimum lot width. 

E. Corner clearance is to be measured along the street right-of-way 
from the centerline of the driveway pavement to the closest edge 
of the existing or proposed street pavement. 

 

§ 150-131. Street and Signal Spacing. 

Intersection spacing standards shall be applied, as development 
occurs, to preserve desirable location and alignment of streets to 
serve future growth and provide an efficient overall transportation 
system. 

A.  The following presents recommended cross street and signal 
spacing standards. 

 
Recommended Street, Intersection and Signal Spacing (feet) 

 Maximum Minimum Intersection Spacing (feet) 

Street Type 
Through Street 
Intersection 

Signalized 
Intersection 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

Major 5,280 2,640 1,320 
Collector 2,640 1,320 880 
Local 1,320 NA 440 
Access or 
Development 880 NA 440 



 

B. On the advice of the municipal engineer, the Joint Planning 
Board may raise or lower the required intersection spacing 
standards based on posted or operational speeds in the vicinity 
of the proposed site, the type and character of the development 
proposed to be served, and the impact of projected traffic 
generation on the area street network. 

 

§ 150-132. Nonconforming access. 

Access connections in place prior to the e5ec-6ve date o£ these 
regulations which do not conform to the requirements of these 
regulations shall be treated as pre-existing nonconforming access 
features which are allowed to continue subject to the standards of 
Article VIII, especially §150-70 B. regarding discontinuation and the 
following. 

A. The feasibility of bringing nonconforming access connections into 
compliance shall be evaluated under the following conditions: 

 

1. When a new driveway access permit is requested. 
2. When proposed changes increase the square footage of a 

building or accessory use by 10 percent or more, or make an 
investment that substantially increases traffic generation. 

3. When the proposed changes increase the peak hour or daily 
site generated traffic by 50 or more peak hour trips. 

4. In conjunction with state or county improvement projects. 
 

B.  At the direction of the Joint Planning Board in consultation 
with the municipal engineer, the evaluation may be required to 
address the feasibility of the following: 

 
1. Elimination and/or consolidation of access connections.  
2. Realignment or relocation of access connections.  
3. Provision of shared driveways or cross access.  
4. Provision of rear access. 
5. Restriction of vehicle turning movements. 
6. Changes in the layout of on-site parking and circulation.  
7. Traffic demand management. 
 

C. The objective of the feasibility evaluation is to make 
recommendations to improve operational and safety 
characteristics of the access connection by bringing the number, 
location, spacing, and design of access connections into 
conformance with these regulations. 

D. Existing driveway spacing along major and collector streets in 
developed portions of the Village of Livonia and the hamlets of 
Hemlock, Lakeville, Livonia Center, South Lima, and South Livonia 
is as low as 50 to 100 feet. Such buildings are not expected to 



accommodate uses that generate more than 150 peace hour trips. 
Driveway spacing standards for expansion, change of use or 
intensification of use for buildings in these areas shall target 
driveway spacing of 125 feet if the posted speed is 35 mph or 
less and 220 feet if the posted speed limit is more than 35 mph. 
Peak hour trip generation above 150 may be appropriate if the 
driveway spacing standards of §150-129 can be met. 

D. The Joint Planning Board may require implementation of access 
changes that will improve traffic operations, safety, or overall 
access. 

 

§ 150-1.33. Design of driveways and internal circulation. 

A. Driveways and on-site circulation shall be designed so as to 
provide for the safe and efficient movement of traffic between 
the roadway and the site, and to eliminate the potential for the 
queuing of vehicles along, the roadway due to congestion in or at 
the driveway. 

B. Driveway location, width, radii, flare, throat length, and other 
elements of the circulation system for developments generating 
more than 150 peak hour trips shall be based upon consultation 
with qualified traffic, engineering and design professionals. 
Alternatively, the Joint Planning Board may retain such a 
professional to review the design at the cost of the applicant. 

 

§ 150-134. Required mitigation of traffic impacts. 

A. Any proposed residential subdivision or non-residential 
development projected to generate more than 150 trips during any 
weekday or weekend peak hour may be required to mitigate the 
traffic impacts of such new development. Required mitigation 
shall be recommended by a qualified traffic engineer based on 
the assumptions and analyses included in a comprehensive traffic 
study completed in accordance with the procedures of the State 
Environmental Quality Act. 

B. Required mitigation may include but shall not be limited to the 
installation of signals, turning lanes, or medians, the use of 
shared driveways, cross access, or the construction of access or 
development streets, and/or other traffic demand management 
strategies. 

