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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

This report documents the findings and process of a student internship and capstone project that
explored development scenarios for the Local Development Corporation (LDC) site, also known
as the Augsbury Qil Site, located in the Village of Sackets Harbor, New York. It is a collabora-
tive project between the village, the State University of New York College of Environmental Sci-
ence and Forestry’s (SUNY ESF) Center for Community Design Research and Amanda Cesari,
an ESF Landscape Architecture graduate student. Begun as a summer internship project in the
summer of 2008, Amanda continued work on it as her final capstone project, through May 2009.

A centerpiece of this project process was the desire on the part of the village to engage commu-
nity members in helping to determine the future of the LDC property, a known brownfield site.
Through a series of workshops and meetings, community members created a vision of the site
and evaluated possible scenarios. Amanda’s research and facilitation set the stage and provided
a forum for discussion that can help guide future development decisions.

The Village of Sackets Harbor

Sackets Harbor is a small community located in Jefferson County, New York. It was founded
by Augustus Sackets in 1804 due to its location on Lake Ontario, abundant timber resources and
natural harbor (Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc., 2008, 9). The War of 1812 helped put
Sackets Harbor on the map; two battles were fought there in July 1812 and May 1813.

The military presence remained until 1955 (Sackets Harbor Battlefield Alliance, 2008) and the
disbanding contributed to an economic downturn for the village. Economic recovery was started
by using their historical and natural resources to create a tourist destination (Altieri, 2008). The
Sackets Harbor Battlefield State Historic Site and naval history are centerpieces of these tour-
ism efforts. However, the community, in previously held public workshops, expressed concerns
about the singular nature and lack of diversity of their economy.

Sackets Harbor continued to flourish in part because of its location. It is about 10 miles from the
city of Watertown and 23 miles from Fort Drum, an army base that has recently undergone some
expansion (US Army IMCOM Northeast Region, 2008), and serves as a bedroom community
for both. Twelve percent of the residents of Sackets Harbor are in the armed forces while the US
average is 0.4% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). Only 5% of those working walked to their place of
work, which given the size of Sackets Harbor, is a fairly good indication that most people work
outside of the village (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). According to the 1962 Master Plan for Sack-
ets Harbor, it has been a popular place for people who work in Watertown since the early 20th
century (Village of Sackets Harbor. Sargent-Webster-Crenshaw & Folley, page 6).

The community of Sackets Harbor continues to be a small one with an estimated population of
1,428 in 2007 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). It has a strong history of community participation
with a dedicated network of government communities and nonprofits (such as Sackets Harbor
Area Cultural Preservation Foundation, Inc.), community events and community research (such
as advertisements in the Watertown Daily Times, calendar of government website and electronic
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billboard in front of the municipal building). This helps make it a perfect setting for community
participation, research and work.

The Local Development Corporation Site

The Local Development Corporation (LDC) Oil site (or Augsbury Oil site) is a 70 acre site lo-
cated within Sackets Harbor south of the developed area of the village. It was owned and oper-
ated by Augsbury Oil, which stored and distributed oil from 1971 until 2000 when it was sold to
the LDC.

Figure 1. An aerial
view of the Village of
Sackets Harbor with
the LDC property
highlighted.

The site is bounded on the west by the Sackets Harbor Battlefield State Historic Site, which is
part of the New York State Heritage Area Program. Approximately 40 acres along the limestone
bluff edge of Lake Ontario was just purchased by the park from the LDC site. Much of the funds
from this sale have gone toward the environmental consultation costs. The parkland remains

an open field of mowed grasses and forbs, with some successional woody plants. At this time
the park has no plans to develop this area with anything more intense than an interpretive trail
system and most likely never will (Barone, 2008). This low intensity use will leave views of the
water open and will influence how this land use interfaces with redevelopment uses.

The northern portion of the site has a young woodlot that acts as a vegetated buffer between the
last block of village residential fabric. There is also a partially formalized swale draining water
from the new housing. It will be important to consider how the redevelopment respects the vil-
lage street and land use patterns and moves into new patterns.

To the east is a vegetated buffer that contains an abandoned rail line, wetlands, and the main
entrance along County Rt. 75, to the Village of Sackets Harbor.

To the south is the last large scale farming operation within the municipality which is mostly
dairy. According to the 2003 Sackets Harbor and Hounsfield Vision Plan and the 2007 draft



Sackets Harbor Comprehensive Plan, agriculture and rural patterns of development are important
to the culture and identify of the village. How agriculture remains a part of Sackets Harbor has
come up repeatedly in public conversation.

Another facet of the site is its nature as a brownfield. A brownfield is defined in New York
State Environmental Conservation (NYS DEC) law as “...any real property, the redevelopment
or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a contaminant.”
Approximately nine acres of the LDC site are contaminated with petroleum products. An envi-
ronmental consulting firm has been hired to assess the extent of the contamination and create the
remediation plan.

Currently, contaminated portions of the LDC site are fenced off and contain some abandoned
structures, some landforms created by its former use, and successional herbaceous vegetation
with a woody buffer. This area is also used to store village maintenance and construction ve-
hicles. The unfenced and uncontaminated portions of the site have been leased to the Bolton
family farm for agriculture (Kinnie, 2008).

Figure 2. An historic aerial view of the Vil-
lage of Sackets Harbor looking south. The
oil storage tanks visible in the central left of
the photo were located on the LDC site and
have been removed.

The creation of the Local Development Corporation, a 501(c) (3) nonprofit, in 2000 to purchase
and hold the property for the village was locally controversial. Mostly this was related to the
lack of public information surrounding the sale and about the future development of the site. In
2006, the village became partial owner of the site. The LDC is headed by one person and has a
seven member board (Altieri, 2008). All of its members belong to the local community of Sack-
ets Harbor and some of them are also in village government.

An Introduction to Process

The participation of community members in a Visioning and Scenario/Alternatives design ap-
proach was the centerpiece of the study. A modeling exercise completed in the visioning work-
shop was used to determine the initial scenarios. Based upon the evaluation of the alternative
futures posed the scenarios, design guidelines were developed for the LDC site.

The process included the following steps:

» Review and understand local planning documents pertaining to the site



Facilitate community workshops
* Visioning
 Understanding local resources and values, desires and needs
 Understanding local sense of place

Engage scenario planning, considering
 Population
* Housing
» Economics
* Investigation of specific land uses and activities

Perform physical inventory, considering
 Vegetation

Current important places and circulation

Drainage and soil

Climate/weather

Traditional lot and block patterns

Prepare preliminary scenarios
* Identify trends upon which to base scenarios
» Develop and illustrate scenarios
e Community evaluation

Prepare final scenarios
* Redefine outlines/frameworks
 Revise and illustrate scenarios
e Community evaluation
e Summary and analysis

Prepare final illustrative scenarios
* Refine scenarios based on cummunity and faculty evaluation

Create guidelines

The remainder of the report documents the findings and results of this process.



SECTION 2 - CREATING A VISION FOR THE SITE

The process of developing a vision for a community generally follows a basic format: an oppor-
tunities/constraints discussion, identifying key resources and values, and encouraging the partici-
pants to imagine the best future possible (Sanoff, 2000, 43-44). The results from these activities
are used to create a vision statement and goals. The vision in most cases is meant to be the first
step in a planning and community building process. Later activities are meant to hammer out the
details and establish a reality check.

For this site the process of identifying a vision and goals was completed in a series of three
workshops held on July 10, August 14, and December 2 of 2008.

Out of the first vision workshop came an understanding of the types of land use that were miss-
ing or more of which were desired in the village and might be appropriate for the LDC site.
Results in order of priority were:
* Diversity of businesses and employment opportunities
* Recreational facilities and trails,
Open space and farmland,
Professional offices,
» a commercial office park and
a hotel conference center

Participants in this workshop also described the desired characteristics of the edges of the LDC
property:

» Western edge: low impact on the historic site, maintain openness and views, move the
sewage treatment plan

» Northern edge: establish connections between current and proposed residential area,
and establish appropriate land use and scale relationships to respect what is already there

* Eastern edge: preserve natural features including the grove of trees that provide a buf-
fer from Route 75 and preserve the character of the area

 Southern edge: preserve open space and agriculture

In the second workshop participants identified the character and performance of selected land
uses. Highlights included:

» Housing at a scale that does not obstruct views of the water; smaller scale fits into the
village better and is currently lacking.