C. Phased mitigation may be allowed where phased development is 
proposed. 

 
 
§ 150-135. Standards for estimating peak hour generation. 



A. The standards and methodologies for estimating Peak Hour Trip 
Generation shall be as follows: 

1. Trip generation rates shall be determined through 
application of the most recent Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Trip Generation methods and statistics.  

 
2. Trip generation shall be based on full build-out of the 
proposed parcel and/or abutting parcels.  

 
3. Peak Hour Trip generation shall be the peak hour of the 
proposed use or the adjacent street, whichever is greater. 

 
B. The following are examples o£ developments which would generate 

approximately 150 Peak Hour Trips. 
 
Use Size Peak Hour Trips Generated 
 Single Family 157 dwellings 150 Saturday peak hour trips t
 Low Rise Apartments 268 dwellings 150 Saturday peak hour trips 

General Office 75,900 square 
feet 150 weekday a.m. peak hour trips 

h
o
u

t
r
i

Medical Office 34,400 square 
feet 150 weekday p.m. peak hour trips 

h
o
t
r

Industrial Park 124,000 square
feet 150 weekday p.m. peak hour trips 

h
o
u

t
r
i

Shopping Center  6,700 square  
feet 150 Saturday peak hour trips 
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AS FILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE  (This ordinance is 
derived from a scanned version of the actual filing.  As scanning introduces errors it may 
not be a perfect match for the filing.) 
 
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF STATE  
162 WASHINGTON AVENUE, ALBANY, NY 1223 
 

(Use this form to file a local law with the Secretary of State.) 
 
Text of law should be given as amended. Do not include matter being eliminated.  Matter in italics or 
underlining to indicate new material. 

  
Town of Farmington  
 
Local Law No. 4 of the year 1998 
 
A Local law “An Act to Amend the Code of the Town of Farmington in Relation to Chapter 36, 
Major Thoroughfare Overlay District (MTOD) Access Management: 
 

Be it enacted by the Town Board of the Town of Farmington as follows:  
 
Section 1. Section. 36-31.19 (Major Thoroughfare Overlay District Access Management) ("MTOD") of 
the Code of the Town of Farmington ("Code") paragraph A (Intent) through paragraph G (Setbacks) are 
hereby deleted in their entirety and replaced with the following: 
 

A. Intent.  It is intended, by the provisions of these regulations, to accomplish the following: 
 

(1) To restrict or control site access along Route 332 and Route 96 in the Town of 
Farmington in order to prevent the creation of strip commercial development, as well as 
potentially significant traffic congestion problems and vehicular and pedestrian conflict 
areas within the Major Thoroughfare Corridor. The Major Thoroughfare Overlay 
District is designed to permit appropriate commercial and business uses along the 
corridor and to ensure consistency with the Route 96/Route 332 Corridor Development 
Plan, as adopted and amended by the Town of Farmington. 

 
(2) The regulations contained within this Major Thoroughfare Overlay District are not 

intended to be substituted for other general zoning district provisions but can be 
superimposed over such district provisions and should be considered as additional 
requirements to be met by the applicant or developer prior to final project approval. This 
Major Thoroughfare Overlay District is intended to provide the Town of Farmington with 
an additional level of review and regulation that will control how land development 
permitted by the towns primary zoning districts will take access to and will impact the 
major transportation routes within the town. 

 

B. Delineation of Major Thoroughfare Overlay District boundaries. Any property or parcel of land 
which contains frontage on New York State Route 96, New York State Route 332 or on any 
town or county road intersecting New York State Route 96 or New York State Route 332 for a 
distance of 660 feet from such intersection in the Town of Farmington shall be considered to be 
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within the boundary of the Major Thoroughfare Overlay District and shall be subject to the 
provisions and restrictions of this district, in addition to the provisions and restrictions of the 
underlying or base zoning district within which the property lies. 

C. Permitted principal uses. Permitted principal users within the Major Thoroughfare Overly 
District shall be those allowed with the underlying or base zoning district within which the 
property lies and shall be subject to the appropriate principal use provisions and restrictions of 
that district. 

D. Permitted accessory users. Permitted accessory uses within the Major Thoroughfare Overlay 
District shall be those allowed within the underlying or base zoning district within which the 
property lies and shall be subject to the appropriate accessory use provisions and restrictions of 
that district 

E. Special permit uses. Uses within the Major Thoroughfare Overlay District which are permitted 
subject to special permit review and approval by the Town Planning Board shall be those 
subject to such permit within the underlying or base zone district within which the property lies 
and shall also be subject to the appropriate special permit provisions and restrictions of that 
district, as well as of § 36-97 of this chapter. 

F. Dimensional requirements. Dimensional requirements for development within the Major 
Thoroughfare Overlay District shall be those setbacks, lot size and lot coverage provisions of 
the underlying or base zoning district within which the subject property lies, as outlined in 
Schedule 1 of this Zoning Chapter, unless otherwise provided by this chapter. 

G. Setbacks.  Properties located in the Major Thoroughfare Overlay District shall be governed by 
the following setbacks: 

1. Side yard, thirty (30) feet. 

2. Setback from an access road, fifty (50) feet. 

3. Setback from Route 332 or Route 96, one-hundred (100) feet. 

 

Section 2. Section 36-31.19 (H) (Additional Provisions and Requirements) of the Code is hereby deleted 
in its entirety and replaced with the following: 
 

H. Additional site plan and special-use permit provisions and requirements. The requirements of § 
36-42.J, § 36-51.B, § 36-34.C, §36-97.C and §36-98 shall apply in the review and approval of any 
site development plan or special use permit required for property within the Major Thoroughfare 
Overlay District 

 

Section 3. Section 36-31.19 of the Code is hereby amended by adding a new sub-paragraph I, which shall 
read as follows: 

I. General Access Management Requirements. 

1. Regulations Applicable to all Zoning Districts within the MTOD Overlay District: 

(a) The location and design of driveways and other site layout, parking and access 
management conditions shall conform to all State and local requirements, 
including and not limited to those established in this Section. 
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(b)  The site layout, location and design of driveways, parking, and other 
access management conditions should be based on full development of a 
lot. 

(c) Driveways should be limited to one per lot.  More than one driveway 
maybe permitted if: 

i. the additional driveway(s) does not degrade traffic operations and safety 
on the public road system; and 

ii. the additional driveway(s) will improve the safe and efficient movement of 
traffic between the lot and the abutting public road. 

(d) Driveways to properties with frontage on two or more roads shall be provided to 
the road with the lowest functional classification serving the proposed 
development 

(e) Driveways may be required to be located so as to provide shared driveways 
and/or cross access driveways with an abutting lot or lots. 

i. Shared driveways and/or cross access driveways shall be of sufficient 
width (minimum 20 feet, 6.0 meters) to accommodate two way travel for 
automobiles and emergency service and loading vehicles. Wider 
driveways may be required to serve traffic to major developments or large 
vehicles. 

ii. Shared driveways, cross access driveways, interconnected parking, and 
private roads constructed to provide access to properties internal to a 
subdivision shall be recorded as an easement and shall constitute a 
covenant running with the land. Operating and maintenance agreements 
for these facilities should be recorded with the deed. 

Section 4. Section 36-31.19 of the Code is hereby amended by adding a new sub-paragraph 1, which shall 
read as follows: 
 - 

J. Driveway Standards 

1. Spacing Standards. Regulations relate to the required separation, location and standards for 
driveways providing access to and from roads listed in the MTOD Overlay District.  Each 
driveway constructed within the  MTOD shall comply with the following: 

(a)  Driveways shall be located so as to meet or exceed the driveway spacing 
standards shown in Table l. 

(b)  Driveway spacing standards shall apply to driveways located on the same side of 
a road 

(c) Driveway spacing is to be measured along the road from the centerline of the 
driveway to the centerline of the nest driveway. 

2. Comer Clearance 
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(a)  Corner clearance is to be measured along the road from the centerline of the 
driveway to the closest edge of the, unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this 
Chapter. 

(b)  Driveways for corner properties where there is no traffic light, either existing or 
planned, shall meet or meet or exceed the minimum corner clearance 
requirements as follows: 

i. full access (all driveway movements) where there is no median barrier 
involved - 220 feet or 

 
ii. partial access (restricted driveway movements) where there is a median 

barrier involved - spacing shall be as required in Table 1 of these  
regulations. 

(c) Driveways for corner properties where there is a traffic light, either existing or 
planned, shall meet or exceed the minimum comer clearance requirements set 
forth in (b) above, unless said driveway is located within the functional boundary 
of the intersection as delineated on the Town of Farmington Routes 96 & 332 
Corridor Development Plan Map, adopted by the Town Board. In those 
instances, said driveway is to be located based upon the results of a Traffic 
Impact Statement and Permit issued by the appropriate regional office of the 
State Department of Transportation. 