» Multi-family housing options: they need to fit into the scale and context of the village

* Office buildings: again the fit within the context is important as are plantings around
the building

* Parking lots: they should not be oversized, canopy trees should provide shade, locate so
that they are not obtrusive

 Recreation: trails and passive recreation opportunities are desired; they should have the
least amount of impact possible



Participants also had the opportunity to work in small groups to model the proposed mix of uses
and the general organization of development on the site. While there were a number of differ-
ences between the four groups, there were a number of common features:

Fairly large buffer between the battlefield and the rest of the site

The existing buffer between Rt. 75 and the rest of the site should remain
Maintain a fair amount of open space, especially along the edges

All development was located close to Ambrose Street

In the third workshop, community members worked together to modify and refine the draft vi-
sion statement and goals. The final vision and goals that resulted from this activity are as fol-
lows:

Vision Statement of the LDC Site:

The Local Development Corporation site will contribute to the high quality of life
in the Village by being developed in a manner that is sensitive to context and scale,
preserves natural and historic resources and enhances the economic vitality of the
community.

The goals to accomplish this vision are:
1. Diversify and complement the existing economic base of Sackets Harbor

2. Conserve and protect the Village’s natural resources and open space, in-
cluding wetlands, meadowlands and woodlands

3. Contribute to the diversity of housing options in the Village

4, Encourage development that is sensitive to the Village’s character, includ-
ing scale and context appropriate design

5. Promote community sustainability
6. Conserve working landscapes

7. Complement village-wide recreation opportunities



SECTION 3 - INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS

Physical Inventory

In addition to facilitating the development of the vision and goals, and understanding potential
land uses, a basic inventory of the site and context was performed to better understand opportuni-
ties and constraints.

Vegetation

Currently, mowed fields and/or agriculture cover 28 acres or 40% of the site. The rest of the site
consists of woody shrubs and trees, located primarily in the northern and eastern sections. The
vision workshops indicated that a majority of participants would like to preserve as much of the
existing woody vegetation as possible. In the modeling exercise, between 25% and 80% of the
site was left as green space, and 0 to 27% of the site was left as agriculture.

Figure 3: The approximate location of woody vegetation on the site.



Soils

The soils on the site are mostly clay or clay loams. The site does not drain very quickly or very

well. Community members have indicated drainage problems in the southern section of the site.
The potential for on-site absorption of storm water is low. These characteristics will have to be

taken into account in the site design and development.

Figure 4. Soils Map of Sackets Harbor Soils Map Key

Ub: Udorthents

CIA: Chaumont silty clay

GV: Guffin clay

Sh: Shaker fine sandy loam

FaB: Farmigton loam

WnB: Wilpoint silty clay loam

RhA: Rhinebeck silt loam
Soils



Drainage

The site is generally flat. Water on the site essentially runs southwest toward Lake Ontario.

As can be seen in Figure 5, an intermittent swale drains from Edmond Street. It has been for-
malized with riprap for approximately 300 feet. It possibly has historic significance, though it
appears to have moved or been moved from it original location. An additional consideration of
this drainage feature is that a proposed trail system lies along it (see Figure 6), for which Sackets
Harbor has procured a planning grant. There also is a swampy wet area the eastern most edge of

the site.

Figure 5: Topographic and drainage map of Sackets Harbor. Downhill is to the southwest.

Figure 6: Proposed trail map in Sackets Harbor.



Existing Development Patterns

A major impetus for the existence of the village is the natural deepwater port. As can
be seen in the land use map (Figure 7), development hugs the shore. The past com-
mercial center is likely the intersection of Main and Ambrose, where the current com-
mercial center is located. This commercial edge is approximately .25-.5 miles from the
northeast edge of the site, where it starts along Ambrose Road to the southwest end of
the site along Ambrose. It is too far from the center to support retail that depends on
foot traffic.

This map also shows the current land uses contiguous to the site. To the south and east
is agriculture, to the west is the State historic site and to the north is residential and
commercial. This leads to the general conclusion that compatible land uses to the north
are residential and commercial, to south and east agriculture and to the west is green
space.

Figure 7. Existing Land Use Map of Sackets Harbor

10



It’s important to understand the current physical characteristics of development, such as lot size/
shape and street patterns to be able to replicate or transform them in a way that retains the current
character of these patterns. These design characteristics help give Sackets Harbor it unique im-
age.The village blocks range between 20,000-286,000 square feet (100°x 200’ to 640°x440’) and
rectilinear in shape.

Figure 8. Village Block Patterns Figure 9. Village Lot Patterns

The block pattern influences the shape and size of lots. Typical lot shape is a rectangle, with the
short end fronting the street which causes the typical house dimensions to be rectangle with the
short end fronting the street as well. There is some variation for corners and other non-typical
lots.

As evident in Figure 9, there is tremendous variation in the existing residential lot sizes in the
village. Some of the newest lots in the village along Edmond Street north of the LDC site are
20,000 square feet or approximately one-half acre. However, there is the desire to continue with
smaller lot size in the central part of the village and according to the draft zoning ordinance, the
minimum lot size in the village core will be 6,000 square feet.

Preliminary Site Analysis

Review of the site inventory gathered through document review, observation and community
input leads to several basic site organization decisions from which to start the layout of different
scenarios. The north side of the site is best suited for continuation of village residential pattern
and the most intensive developement on the site. Given the desire to preserve vegetation and the
existence of wet, poorly drained areas, the east edge of the site might be the best area to leave
undeveloped. The south edge of the site is the best part to retain in agriculture because it is con-
tiguous with existing agriculture, making it more economic and ecologically feasible.
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Social and Economic Inventory
Population

When using scenario planning for land planning, the most important first step, and the step upon
which everything else is based, is the population change estimates. In the United States, the easi-
est way to access population information is the U.S. Census Bureau’s online site. The most re-
cent surveys and limited historical information is online for free. For this particular case, general
population information was available from 1930. There are several important aspects to note.
First the village of Sackets Harbor had a population of close to 2,000 people at the height of the
military operations in the 1940s. Once the military completely pulled out in 1955, the population
fell to under 1,300. Its lowest recent point was 1,202 in 1970. Since 1970, the population has
been increasing steadily (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). The latest population estimate was 1,428
in 2007 (see Figure 8). Using a linear trend line in Microsoft Excel, the population estimate is
1,468 for 2010, 1,521 for 2020, and 1,568 for 2025, or 120 more people in the total population
growth.

Figure 10: The actual population of Sackets Harbor from 1930-2007 vs. the projected population created
in a linear trend line in Microsoft Excel.

It is also important to understand the larger context and population dynamics of Jefferson Coun-
ty. The population has been steadily rising since 1940 (see Figure 9). There was a large increase
between 1980 and 1990, when Fort Drum expanded. The current population is 117,201 (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2008). The predicted population for 2010 is 124,198; 131,729 for 2020, and
135,494 for 2025. This represents a net population gain of 11,296, with a growth rate of 14%. It
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is likely that this estimate is high and a result of the large jump in population in the 1980°s. It is
easier to estimate trends when there are not large, unique, and unlikely to be repeated events that
affect the averages. It would be useful to have access to someone who does statistical analysis
beyond the rudimentary when confronted with complex data sets.

What does this tell us? That the population of Jefferson County is likely to continue rising. A
portion of that population is likely to choose Sackets Harbor as their place of residence, which
confirms and reinforces the conclusions drawn from looking just at the population of Sackets
Harbor.

A caveat, however, is that these are estimated forecasts, like weather forecasts they can be very
wrong. The 1962 Master Plan for Sackets Harbor was predicting an additional 1,500 people by
1980 (Village of Sackets Harbor; Sargent-Webster-Crenshaw & Folley 15); that size population
increase did not happen.

Population Jefferson County
130000

120000

110000

100000 /
90000

— ~—4&—Population
\/—_—, ——Linear (Population)

Number of People

80000

70000

60000
1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2007 2010 2020 2030

Figure 11: The actual population of Jefferson County from 1930-2007 vs. the projected population, created
with a linear trend line in Microsoft Excel.