 
TABLE 1. Section 36-31.19 of the Code of the Town of Farmington Minimum Driveway Spacing 
Standards 
 

Type of Development 
Type of Road 

Small 
Development Moderate Development Large Development 

 0-150 PH 151-300 PHT 301 PHT or more 

All State Roads 220 feet 330 feet 550 feet 

Local Collectors & Arterials 150 feet 250 feet 400 feet 

Access & Development 50 percent of the 
required frontage

65 percent of the 
required frontage 

80 percent of the 
required frontage 

 
i. PHT, Peak Hour Trips, will be determined through application of the 

institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation methods and 
statistics. With permission from the Town Planning Board, another 
methodology or other statistics for determination of peak  hour Trips 
may be used. 

 
ii. PHT, Peak Hour Trips, should be based on full build-out of the lot. 
 
iii. The larger of the minimum driveway spacing standards for the proposed 

subdivision or development or existing developments at abutting 
properties will apply. Driveways for in-fill development must meet the 
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minimum driveway spacing standards to driveways at abutting properties 
on both sides. 

 
3. Driveway Location 

 
(a) Driveway location will be based on a site plan which has been approved by the 

Town planning Board in consultation with the New York State Department of 
Transportation or the Town Engineer / Town Highway Superintendent. 

(b) For the purpose of driveway locations, median openings shall be treated as 
intersections and driveways to properties opposing a median opening shall be 
located so as to meet or exceed the minimum comer clearance standards, except 
where a media opening is specifically constructed or reconstructed to provide 
vehicular access to such properties. 

(c) Driveways shall be located so as to meet or exceed the driveway spacing and 
minimum corner clearance standards. 

 
(d) The Town Planning Board may allow the location of driveways at less than the 

minimum driveway spacing standards and corner clearance standards, if 

i. a dual-driveway system, cross-access driveway system or shared driveway 
is proposed and this improves the safe and efficient movement of traffic 
between the lot and the road; or, 

ii. a driveway or driveways could be located so as to meet the minimum 
driveway spacing standards and corner clearance standards, but the 
characteristics of the lot or the physical or operational characteristics of the 
road are such that a change of location will improve the safe and efficient 
movement of  traffic between the lot and the road; or, 

iii. conformance with the driveway spacing standards or corner clearance 
standards imposes undue hardship on the lot owner. 

(e) For properties unable to meet the minimum driveway spacing standards or comer 
clearance standards, a temporary driveway may be granted. 

 
  The granting of a temporary driveway will be conditioned on obtaining a 

shared driveway, cross-access driveway, or unified parking and circulation 
with an abutting lot, and closure of the temporary driveway, in the future. 

(f) For properties unable to meet the minimum comer clearance requirements, 
driveways shall be located as far as practicable from the intersection. In such 
cases, driveway movements may be restricted and only one driveway will be 
permitted along the road frontage not meeting the minimum comer clearance 
requirement. 

4. Driveway Design 

(a) Driveways shall be designed so as to provide for the safe and efficient 
movement of traffic between the public road and the lot, and to eliminate the 
potential for the queuing of vehicles along the public road due to congestion in 
or at the driveway. 
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(b) Vehicle circulation systems on the lot shall be designed so as to provide for the 
safe and efficient movement of traffic between the driveway and the parking 
area. 

(c) Driveway width, radii, flare, throat length, internal circulation systems, and 
other design elements for driveways to developments generating more than 150 
peak hour trips shall be based upon traffic, engineering and design data 
provided by a traffic / consultant who is recognized and accepted by the Town 
Planning Board. In the event that a traffic engineer/consultant is not provided 
the Town shall have the right to retain such traffic engineer/consultant at the 
cost of the applicant. 

5. Driveway Movements 
 

(a) Driveway movements (cross, left turn in, left turn out, right turn in, and right 
turn out) may be restricted so as to provide for the safe and efficient movement 
of traffic between the road and the lot 

(b) Driveways shall be designed and constructed to provide only the allowable 
movements. 

6. Changes in Access 

(a) The Town Planning Board may establish provisions for and require future 
alteration of the lot layout, the location and design of driveways, parking, and 
other access features based on phased development, additional development or 
a change in use of a lot, or development of or a change in use at an abutting lot. 