Housing

In this case study, housing is a large part of the desired and projected future land use. Thus, an
investigation into housing characteristics of the area is important. There are several ways to
look at projected growth in housing. First, the census bureau tracks the number of new houses
built; in some cases, a linear trend line could simply be projected. In this case, the relationships
are not so simple that a linear trend line will work. The graph in Figure 12 shows the number
of new houses built in Sackets Harbor per time period. New houses do not directly correspond
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with population increases. Part of this is because there was surplus housing stock from when the
village of Sackets Harbor was home to more people. Thus there was a lag between population
increases and new house construction.

An interesting trend to note is the peak in the 1980°s. This probably had much to do with the
expansion of Fort Drum. From 1940-1998 there is an average of 63 houses built per decade.

Figure 12: Number of houses built in Sackets Harbor per time period.

Another way to predict housing needs is by looking at household and family size . Sackets Har-
bor has an average household size of 2.1 and an average family size of 2.7 (U.S. Census Bureau,
2008). The projected increase in population is 120 over 15 years. Dividing 120 by 2.1 and 2.7,

results in 44-57 new residences. A portion of this population increase will be absorbed by other
developments, especially Madison Barracks.

It was decided to use a forecast of 43 units and below in the scenarios because this is not the
only site in which development can and will occur. Additionally, there is currently a 17% va-
cancy in housing (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008).

Another aspect of housing is the mix of types. In Sackets Harbor, 55% of residents live in sin-
gle-family houses, while 45% reside in multifamily houses (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). Again
the Madison Barracks will absorb many of the people who are looking for multifamily housing.
On the LDC site, there will be a different ratio of single family to multifamily, with single family
being much higher.
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Economics

The residents of Sackets Harbor are concerned about the extent to which their economy relies on
tourism. Unfortunately, the economy of Jefferson County is also very much seasonally based in
tourism and agriculture. The graph in Figure 11 shows the employment quarterly in Jefferson
County from 2000 to the fourth quarter of 2007. The highest employment is during the third
and fourth quarters of the year. Employment can vary by as much as 3,000 between quartersThe
other large driver of employment in Jefferson County is the military. In 2007, the estimated em-
ployment in the military was 7,467 people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008).

In Sackets Harbor itself, “most commonly listed Sackets Harbor Jobs are for nursing assistant
jobs, certified nursing assistant jobs, occupational therapist jobs, registered nurse jobs, registered
nurse-pcu jobs and food service worker jobs” (Simply Hired,2008). Seventy-four percent of the
population are in the labor force, and there is 4% unemployment as of 2000 (U.S. Census Bu-
reau). It is most likely higher at this point. The median family income is $51,397, compared to
the U.S. average of $50,046. This may be related to the education level, with the percentage of
bachelor’s degree or higher holders at 38%, compared to the U.S. average of 25% (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2008).

Figure 13: Quarterly employment fluctuation.

A Conference Center as a Potential Land Use

The idea for a conference center on the LDC property emerged early in the discussion of possible
viable land uses. Why a conference center? The desire and need for a place that can hold 50
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to 300 peoples does not seem like an obvious choice for a small municipality like Sackets Har-
bor. However, the idea has been discussed since at least 2007, because the desire for a confer-
ence center is mentioned the LWRP. Additionally, it has been brought up in all four workshops.
Conversations with David Altieri and Constance Barone, and with participants in the first work-
shop, brought up the fact that many people get married beneath the Market Square Park gazebo
and in Battlefield Park. While there is a conference center in Watertown that can accommodate
up to 300 people, there is no place in Sackets Harbor that can accommodate over 50 people com-
fortably and with catering. It would be a good strategy to keep wedding attendees in the village.
In a separate conversation Constance Barone mentioned that she somewhat regularly receives
calls from people trying to find a space to host 50 to 100 people.

There are multiple other uses for a conference center, such as retreats, lectures, reunions, gradu-
ations, corporate events, anniversaries, and parties in general that could take advantage of the
amenities Sackets Harbor offers.

Three conference centers were chosen as exemplars for this project: Beaver Hollow in Java, New
York; the Lodge in Skaneateles, New York; and Saddle Brook Hotel and Conference Center in
New Jersey.

Beaver Hollow is a full-service conference center about
half an hour from Buffalo, New York. Its services include
planning services, on-site facilitators, a fitness center, boc-
ce ball, a recreation director, Jacuzzi and pool complex,
cross-country skiing, bonfires, dining, 300 acres of trail, a
rock wall, catering, tennis courts, a rope course, toboggan-
ing, and a business center. It’s nestled within 3 acres of
forest (Beaver Hollow, 2008).This center has 11 separate
spaces that hold between 20-300 people, depending on
how the room is set up. The proportions of specific room
sizes to capacity were also a helpful indicator of what kind
of business the center does most often. In this case, there were six 50 —people-and-under rooms,
one room that held between 50-100, two rooms that held between 100-200, and one room that
held 300 people (Beaver Hollow, 2008). Room dimensions were listed online and were used to
determine how the possible size of the proposed conference center in Sackets Harbor (see Table
1).

The Lodge is a similar type of venue. It draws a slightly dif-

ferent crowd, given its location to tourist destination Ska-

neateles. The services include dining and meeting rooms.

This center has seven separate spaces. Five spaces are for 50

people and under. One space holds 150-250 people, and one

space holds 300 people (The Lodge, 2009). The parking lot can hold about a third of the people
that its largest room can (~100 cars), though its situation is different from that of Beaver Hollow
and Saddle Book because it does not have lodging.
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Saddle Brook Hotel and Conference Center is primarily a hotel. It is located in an urbanized
area of New Jersey. The other services include catering, a pool, fitness center and dining. It

has seven event rooms that hold up to 50 people, three rooms that hold between 50 and 100, one
room that holds between 100 and 200 people, and one that holds up to 400 people (Saddle Brook,

2008)

Square Feet  Minimum
200-300
300-400
400-500
500-600
600-700
700-800
800-900
900-1000
1000-2000
2000-3000

Maximum
09
15
15
20
20
NA
25
28
22
80

24
15
24
24
20
NA
50
50
100
200

Table 1: a comparison of square footage to number of people it can
hold, based on information from Beaver Hollow, The Lodge, and

Saddle Brook Hotel and Conference Center.
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SECTION 4 - THE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS18

A scenario is a plausible or likely outcome based on a range of existing factors and assumptions,
and/or based on specific strategies or visions. These two categories are not mutually exclusive,
nor should only one or the other be used to frame the scenarios. One of the goals of participatory
planning is to educate the public about both the potential intended and unintended consequences
of various community decisions, including the physical and visual qualities of various redevelop-
ment options.

The visioning process leads directly to the scenario buildings process. The vision process estab-
lishes a place from which to start building scenarios by gatherings information about what the
community defines as opportunities and constraints, how the community desires the site to func-
tion, and the goals for the site in terms ranging from environmental or visual quality to economic
development.

The Preliminary Scenarios

Over the course of several months of study and discussion with faculty and community advi-
sors three draft scenarios were developed. In April 2009 these were reviewed and discussed at a
final public workshop. The scenario frameworks were named “Business as Usual”, “Diversified
Economy” and “Maximize Tourism”.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual is the option of what would most likely happen if no planning
actions were taken. In this case, that means high-end suburban style housing, on one to two acre

lots, maximized on the site with no other land uses planned. The draft version of this scenario
presented at the workshop is illustrated in figure 14.

Figure 14. Scenario 1 - Business as Usual
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Scenario 2 - Diversified Economy illustrated an expansion of Sackets Harbor’s economic base
that would not detract from the existing retail and commercial uses in the village commercial
core. Proposed uses in this scenario included professional office (such as a small medical com-
plex for a dentist and family physician), a conference center catering to 50 to 150 people, and
single family residential on modest size lots and apartment residential. The draft version of this
scenario is shown in figure 15.

Figure 15. Scenario 2 - Diversified Economy

Scenario 3 - Maximize Tourism was intended to expand tourism options and catering. The major
driver in this option is the conference center which is more comprehensive than that shown in the
Diversified Economy scenario. It would be a full service conference center, catering to up to 300
people. The Maximize Tourism scenario includes overnight lodging and increased recreation op-
portunities for residents and tourists ( park space, dedicated open space, walking and cross-coun-
try trails, and an indoor swimming pool). A modest amount of retail is proposed along Ambrose
Street or embedded into the conference center. There is single family residential on modest size
lots. The draft version is shown in figure .

Figure 16. Scenario 3 - Maximize Tourism
19



The Scenario Review Workshop and Results

The three preliminary scenarios were presented at a workshop attended by approximately 10
community members that had been involved in the process previously. Those present evaluated
the scenarios based on their perception of how well each might contribute to achieving the goals
for the site identified during the vision planning process. The scenarios were ranked on a scale
of 0 to 3, with zero meaning that the scenario did not achieve the goal at all and three meaning
that the scenario would meet the goal completely. Following is a summary of the results for each
goal and scenario.

Goal 1. Diversify and complement the existing economic base of Sackets Harbor.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual

Scenario 2 - Diversified
Economy

Scenario 3 - Maximize
Tourism

4

1.2

1.8

Those present felt that Scenario 2 and 3 would contribute more to this goal than Scenario 1
which has only residential land use. However, based on these results they felt that none of the
scenarios was doing all they could for the local economy.

Goal 2. Conserve and protect the Village’s natural resources and open space, including wet-
lands, meadowlands and woodlands.

Scenario 2 - Diversified Scenario 3 - Maximize
Economy Tourism

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual

1 1.5 1.9

Those present perceived that Scenario 1 with about 6 acres, or 8 percent open space, would per-
form the worst in meeting this goal. Scenario 2 had about 10% or 13 acres of open space and a
1.5 acre park. Scenario 3 had 48% or 38 acres plus a one acre park.

Goal 3. Contribute to the diversity of housing options in the Village.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual

Scenario 2 - Diversified
Economy

Scenario 3 - Maximize
Tourism

1.5

1.7

While Scenario 1 had the most houses at 42 units, it had the least variety of housing in that it
accommaodates only single family houses on relatively large lots ( one and two acres). Scenario
2 also had a high number of housing units at 41, they were distributed in 10 multifamily units
and the remainder as single family on lots of % to % acre. Scenario 3 which received a slightly
higher ranking has the lowest number of total units at 32, but the highest amount of diversity
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with nine 2 acre lots, 23 ¥4 to %2 acre lots and ten uints of multifamily.

Goal 4. Encourage development sensitive to the character of the larger Village and have scale
and context appropriate design.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual Scenario 2 - Diversified Scenario 3 - Maximize
Economy Tourism
7 15 1.7

Participants noted that all of the scenarios placed the development right on the edge of the edge
of the State Historical Battlefield Site without an adequate buffer. Scenario 1 does little to fol-
low the existing patterns of development in the village. Additionally, none of the scenarios are
in line with the existing house sizes in the village.

Goal 5. Promote community sustainability.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual Scenario 2 - Diversified Scenario 3 - Maximize
Economy Tourism
7 15 1.4

In this case, what community member meant by sustainability referred to economic and social
sustainability as well as environmental. Both Scenarios 2 and 3 had more diverse land uses and
development that they felt would advance economic and social sustainability.

Goal 6. Conserve working landscapes.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual Scenario 2 - Diversified Scenario 3 - Maximize
Economy Tourism
4 1.7 15

For this site, this goal was referring to the conservation of working agriculture. Scenario 1 had
no agriculture, Scenario 2 had approximately 16 acres of agriculture and Scenario 3 had approxi-
mately 6 acres. The participants felt that more could have been done but there was not discus-
sion about how much agriculture is appropriate on this site in total.
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Goal 7. Complement the village-wide recreation opportunities.

Scenario 1 - Business as Usual Scenario 2 - Diversified Scenario 3 - Maximize
Economy Tourism
3 1.1 1.3

Scenario 1 has open space but it didn’t have any recreational facilities shown. Scenario 2 had
1.5 acres of park, 10 acres of open space and approximately 3,500 liner feet of trails. Scenario
3 had one acre of park, 28 acres of open space and approximately 4,500 linear feet of trail. Both
scenarios 2 and 3 had sidewalks which also provide safer connections to open space and trails.

As can be seen in the ratings, while scenarios 2 and 3 are about evenly preferred, none of the
scenarios received high enough ratings to indicate overwhelming approval of any scheme. Com-
munity members did have additional comments including:

. All schemes should have street trees and sidewalks

. The houses shown are too large

. One scenario should site the conference center adjacent to the battlefield

. Give consideration to other community resources on the site, such as a community center

or amphitheatre

The faculty at SUNY ESF also had comments during the capstone project review:

. Ilustration style not refined

. Not sufficient character development or detail

. Reconsider the retail, commercial and apartment space

. One scenario should site the conference center adjacent to the battlefield
. Design of conference center and commercial space is weak

. Location and amount of road in some places is not functional

. Some of the housing layout would not be site plan approval
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The Final IHlustrative Scenarios

Based on the critique of the community and the faculty, the scenarios were redesigned to better
relate to the site and context, address issues of scale and documented in a more illustrative man-
ner. These scenarios should be useful in promoting discussion with a broader community audi-
ence if desired.

Scenario 1 - Single Family Residential

The totally residential scenario shows a total of 39 housing site, with 12 two- acre lots and 27
one-acre lots. The swale has been rerouted through the backyards of the houses closest to its
starting point from Edmond Street. The village’s proposed train system would parallel the swale
and this scenario would require a 50 foot easement. The Battlefield Park is buffered by a hedge-
row planting.

Figure 17. Final Scenario 1 - Single Family Residential Use
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Scenario 2(A) — Full Service Conference Center, east side

This scenario shows a diversity of housing lot sizes typical of the range found in the village.
There are 29 housing lots total, of which six are one-acre or greater. The higher-end housing is
adjacent to the Battlefield Park. The apartments are located adjacent to the higher density village
development. The swale has been kept in its existing location and is protected through a 100-
foot buffer. The Battlefield Park is separated from the site by a stone wall and almost continu-
ous hedgerow. Active agriculture remains adjacent to the residential, providing a transition to
agricultural uses remaining to the south. The full service conference center is located on the east
side of Ambrose Street within a reforested site.

Figure 18. Final Scenario 2A - Full Service Conference Center, east side
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Scenario 2(B) — Full Service Conference Center, west side

This scenario is almost identical to scenario 2(A). The difference is that the conference center is
located adjacent to the battlefield. Residential lots have been added on the east side of Ambrose
Street but there are three less lots total in this scheme.

Figure 19. Final Scenario 2B - Full Service Conference Center, west side
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Scenario 3 — Conference Center and Office Park

This scenario has 47 house sites, including nine that are one-acre or larger. It has a small office
complex on the east side of Ambrose Street. A small conference center located in the south-
west corner of the site is bounded by the swale and agriculture. The swale has been relocated to
the western edge of the property and set within a 100-foot buffer within which the trail will be
located. Relocating the swale allows the village street pattern to be extended into the site. The
trail is set within a vegetated buffer when it runs east-west through the site.

Figure 20. Scenario 3 - Conference Center and Office Park
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SECTION 5 - DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES

At the time that this document was being completed, the Village of Sackets Harbor had recently
issued a draft version of its updated Zoning Ordinance. A review of this new code indicates

that the LDC site is located within the Village Residential district. Adherence to the new code
requirements should ensure that the desired village characteristics will be extended into the re-
development of the LDC property. However, it may be helpful to have development guidelines
that are specific to this site and its context to further ensure that the important and valued aspects
that were expressed by community members are respected.

Site Planning

. Locate new buildings close to the streets so that there is a direct visual relationship and
a strong street corridor edge created by the buildings. The zoning code defines minimum and
maximum setbacks that are based on existing desired conditions in the village.

. Arrange commercial buildings in clustered masses with a close relationship to the street,
with parking located behind the buildings.

. Use traditional elements such as fences, hedges and low walls to define the public space
of the street and sidewalk from the semi-public or private front yard.

. Locate sidewalks along all streets and connect them to existing sidewalks to the north.