 
(b) On completion of a side, access or service road abutting a lot with a driveway 

connection to a public road, the Town Planning Board may require a driveway 
or driveways to the side, access or service road and closure of the driveway 
connection to the public road 

(c) For any change of use of a lot which requires a Town permit or approval and 
increases Peak Hour Trips, the Town Planning Board may: 

 
i. require the closure or relocation or consolidation of driveways so as to 

meet the minimum driveway spacing standard for the new level of Peak 
Hour Trips; 

ii. require shared driveways and cross-access driveways with abutting lots; 
or,  

iii. require alteration of the lot-layout and parking which allow for the 
circulation of traffic between abutting properties. 

7.  Medians 

(a) The type, location and length of medians on State roads will be determined by the 
New York State Department of Transportation. This determination will be made in 
consultation with the Town Planning Board and will be based on existing and 
projected traffic conditions; the type, size, and extent of development and traffic 
generated by developments, traffic control needs; and other factors. 
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The minimum spacing between median openings will be (i) one thousand three 
hundred and twenty  (1,320) feet for median openings which restrict the directional 
movements of vehicles using the opening and (ii) two thousand six hundred and 
forty (2,640) feet for median openings which do not restrict the directional 
movements of vehicles using the opening. 

(c) The minimum spacing between median openings may be waived with the mutual 
agreement of the Town Planning Board and the New York State Department of 
Transportation. 

(d) Median openings intended to serve a driveway or driveways to a development or 
developments must meet or exceed the minimum spacing standards between 
median openings and must also be justified by a traffic impact analysis approved 
by the New York State Department of Transportation in consultation with the 
Town Planning Board when driveways are proposed to connect to State roads, or 
the Town Planning Board when driveways are proposed to connect to local roads. 
The cost for preparation of the traffic impact analysis and construction of the 
median opening or openings, including installation and operation of signals and 
other improvements where warranted, shall be born by the applicant. 

 
Section 5. Section 36-31.19 of the Code is hereby amended by adding a new sub-paragraph K, which shall 
read as follows: 

K. Classification of Large Development within the MTOD Overlay District. 

1. Development within the MTOD is classified as either Small Development, Medium 
Development, or Large Development. Table 1 of these regulations establishes the standards 
for all three types of development. Large Developments are likely to have the potential for 
significant adverse impacts on the environment and, therefore, are further subject to the 
following criteria: 

 

(a) For purposes of this section large developments shall include residential 
developments and subdivisions whose combined trip generation from all lots 
exceeds 150 Peak Hour Trips; commercial, retail, and industrial developments 
whose trip generation exceeds 300 Peak Hour Trips; and any use which will, in 
the opinion of a qualified traffic engineer, detrimentally impact the safe and 
efficient movement of traffic along public roads. 

(b)  Large developments may be required to mitigate the traffic impacts of their 
development. Required mitigation may include but is not limited to the 
constriction of signals, turning lanes, medians, combined and shared driveways, 
internal service or access roads, and implementation of transit improvements 
and/or traffic demand management strategies. This requirement maybe waived 
with: 

i. New York State Department of Transportation approval  for mitigation 
required on or along a State road. 

ii. Town approval  for mitigation required on or along a local road.  
 
(c) Required mitigation will be identified through a SEQRA review or 

Transportation Impact Study. 
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Section 6. Section 36-31.19 of the Code is hereby amended by adding a new sub-paragraph L, which shall 
read as follows: 

L.  Land Subdivision Criteria 

1. All proposed development of land located within the MTOD which involves the 
subdivision of a parcel of land not in effect as of the effective date of the adoption of 
these regulations, shall be subject to the following criteria in addition to those set forth in 
the Town of Farmington Subdivision Regulations: 

(a) Planned access shall be provided for lots which are the result of subdivisions 
occurring after the effective date of this Section. 

(b) Planned access shall address the provisions of this Section and the following: 
 

i. Lots which are the result of a subdivision do not have the right of individual 
access to public roads. The number of driveways or other connections shall 
be the minimum number necessary to provide reasonable access to these lots, 
not the maximum available for the frontage. 

 
ii. Driveways shall be provided to the road with the lowest functional 

classification serving the proposed land use. 
 
iii. Access should be internalized. Access to lots within a subdivision should be 

obtained from an access road or interior road. 
 
iv. The access system for the proposed subdivision should be coordinated with 

existing, proposed and planned streets outside the subdivision. 