. Plant large deciduous trees at regular intervals (30 to 50 feet on center) along the streets

to provide a familiar edge, imply separation of the sidewalk and street, and provide a continuous
overhead canopy and shade.

. Plan for an open space and trail system that traverses the property and that is connected
to the planned village trail system. Make sure that prospective property owners are aware of its
proposed location and its public use prior to purchase of their property. Provide access to the
trail system from public sidewalks at regular intervals in the LDC development.

Architecture

. The design of new buildings should complement the traditional desired characteristics of
existing buildings in the village but should not try to replicate historic buildings. This includes
height, scale, materials, detailing, window size and pattern, roof style and massing.

. Large boxy buildings should be discouraged and large buildings should be scaled down
into smaller attached or related buildings. For example, the designers of the proposed conference
center building might seek inspiration from a farmstead layout that clusters buildings around a
central yard or common space rather than a single large building.

Parking
. Locate commercial parking behind buildings, not on the street side.
. Locate residential parking in rear yards or in the side behind the main fagcade and set back

line. (Discourage residential garages that overpower the main facades and encourage garages
that are located in the rear yard.)

. Divide parking lots into smaller units, requiring generous planting to provide shade and
buffer views of the lot.

. Encourage connections between parking on adjacent commercial properties to promote
shared parking.
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Boundaries and Edges

. Relationship to the Battlefield — The scenarios illustrate different boundary relation-
ships between the new development and the battlefield site. Based on the responses from the
final workshop, it seems that there is a preference for the generous open space buffer illustrated
in Scenario 2A and 2B or a dense vegetative buffer as shown in Scenario 3. The treatment of
the boundary and the views from the battlefield will have a significant impact on the experience
of the visitor to that historic site. It is recommended that there be a consistent and continuous
treatment along this edge such as a hedgerow of mixed deciduous trees and large shrubs. There
may also need to be some regulation of outbuildings, height and material of fences and building
colors in deference to the experience on the battlefield site.

. Relationship to the traditional village fabric — The preferred scenarios are those that
extend the scale and pattern of the traditional village residential development, with small lots and
narrow setbacks from the street. There should be no boundary between the existing streets and
their extension into the LDC site.

. Relationship to agriculture — If the draft zoning ordinance is passed, the development on
the LDC site will form the southern edge of the Village Residential District, beyond which is the
Rural Conservation District. There should be a distinct edge at the boundary where the village
residential meets agricultural use. Scenarios 2 and 3 illustrate agricultural use extending north
into the LDC site. Wherever it is finally determined that this boundary occurs, the change in
character between developed village and agriculture should be immediately evident.
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Appendix A: Workshop One

Facilitation Notes
The following is an idealized outline of Workshop One. This is how and why the events of July
10th should have taken place.

Village of Sackets Harbor
Workshop 1: July 10th 2008

Schedule

6:45-7:00pm
7:00-7:05pm
7:05-7:20pm
7:20-7:30pm
7:30-8:10pm
8:10-8:15pm
8:15-8:55pm
8:55-9:00pm
Clean up

Greet community participates

Introduction by Dave

introduction presentation by Amanda

Discussion about Vision Statement

Activity One

Short Break

Activity Two

Wrap Up Activities, Thank participants, Remind them of the next workshop

Welcome Table:

Greeters: Two people (preferably someone from the community)

Description:

A.) Have them sign in (name and contact information)

B.) Give them name tag

D.) Give them the handout with the Vision Statement

C.) Have them add a dot to the map showing where they live

Materials: name tags, dots, map, sign in sheets
Time: 6:45pm-7pm

Introduction:

Speakers: Amanda Cesari and Dave Altieri

Purpose: Dave’s introduction is to show our help is being invited into the community and
explain a little bit about who we are.



Amanda’s presentation is to explain some terminology, allay some fears about brownfields and
their reuse, and explains how what we’re doing fits into the larger context of community driven
projects in Sackets Harbor and to partially update and focus the Visioning done previously.

Description of activity:
A.) Introduction - Dave introduces the project and SUNY ESF’s CCDR involvement.

B.) Presentation - Amanda runs through a presentation that introduces
1.) The agenda for the evening
2.) The site itself
3.) Brownfield
a.) What a brownfield is
b.) The steps of reclamation
c.) How that applies to the site
4.) Vision plan
a.) What it is
b.) What it’s for
c.) What theirs says
C.) Vision Discussion

1) Repeat the Vision Statement “Is there anything that you think needs to be added or
changed?”

2.) Repeat the three action areas, “Is there anything that you think needs to be added or
changed? Are these categories still relevant to Sackets Harbor today?”

Documentation: Community comments will be taken by a facilitator (not the speaker) on a flip
chart.

Materials: projector, laptop, flip chart, markers, easel
Time: 7pm-7:05 pm Dave

7:05pm-7:20pm Amanda

7:20pm-7:30pm Discussion
Activity One: Land Use and Activities

Facilitators: Amanda, Cheryl, Sara, Dave, Other(s)

Purpose: To identify needs of the community, what’s appropriate land uses for the LDC
property and why.

Description:
A.) Introduce yourself to the group and have them introduce themselves.



B.) Introduction - The facilitator will explain the purpose of the activity is to consider
different land use needs in the village and then on the LCD site. There are two
flip charts for this activity.

C.)  Step 1: Identifying land uses desired or needed in the village

a) “What activities would you like to have in the community that you don’t
have now? What would you like to have more of?”
*Give them a couple minutes to think about it and write stuff down
(on the hand out them got, when they came in, we’re not

collecting it.)

*Randomly pick someone to start. Have them tell you one thing on
the list. Write it in the column marker “Land use/Activity”
on the flip chart.

b.) “Why do they want/need that activity?” Write it down in the “Why?”” column.

c.) Ask if anyone else have that activity/land use?
*“Why?” Write the why down if it’s different.

d.) Go around the table and repeat this process until you run out of answers or it’s
been 15 min utes. Make sure to go around the table in a systematic
matter so that everyone speaks.



Results Activity One

The number is the amount of dots on it, or how many people prioritized it as necessary to Sackets
Harbor. Land use/activity are the things that they suggested in the brainstorming session. Then

they were asked why.

The top six land uses/activities were diversify economic base with 8 votes, recreational facilities
and trails with six votes, open space and farmland with four votes, and the remaining land uses
had three votes a piece, professional offices, commercial office park and hotel/conference center.
These land uses can be broken into three categories: economic development, recreation and open

space.

Number

Landuse/Activity

Why

S

farmland/agriculture

keep population lower

contain population growth

concentration of population/compact

seeing working farms/scenic

w

diversity of business/employment

seasonal opportunity

[N

light industry

driving to other places to work

4 tech|economic development
Residential
not many accommodations for older residents or lower
0.5 elderly housinglincome residents
0.5 special needs housing
1 affordable housing
1 market level housing
3|Commercial office park increase taxes
higher paying jobs
0|sewage treatment plant current facilities insufficient
0|DPW Trucks current facilities insufficient
0| Youth recreation activities shortage of youth activities aside from school
3|trail health
winter business
quality of life
3|recreational-passive, fields, green space lack

3|professional offices-insurance, medical, child care |convenience
SUC?

0]community gardens

0|grocery store expand

0|year round pool health

1|water related accessibility recreational

economic development




Number

[ee]

LDC Landuse

Why

Diversity of business/employment

employment opportunities of all levels

village appropriate scale

jobs

tax base

secondary economic development

(2]

recreational facilities/trail

enhance sites

health

year round

quality of life

green

trans connection

S

Open space/farmland

preserve open space

wildlife

aesthetics

contain development

W

professional offices

convenient

economic development

w

commercial office park

diversity business base

year round jobs

possibly easier to attract this type of business

W

hotel/conference center

wedding industry

year round economic activity

tax base

jobs




Activity Two: Edges and Relationship to Community
Facilitators: Amanda, Cheryl, Sara, Dave, Other(s)

Purpose: To identify the character and value of the edges and understand what should be re-
spected about the edge and therefore how should development treat the edge. Ultimately to
understand how people view the relationship of the undeveloped land to the surrounding context
and how the development should respond to it.

Description:
A.)  Setup- Each table will have a map of the LDC Oil Property, a series of photo strips and
works sheets.