(c) Shared driveways, cross access driveways, interconnected parking, and private 
roads constructed to provide access to lots internal to a subdivision shall be 
recorded as an easement and shall constitute a covenant running with the land. 
Operating and maintenance agreements for these facilities should be recorded with 
the deed. 

Section 7. Section 36-31.19 of the Code is hereby amended by adding a new sub-paragraph M, which 
shall read as follows: 

M. Incentives for Land Development within the MTOD. 

1. In accordance with the previsions of Section 261-b of New York State Town Law, the 
Town Board, upon recommendation from the Town Planning Board, may grant 
incentives to proposed development occurring within the MTOD when the following 
conditions are found to exist: 

(a) In order to ensure the safe and efficient movement of traffic along a road and 
between the road and properties abutting the road, shared driveways, cross 
access driveways, access and service roads, internal circulation systems, and 
interconnected parking are encouraged. 

(b) The Town Board, based upon a  Town Planning Board recommendation which 
is first based upon approval of a preliminary site and/or subdivision plan, may 
grant adjustments to the permissible density, area, height, or open space 
otherwise required in the zoning district when such lot owner elects to provide 
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and maintain shared driveways, cross access driveways, access and service 
roads, internal circulation systems, or interconnected parking. 

(c) The Town Planning Board reserves the authority to determine the adequacy of 
the access management amenities to be accepted and the particular bonus or 
incentive to be provided to a lot owner. 

Section 8. Section 36-31.19 of the Code is hereby amended by adding a new sub-paragraph N, which 
shall read as follows: 

N. Variance Standards for development within the MTOD Overlay District 

1. In addition to the standards and criteria for development set forth elsewhere in the Town 
of Farmington Code, the Town Board hereby enacts the following additional standards 
for the granting of variances associated with development within the MTOD Overlay 
District: 

(a) The granting of an Area Variance shall be in harmony with the purpose and 
intent of this Section and shall not be considered until every reasonable option 
for meeting the provisions of this Section is explored. 

 
(b) Applicants for an Area Variance must demonstrate unique or special conditions 

that make strict application of the provisions or this Section impractical. This 
shall include a showing that 

i. indirect or restricted access cannot be obtained; 

ii. no reasonable engineering or construction solutions can be applied 
to mitigate the condition; and 

iii. no reasonable alternative access is available from a road with a 
lower functional classification than the primary road 

(c) under no circumstances shall an Area Variance be granted unless not granting 
the variance would deny all reasonable access, endanger public health, welfare 
or safety, or cause an exceptional and undue hardship on the applicant. No 
Area Variance shall be granted where such hardship is self-created. 

 
2.. Additional provisions and requirements. 

(a) Lot area, bulk and coverage requirements. 
 

i. Lot area, bulk and coverage requirements shall be as defined in the Town 
of Farmington, Schedule 1, Lot Area, Bulk and Coverage requirements, 
except as otherwise provided  for in thus Chapter. 

 

ii. Lots within the MTOD Major Thoroughfare Overlay District which take 
access to State roads shall have a minimum width which allows the 
placement of driveways within the minimum driveway spacing standards 
as defined in Chapter 36, Article IV, Section 36-31.19. J. Such width 
may be reduced, at the discretion of the Town planning Board, where the 
lot obtains access through a shared driveway or a cross access driveway 
or provides a separate driveway to another road. 
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iii. Lots within the MTOD Major Thoroughfare Overlay District which take 
access exclusively from a local collector, local arterial, access road, or 
development road shall have a width which allows the placement of 
driveways within the minimum driveway spacing standards for such 
roads as defined in Chapter 36, Article IV, Section 36-31.19. J. In such 
cases the minimum lot width required along State Route 332 and State 
Route 96 shall be as defined in the Town of Farmington, Schedule I, Lot 
Area, Bulk and Coverage requirements. 

 
Section 9. Section 36.31.12.E of the Code is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced with the 
following: 

E. Additional provisions and requirements. 

The additional provisions and requirements applicable in RB Restricted 
Business Districts, § 36.31.1.E, shall apply is the NB Neighborhood Business 
District 

Section 10. Section 36.31.13.E of the Code is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced with the 
following: 

E. Additional provisions and requirements. 

The additional provisions and requirements applicable in RB Restricted 
Business Districts, § 36.31.11.E shall apply in GB General Business Districts. 

 
Section I1. Section 36.43.3 of the Code is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following: 

B. Access Points.  Insofar s practical, the use of common access points by two 
(2) or more permitted uses shall be provided in order to reduce the number 
and closeness of access points along the streets and to encourage the fronting 
of business and industrial structures upon a parallel access street and not 
directly upon a primary public road. Access points for uses generating more 
than 150 peak hour trips shall not be less than twenty-four (24) feet nor more 
than fifty (50) feet in width.  All other access points shall act be less than 
twenty (20) feet nor more than forty (40) feet in width. 

 
Section 12. Section 36-97.C(2) of the Code is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced with the 
following: 

(2)  In addition to the information submission requirements of 36.98, the Town 
Planning Board may require an application for special use permit review and 
approval to be accompanied, in the following cases, by a transportation impact 
analysis, to be prepared by the applicant, and reviewed by the Town Planning 
Board: 

(a) Any retail, commercial or industrial development which proposes direct 
access to a collector or arterial road outside of the boundaries of the 
MTOD Major Thoroughfare Overlay District 

(b) Any large development to be located on property within the boundaries 
of the MTOD Major Thoroughfare Overlay District, as defined by 
Article IV, § 36.31-19.Q. 
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(e)   Any residential development which proposes to have more than twenty-
five (25) dwelling units. 

(d)  Any other use which may, in the opinion of a qualified traffic engineer, 
detrimentally impact the safe and efficient movement of traffic along 
public roads. 

Section l3. Section 36.11 (Definition of Terms) of the Code is amended by adding the following 
definitions, in alphabetical order 
 
Access Management - The process of providing and managing access to and from public roads while 
preserving the flow of traffic in terms of safety, capacity, and speed. 
 
Driveway - Any entrance or exit used by vehicular traffic to or from land or buildings abutting a 
road. 
 
Driveway, Cross Access - A driveway providing vehicular access between two or more contiguous lots. 
 
Driveway, Shared - A driveway connecting two or more contiguous lots to the public road system.  
 
Functional Classification - A system used to group public roads into classes according to their purpose 
in moving vehicles and providing access to abutting properties. 
 
Reasonable Access: The minimum number, of driveways, direct or indirect, necessary to provide safe and 
efficient access to and from a public road. 
 
Road - A way for vehicular traffic, whether designated as a "street", "highway", "thoroughfare", 
"parkway", "through-way", "avenue", "boulevard", "lane", "cul-de-sac", "place", or otherwise 
designated, and including the entire area within the right-of-way. 
 
Road, Access (also Service Road) - A public or private road, auxiliary to and normally located parallel to 
a public road with controlled access, that provides access to lots adjacent to the controlled aces facility. 
 
Temporary Access - Provision of direct access to a road until that time when adjacent properties 
develop, in accordance with a joint access agreement or access road plan. 

Section 14.  This local law shall take effect immediately upon its filing with the Secretary of State. 



 

 

 

 

Appendix E – Report Figures 

 

 

Saugerties Area Mobility Analysis 
Town of Saugerties, New York 

Village of Saugerties, New York 
Town of Ulster, New York 
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Zoning Regulation
GB    General Business District

OLI   Office Light Industrial District

RH    Residential Hamlet District

HB    Highway Business District

R-1   Low Density Residential District

R-2   Moderate Density Residential District

R-3   Medium Density Residential Developmen

HC    Highway Commercial District

RC    Regional Commercial District

R-10  10,000 s.f. Lot Residence district

R-30  30,000 s.f. Lot Residence District

R-60  60,000 S.F. Lot Residence District

I         Industrial District

OM    Office and Manufacturing District

LC     Local Commercial District



Zoning Regulation
B-1       Central Business District

PW       Planned Waterfront

B-2       Highway Business District

R-1W   Single-Family Waterfront Residentia

R-1      Single-Family Residential

R-2      One- and Two-Family Residential

R-3      Mixed, Residential

I-1        Industrial

OLI      Office Light Industrial District

A          Very Low Density Residential Distric

W         Wetlands



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NYSDOT Designated Truck Access Highways for Large Dimensioned Vehicles 



 



 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Comparison of existing typical section vs. design standard for Malden Turnpike, and 
recommended context sensitive widening in between.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing typical section on Partition Street 

Typical section with single side parking 



 
 
 
 
 

Conceptual single lane roundabout – Route 32/Exit 20 southbound ramps 



 

Roundabout improvement concept:  Old Kings Highway / Leggs Mills Road 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