B.) Introduction —

a. Explain that the purpose of the exercise is to document the landscape character and use of
the lands surrounding the LCD site and to consider the fit of any new development on the LDC
along these edges. In other words, how will any new development fit within the existing village
context. Use the large reference map to point out the four edges and note the differences. Note
the designation of the 4 different edges, north, east, etc. This is for orientation only; the facilita-
tor should not try not to influence answers. Then show the group the panels of edge pictures and
note the coding that relates each picture to the map. The pictures are numbered and lettered to
reference the edge and location of each photo.

C.)  Step 1 -- Small Group Review the Different Edge Conditions (20 Minutes)

a. Break your group into four smaller groups. Have each group assign someone as the re-
corder and give them the blank worksheet, it has two sides! It will be collected.
b. Each group will be given a panel of pictures corresponding to a specific edge. They will

have 5 minutes to talk about the

Short Break
Time: 8:10-8:15pm

1. the characteristics
2. the value and
3. the response for each edge.

Ask them to write down what features and conditions that characterizes that each edge, what is
valuable about those characteristics and lastly what are some whys to preserve those features that
are valued.

c. At five minute intervals they will switch the edge they are working on (have everyone hand
their panel to one side). Repeat this until every group has done every edge.

D.) Step 2 — Group Discussion of Edge Conditions (15 Minutes)

You will have 4 prepared pages on the flip chart. Each page corresponds to an edge. You will
have the same three categories as the groups did. There is a space for you to tape the picture that
corresponds to that edge. Spend three or four minutes discussing each edge and the three catego-



ries. Record their answers.
E.) Lastly, ask them to put a dot at the edge they feel is most sensitive to development.

Documentation: Data will be recorded on flip charts by the facilitator or another person (depend-
ing on the amount of participants). Data will also be gathered on the maps and photos handed
out. It will be organized by frequency and type.

Materials: 4 or 5 flip charts, packages of 5 8.5 X 11 including a map of the LDC, and 4 pages of
photos corresponding to each edge (have enough for 40 people to share two to a person), writing
utensils, markers

Time: 8:15-8:20pm Setup
8:20-8:40pm Activity (5 minutes per edge, per group)
8:40-8:55pm Discussion

South Edge

East Edge

West Edge

o
o

-
o

North Edge
Pictures used for the edge activity.



31 3

Map key used for the edge activity.

1. West Edge
Character Value

Response

2. North Edge

Character Value

Response

Worksheet used for the edge activity.



Activity Two.: Results

They were asked to describe the character of the edges and then rate the value of that character
on a 1-10 scale, 10 being high. Then they were asked what the response of development should
be.

\ Participants described the west edge with; historic, scenic, open fields and lake view. Based
upon what participants responded to for VALUE and RESPONSE OF DEVELOPMENT, Guid-
ing Principles were created. Basically, community members wanted development along the
western edge of the LDC property to: be low impact on the historic site, maintain openness/
views and move the sewage treatment plant.

Participants described the north edge with; residential, main transportation route, wooded and
proximity to the school. Based upon what participants responded to for VALUE and RE-
SPONSE OF DEVELOPMENT, Guiding Principles were created. Basically, community mem-
bers wanted development along the Northern edge of the LDC property to: establish connections
between current and proposed residential use, i.e. continue the pattern of development in such a
way that doesn’t cut either off from each other, where possible, maintain trees: they help act as

a buffer and give character and establish appropriate land use and scale relationships, to respect
what’s already there and respond in such a way that doesn’t create conflict with the current use

Participants described the east edge with; vacant pasture, wooded and wetland. Based upon
what participants responded to for VALUE and RESPONSE OF DEVELOPMENT, Guiding
Principles were created. Basically, community members wanted development along the eastern
edge of the LDC property to: preserve natural features as there’s a fairly large grove of trees that
buffer this section from the Route 75 and preserve the character of the area.

Participants described the south edge with; open space, agriculture/dairy and viewshed. Based
upon what participants responded to for VALUE and RESPONSE OF DEVELOPMENT, Guid-
ing Principles were created. Basically, community members wanted development along the
western edge of the LDC property to: preserve open space and agriculture.



Edges Character Value Response
West [historic 10|preserve
scenic 10|preserve
open fields 8|maintain
waterview 10|preserve
some residential 6|protect viewshed
water/sewer 0[move
agriculture 1
North |Residential 10|sensitive
school (proximity) 8|sensitive
main thorough fare 10]improve pedestrian and bike use
woods/green 8|preserve
East |abandoned railroad 8|use as trail
residential 5|maintain buffer
vacant pasture 3|develop infrastructure
scenic 2
woods 10|preserve
possible place for sewage treatment plant
increase accessibility
Swamp existing drainage
South [Ag/dairy 6|community garden
C0-0p
migratory bird landing 6|maintain
open space 10|preserve
viewshed 10|preserve

road/infrastructure

Dave's Group

Amanda's Group

Both




Appendix B: Workshop Two

Facilitation Notes
The following is an idealized outline of Workshop One. This is how and why the events of July
10th should have taken place.

—

Village of Sackets Harbor
Workshop Two: August 14th 2008, 7-9pm

Schedule

6:45-7:00pm Greet community participates

7:00-7:05pm Introduction by Dave

7:05-7:20pm introduction presentation by Amanda

7:20-7:30pm Discussion about Summary of Workshop 1

7:30-8:00pm Activity One

8:00-8:35pm  Activity Two

8:35-9:00pm Wrap Up Activities, Thank participants, Remind them of the next workshop
Clean up

Welcome Table:

Greeters: Two people (preferably someone from the community)
Description:

A.) Have them sign in (name and contact information)

B.) Give them name tag

Materials: name tags, sign in sheets
Time: 6:45pm-7pm

Introduction:

Speakers: Amanda Cesari and Dave Altieri

Description of activity:

A.) Introduction - Dave introduces the project.

1.) Explains the ongoing relationship between Sackets Harbor and SUNY ESF
2.) Explain purpose of the project
3.) History of the LDC site

B.) Presentation - Amanda runs through a presentation that introduces
1.) The agenda for the evening
2.) Review Summary and Analysis of Workshop One



3.) Results relationship to the Vision Statement

C.) Workshop One Results Discussion- There will be a flip chart with all the activities and land
uses people asked for that got a vote.

1.) “Is there anything that you want to talk about?”

2.) “Is there anything you would like to add details to or needs to be explained more?”

3.) “Is there anything that you think needs to be added or changed?”

4.) If things are added, everyone gets dots and are asked to place the dots next to 2 highest pri-
ority and appropriateness for the LDC site.

Documentation: Community comments will be taken by a facilitator (not the speaker) on a flip
chart.

Materials: projector, laptop, flip chart, markers, easel, dots

Time: 7pm-7:05 pm Dave

7:05pm-7:20pm Amanda
7:20pm-7:30pm Discussion

Activity One: Preference Survey

Facilitators: Amanda, Cheryl, Dave, Other(s)

Purpose: To identify the character and performance of selected land uses preferences of the
community.

Description:

A.) Hand out worksheets.

B.) Introduction — Amanda will explain the activity. “We’re going to look at some examples of
some different land uses and start looking at ways they can be built. Each slide will have three
images which represent a similar type of land use. We would like you to choose the most appro-
priate for the this village and the site. We’ll start with an example.”

C) Example — Run through the example slide.

D.) Run through the PowerPoint of photos, at each new slide reiterate that we
are on slide X. Move on to the next slide when everyone is done writing.

E.) Collect the worksheets and ask everyone to spilt to 2 or 3 tables. Partner them based on who
they’re sitting with.

Documentation: The handouts with the participants’ response will be collected.



Results for Activity One

Office Buildings: It was important to people that the buildings fit in context and vegetation
around the building was important.

Parking Lots: Canopy for keeping cars cool was important, organization, no one wants to see
parking lots. Scale and context it always important, in this case it could mean not making the
lots overlarge.

Housing Scale: Don’t obstruct views to the water or the open space that currently characterizes
this space. Smaller scale fits into the village scale better. The form and performance needs to
match current village character. The smaller scale housing is something currently lacking.

Multiple Family Options: Again, it needs to fit into the scale and context of the village. It’s
important to have vegetation screening and amending.

Housing Spacing: While suburban style housing lots seems to win, it also is a matter of con-
text (i.e., closer to the village core should have closer spacing), additionally, open space is still
important.

Recreation: Trails and passive recreation are a pretty strong majority. Many people feel orga-
nized play is already adequately provided for (except for a playground). The open space and
recreation should have the least amount of impact on the land as possible.

Slide Set: Example

Example slide used in the prefernce survey.



dings slide used In the prefernce survey.

Slide Set 1

1 Why
1{C Prefer open space look
2|B looks like it holds a many offices
3|C more trees, too much parking area, wall
4|C open space
5|C | like the deep setback for building
6|C unobtrusive
7|C more green space; building is further away
8|C Green space looks greener; don't like Mcmansions
9|B Most likely to be energy efficient
10|C It provides a buffered view of development
111A Diverse architecture, intense vegetation in parking areas, vegetation in front of buildings
12|C Because it stands out less and fits in to the trees
13|A Because it looks like it has a community feeling and diverse architecture
14|1A Historic looking-jobs creator
15|None All just took up a beautiful open space
16|A Nature and buildings, good together
17|C It preserves the land best
18[C Landscaping/taller trees/lawn
19(C No visible parking-lots of trees
20|None Prefer appearance, scale setting consistent with village history, arch style
21|C More shielded and buffered
1 A4
B: 2
C: 13
None: 2

Office Buildings: trying to get a sense of scale, parking and greening that the community
prefers in office buildings.




Slide Set 2

Pakring lots slide used In the prefernce survey.

2 Why
A less crowded
A hate islands in parking lots
C seem to be more trees? Less large parking areas
C environmentally peasant
C leave as many trees as possible and access off the main road
none parking should be unseen
C Lots of trees to make cars cooler in sunlight
C Shade and shelter more inviting
None parking depends on use of adjacent property
C It is better organized
C Lots of trees canopy in parking lots
C Works better with tress
B Because it blends more with the environment
C Best choice but can look more friendly
C Looked most organized and clean
B Looks like a nice state park (“"nature™)
C Not cluttered, seems organized
None
A No visible parking-lots of trees
C To extent parking is "hidden" minimalized, designed to fit neighborhood
C More natural setting
2 A:3
B: 2
C: 13
None: 3
Parking Lots
*canopy
*orgainzed
*fit into neighborhood (minimize apparnce




Slide Set 3

3 Why
A prefer houses set back from road
C don't need "mcmansions™

C scale nice
C

C

C

suitable for small community
proportional with existing homes

low key
None
C Would not obstruct water view
None Need a mix-no "one size fits all"
B Better scale for village
B Gable ends out toward street, med. Family house
B+C A little smaller but a mix
None Don't want housing
None
None Open space
B
B Big enough without being excessive
C Landscaping/house contours
C Smaller house more typical of village
C Best-small cottage size needed
A Greater tax revenue per structure
3 A:2
B: 4.5
C:95
None: 5

Housing Scale

*Smaller: proportional to exsisting
*Smaller: needed housing type
*Viewsheds




Slide Set 4

Multiple family slide used in the prefernce survey.

4 Why
A appealing but efficient design
None
None
None
blank whichever one offers the most and easier outdoor access Ex. large balconies, yards, porches
C most residential Individual looking. Not row house style
None
C Population density not so obvious
C Optimal for appearance but may not be cost effective
None
C Less modern looking, more vegetation
None I don't like any of the styles
None But if | had to pick C-blend with nature and a little thought into original
A Best of three but far from good
None If this route-should match historical architecture
C Looks like nicer looking housing with some trees (“greenery")
None Multiple family living don't work
C spacing
C More trees, but don't like garage up front
None B is ok-Don't like garage facing street, prefer multi-family that appear as single family
None don't like appearance of any
4 A 2
B:0
C.7
None: 12
Multiple Family Housing
*Fit into exsisting scales and detailing
*Green
*Other examples needed




Slide Set 5

House spacing slide used in the prefernce survey.

5 Why
C prefer set back approach
B moderate size lots
None maybe the farm house
None
B spacious, not crowded lot sizes
C Lots of space around it, not close
C Large green space, looks "uncrowned"
A Neighbors to interact with; presume open space around
B Best balance between too much and to little
C It is low density
B Neighborhood size matters, a is too close, C is too far
None A too congest, B + C too spread out
None
None
None Openness/raised taxes/lack of historical preservation
B+C Houses in picture A are way too close
B Big enough to move about
B Spatial setting
B Medium lot size as leave the village core
None Or urban townhouse, depends on location on site-smaller lots closer to village core, larger closer to farm
B Open space with attractive development
5 Al
B: 8.5
C: 4.5
None: 7
House Spacing Patterns
*Suburban style wins
*Open space
*Neighborhood size
*Not Crowded




Recreation slide used In the prefernce survey.

Slide Set 6

6 Why
C Recreational/Sport [word]
combo save trees though
A for sure
C open space
blank green spaces for exploring, but playground options for climbing, etc.
B Family style, all ages
A Accessible by walking, bicycling etc. Unencumbered by playground equipment which "tells you" what to do
All something for all ages and skills
A Generalize use=everyone can use-not specific

It has rec. trail.

We need a trial! We already have a playground and ball fields.

+
(o8]

A mix of trails and a more defined rec area

Maybe: trails only

Non-structured

Only if its dirt trail (no pavement/cement)

Not really in the best location for picture C

Least impact to property

Usable waling/biking trail

1 like trails (though we NEED a playground)

Passive rec, natural, open, ball fields needed but at other location

>(>(>|>|>]|>]|>|>|>|>|©| >
+
oY)

Trail and open space

A: 13.3

B: 3.3

C:23

None: 2

Recreation

*Passive Recreation

*Trails

*Impact to land

*Open Space

*Trees




Please write the LETTER of the picture you prefer for each slide set.
Briefly describe WHY you prefer that picture out of that set. If you don’t
prefer any in the set, please write NONE in the prefer space.

Slide Set Prefer Why?
Examp|e C Because it looks drive able
1
2
3
4
5
6

Worksheet used in the prefernce survey.



Activity Two: The Mix

Facilitators: Amanda, Cheryl, Dave, Other(s)

Purpose: To identify three things:
-what land use or activities people want on the LDC site
-mix or relative percentages of each land use or activity people want on the LDC
-where people want land uses or activities on the LDC site

Description:

“At the first workshop, it became clear that no one was thinking of just one or two land uses for
the entire property. This activity is formatted to show how us you think about the mix or relative
percentages of each land use or activity on the LDC site. While you are not meant to be design-
ing, we are also interested in the relative relationships between context and land use. Or, we
want to know where you would put things and why.”

A.) Setup- Each table will have a some leggos, blank map sheets, scissors and construction
paper.

Construction Paper Leggos
Black = parking = Housing
Cream = Agriculture = Industry
Green = Recreation = Offices

= Hotel/Conference

B.) Each pair/group is given a blank map and a key. The other materials will be communal at
the table.

C.) They are given a brief demonstration as to the relative SCALE of the map and the materials.

D.) They are asked to use different size and colored leggos as specific building types and the
papers as ground plain. Locate buildings and activities on the map taking into consideration
context, location and relationship to each other.

E.) Asthey go along, they are asked to briefly describe on a 3X5 card WHY they choose their
major moves. |.E. Why is X located Y? Or Why is there so much X?

F.) Photos will be taken of each map when participants are finished. Materials will be collected
and tagged (each map will have a letter, the materials from that map will be placed into a bag
with the 3X5 card, the letter of the map will be written on the bag.)

Documentation: The maps will be photographed. The materials and the 3X5 card with the par-
ticipants’ responses will be put into a bag that is labeled and keyed to the map.



Materials: Leggos, X blank map sheets, scissors, colored construction paper, tape, digital cam-
era, pencils, 3X5 cards

Time: 8:00-8:5pm Setup
8:05-8:35pm Activity

Wrap Up

Facilitators: Amanda, Cheryl, Dave and Name(s)

Description:

A.) Once all participants have finished their maps. They are thanked for their participation and
asked to stay tuned for the next workshop which should be sometime late September, early Octo-
ber. Also, to watch for information from these workshops to be uploaded to the Sackets Harbor
website.

B.) Materials are cleaned up and room is put back to order.
Time: 8:35pm-9:00pm

Results for Activity Two
Summary

Commonalities

-Everyone had a fairly large buffer between the battlefield site and the rest of development.
-Everyone wanted the current buffer between Rt. 3 and the rest of the site to remain.
-Everyone had a fair amount of open spaces, especially at edges but also throughout. No one
used all the land to develop (or even most). Suburban pattern? Lots of comments about trees
and “greening”

-All development was close to Ambrose street. To take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Especially closer to NE.

-Housing is always cluster together with offices and light industry somewhere else. Is this be-
cause we didn’t have a color for retail?

-D has the least amount of housing and C has the most, but they all use approximately the same
amount of space for housing.

Differences

-Team A is the only one who didn’t have a conference center.
-D is the only one without housing on the NW side of Ambrose.
-Only team C had agriculture.

-Only team B didn’t have any offices.

-Team D didn’t mix any land uses together

-Team B misunderstood scale



Key

Parking
*Agriculture
*Recreation
*Housing
Industry
*Office
*Special

Group A

Key
*Parking
*Agriculture
*Recreation
*Housing
Industry
*Office
*Special

Group B



Key

Parking
*Agriculture
*Recreation O
*Housing

Industry

*Office

-Special ]

Group C

Key

*Parking
*Agriculture
*Recreation O
*Housing

Industry

*Office

«Special ]

Group. D



Appendix C: Workshop Three

Facilitation Notes
The following is an idealized outline of Workshop One. This is how and why the events of De-
cember 2nd should have taken place.

Village of Sackets Harbor
Workshop Three: December 2nd 2008, 7-9pm

Schedule

6:45-7:00pm Greet community participates

7:00-7:05pm Introduction by Dave

7:05-7:25pm introduction presentation by Amanda

7:30-8:15pm Activity One

8:15--8:45pm Activity Two

8:45-9:00pm Wrap Up Activities, Thank participants, Remind them of the next workshop
Clean up

Welcome Table:
Greeters: One person (preferably someone from the community)

Description:
A.) Have them sign in (name and contact information)
B.) Give them name tag

Materials: name tags, sign in sheets

Time: 6:45pm-7pm

Introduction:

Speakers: Amanda Cesari and Dave Altieri

Description of activity:

A.) Introduction - Dave introduces the project.

1.) Explains the ongoing relationship between Sackets Harbor and SUNY ESF
2.) Explain purpose of the project
3.) History of the LDC site

B.) Presentation - Amanda runs through a presentation that introduces
1.) The agenda for the evening
2.) Review Summary and Analysis of Workshop Two



3.) Results relationship to the Vision Statement creation for the LDC property.
4.) How I plan to use it and continue to work with the community.

5.) Request permission to record activities.

Materials: projector, laptop

Time: 7pm-7:05 pm Dave

7:05pm-7:25pm Amanda

Activity Onea: Confirming the Vision

Facilitators: Amanda, Dave, Other(s)
Purpose: To confirm a vision statement for the Augsbury Oil site in Sackets Harbor.

Description:

A.) Hand out worksheets with draft(s) of vision statements.

B.) Depending on the size of the group, spilt into smaller groups of 5-7.
E.) Have everyone read the draft vision statement.

F.) Ask them to write down any corrections to the statement they would make. Anything
they think is missing from the vision.

G.)  Going around the table and ask each person what they would change about the vision
statement. Record it on the flipchart.

H.)  Continue until no one would change anything else.

Activity Oneb: Confirming the Goals

Facilitators: Amanda, Dave, Other(s)

Purpose: To confirm the goals for the Ausbury Oil site and to solicit new goals if appropriate.
A.) Have everyone read the draft goals.

B.) Ask the group if there is anything they would change, add or subtract. Start with goal one.

C.) Record the changes, additions, subtractions. Attempt to come to a consensus about the
wording and worth of each goal. Write the agreed upon goal on the flipchart.



D.) Once all given goals have been gone through, ask if there is anything that has been missed.
Documentation: The conversation will be recorded.
Materials: Worksheet. Flipchart. Markers. Recorder.

Time: 7:50-8:10pm

Activity Onec: Putting it all together.

Facilitators: Amanda, Dave, Other(s)

Purpose: To confirm the vision statement and goals for the Augsbury oil site.

A.)  Have the group reconvene. Move the flip charts to the front of the group.

B.) Have the facilitator of the group present the Vision and the Goals to the entire group.
Documentation: The conversation will be recorded

Materials: Worksheet. Flipchart. Markers. Recorder.

Time: 8:10-8:20pm

Activity Two: Seeding the Scenarios

Facilitators: Amanda, Dave, Other(s)
Purpose: To confirm and brainstorm characteristics to seed the scenarios.

A.)  Give everyone a handout with the characteristics that will be used to seed the scenarios.
B.)  Ask if there is anything else they would like to add.
C.)  Write each on the flip chart.

Documentation: The conversation will be recorded
Materials: Worksheet. Flipchart. Markers. Recorder.

Time: 8:10-8:40pm Activity



Results

Final Vision

Sackets Harbor’s Local Development Corporation Site will contribute to the high quality of life
in the Village by being developed in a manner that sensitive to context and scale while preserv-
ing natural and historic resources and enhancing the economic vitality of the community.

Final Goals
1. Diversify and complement the existing economic base of Sackets Harbor.

2. Conserve and protect the Village’s natural resources and open space; including wetlands,
meadowlands, and woodlands.

3. Contribute to the diversity of housing options in the Village of Sackets Harbor.

4. Encourage development sensitive to the character of the larger Village of Sackets Harbor and
have scale and context appropriate design.

5. Promote community sustainability.
6. Conserve working landscapes.

7. Complement Village-wide recreation opportunities.



Appendix D: Workshop Four

Facilitation Notes
The following is an idealized outline of Workshop One. This is how and why the events of April
9th should have taken place.

Village of Sackets Harbor
Workshop Four: April 9th 2009, 7-9pm

Schedule

6:45-7:00pm Greet community participates

7:00-7:05pm Introduction by Dave

7:05-7:25pm introduction presentation by Amanda
7:30-8:15pm Presentation of Scenarios by Amanda
7:30-8:15pm Activity One (concurrent)

8:15-8:30pm Wrap Up Activities, Thank participants, Clean up

Welcome Table:

Description:

A.) Have them sign in (name and contact information)
Materials: sign in sheets

Time: 6:45pm-7pm

Introduction:
Speakers: Amanda Cesari and Dave Altieri

Description of activity:

A.) Introduction - Dave introduces the project.

1.) Explains the ongoing relationship between Sackets Harbor and SUNY ESF
2.) Explain purpose of the project
3.) History of the LDC site

B.) Presentation - Amanda runs through a presentation that introduces
1.) The agenda for the evening

2.) Review final Vision Statement and Goals from Workshop Three
3.) Background information on the scenarios

Materials: projector, laptop



Time: 7pm-7:05 pm Dave
7:05pm-7:25pm Amanda

Activity Onea: Presentation of Scenarios

Facilitators: Amanda
Purpose: To present the
Description:

A.) Hand out worksheet with vision statement and goals.

B.) Hand out worksheet with evaluation chart.

C.) Have everyone read the goals and evaluation chart. Explain the purpose of the exercise.
D.) Ask them to write down any thoughts or critique they have about the scenarios as they are
being explained.

E.) Ask them to evaluate the scenarios as they are being explained.

F.) Ask them to share any critique or questions they have about the scenarios.

Documentation: The conversation will be recorded.

Materials: Worksheet. Flipchart. Markers.
Time: 7:50-8:10pm

Wrap Up

Results
The results from this workshop are thoroughly explained in the Results section.
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SACKETS HARBOR BATTLEGROUND CHAPTER 2

Figure 2-4. Fort Tompkins was razed by 1846. Sackets Harbor Battlefield Alliance collection.
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Figure 2-5. Main Street about 1900. Town growth resulted in the subdivision of the battlefield. Sackets Harbor Battlefield Alliance
collection.
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